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Introduction
	In the specific context of the English law, the non-fatal offences conducted against an individual correspond to a type of attack that does not cause the death of an individual. The criminal offences resulting in severe outcomes such as death are placed in the category of homicide. Apart from this, the criminal activities that correspond to the sexual offences are distinguished from the other forms of criminal acts (Ormerod and Laird, 2020). Offences that are non-fatal are dealt with the legal provisions outlined in one out of many types of non-fatal offence-based legislation named, Offences Against the Person Act (OAPA) 1861. OAPA 1861 comprise an insignificant type of battery as well as any unlawful form of touching of an individual. However, this law is not capable of providing a consolidated definition of a battery or an assault (Herring, 2020). 
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	It is analysed that the OAPA 1861 is practised for a time period of more than 150 years and is identified to observe constant modifications. OAPA 1861 is criticised in terms of its capability of dealing with the assault or battery related crimes; however, it is widely applied for managing about 26,000 prosecutions on an annual basis. The frequent amendments of the OAPA 1861 result in the increased incoherence as well as the confusing state of the act (The Law Commission, 2015). From critical perspectives of Duff (2018), the OAPA 1861 is criticised to be of less suitability to the modern society in terms of its flawed structural hierarchy. The hierarchical distribution of the seriousness of the criminal offences is not categorised on the basis of a combinative criterion. The presented hierarchy is not outlined in an exclusive manner in link with factors like seriousness of the criminal activity, the generated harms as well as the perspective of the offender.  However, an undesirable state of negotiation is observed in terms of the above three factors (Duff, 2018).
	In adherence to this, it can be discussed that the OAPA 1861 is problematic to be applied for the offences that are in relation to poisoning. In specific application to the case of R v Saunders (1573), it is analysed that the defendant offered poisoned apple to his wife with the intent of killing her. However, the apple was also eaten by her daughter which resulted in her death. Hence as per section 23 of the OAPA 1861, the defendant is charged with a criminal offence in terms of the malicious administration of poison, to endanger the life. However, the OAPA 1861 is insufficient for outlining a clear basis for the infliction of the Grievous Bodily Harm abbreviated as GBH and it results in confusion (Baker, 2019). 
	In contrast to above, the OAPA 1861 is also criticised in terms of its insufficient grading as well as unreliable seriousness in correspondence to the offences surrounding the actual body-specific harm. The projected order of the seriousness associated with the criminal offence is unclear in terms of the arbitrary as well as uneven grading (Allen and Edwards, 2019). For instance, the application of the OAPA 1861 is not considered to be applicable in terms of the seriousness of the Actual Bodily Harm abbreviated as the ABH. The ABH is identified to lie between the common assault or battery. Apart from this, the definition of the imposed GBH tends to be unclear and within the overlapping stage between both the battery and assault.  Furthermore, the penalty sentence for both the ABH as well as the GBH are ten times more in comparison to the battery or assault-related crimes that have the penalty of six months. It can be understood according to the case of R v. Bollom (2004) where the section 18 in the OAPA 1861 is applied for directing the jury in order to assess whether the given injuries are serious to be considered as the GBH in less consideration with the victim's age (Martin and Storey, 2013). Section 18 defined under the OAPA 1861 is less applicable to identify the characteristics of the affected victim. With the application of this section, the judge has failed in terms of directing the jury that the wounds have raised from the singular assault. Thus, the convictions of the defendants are substituted for the ABH in comparison to the GBH (Cherkassky, 2015).
	In comparison to the above case law, another case named R v Miller (1954) described the application of section 47 of the OAPA 1861 where the defendant involved in the sexual intercourse with his wife before filing the petition of divorce. However, before the issuance of the divorce petition, the defendant performed sexual intercourse with this wife and he also hit his wife by throwing her three times on the ground that resulted in the nervous conditions. Therefore, it was held that there were no grounds to prevent the defendant in terms of their liability of the ABH as the individual is not accountable for committing rape. Hence, this case helps to understand that the ABH involves any form of injury that is calculated in interference with the comfort level of the injured party (Allen, 2020). Hence, ABH should be given more seriousness. However, according to the consideration of the OAPA 1861, the seriousness between ABH, assault, battery and GBH is confused (The Law Commission, 2015).
	On the other hand, it is further analysed that the usage of the outdated language in the OAPA 1861 increases undesirability. The utilisation of the archaic language is performed in the OAPA 1861 and this results in the increased rate of obscurity. Complicated terminology that is antiqued is not applicable and appropriate in dealing with the criminal cases of the modernised 21st century (Sally and Kaye, 2020). There are several outdated terms in the legal provisions of the OAPA 1861 such as detainer that has originated from the long-dead linguistic terminology of the French Law (Monaghan, 2020). In addition to this, more obsolete terminologies like the penal servitude which simply means the incorporation of an intense degree of labour is outdated and is utilised for signifying the term imprisonment in the modern era (Morris and Jones, 2019). This results in confusion and incorrect interpretations of the legal provisions.
	Furthermore, utilisation of the old language is also confusing for the professionals, and it negatively affects the accessibility of law to the general individuals.  In the case of the increased number of the defendants that act as self-representatives, the utilisation of the incorrect technical terms, as well as the obsolete language, imposes negative impact. The presence of archaic terminology in section 20 of the OAPA 1861 raised issues for the determination for the type of criminal offence in the case of R v Ireland and Burstow (1997) where the issues surrounding the consideration of the psychiatric injury as the offence revolving around the bodily harm, according to sections 18, 20, as well as section 47 in the OAPA 1861, are raised (Allen, Derry and Loveless, 2020; Ormerod and Laird, 2020).
	Further, the above-mentioned case also raised issues so as to determine whether or not it is possible for applying the charge of the ABH in close consideration with section 20, where there is a low amount of physical force applied by the defendant. However, the House of Lords remarked in this case that the psychiatric injuries are also feasible to be sufficed as bodily harm (Allen, Derry and Loveless, 2020). These decisions were said in the passing of the case namely R v Chan Fook (1994). In R v. Chan Fook, it is determined that there is a possibility of considering a psychiatric injury as ABH according to section 20. However, due to the complexity raised in the interpretations of section 18, 47 as well as section 20 due to the presence of the old terms like the penal servitude it is interpreted that the psychiatric ailment can be regarded as the bodily harm (Allen, Derry and Loveless, 2020). Furthermore, interpretation for the technical term ‘inflict’ utilised in section 20, the jury stated that inflict does not always imply the usage of the physical force. However, the meaning of the term inflict could be understood as the actions performed by the defendant that can cause a severe injury (Allen and Edwards, 2019; Grevling, 2020). 
	On the other hand, the OAPA 1861 also requires reformation in regard to the unwanted levels of complexities in terms of its criminal offences. Section 29 described in the OAPA 1861 is regarded to be complicated as it deals in covering the criminal offences that revolve around covering the materials that cause an explosion. It also the criminal activities that involve the supplying of explosive materials or any other form of noxious elements. Section 29 deals with the criminal offences surrounding the use of a corrosive agent or use of any type of destructive substance for the intention to burn the individuals and perform a GBH that can disfigure the physical structure of an individual. In this manner, section 29 is itself very intricate as it defines about 50 different methods surrounding the execution of the criminal offence (The Law Commission, 2015).
	Application of section 29 defined in the OAPA 1861 is observed in the case of R v Adrian Kuti (1994) where the plaintiff is found guilty of throwing a corrosive liquid on the victim with the purpose of generating a GBH. A solution comprising 19% ammonia was thrown on the victim's face due to the occurrence of the driving-related dispute. Therefore, in this relation, the judges identified that the appellant had the intention of causing severe damage to the victim. Further, the court held that holding possession of the ammonia is not defensible. In addition to this, the placement of the ammonia solution in the container is dangerous and the squirting of the corrosive substance in the yes is even more harmful (Lawinsider, 2018).
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	In the context of the obtained findings, it can be concluded that there is a need of reforming the OAPA 1861 in alignment with the modern era in terms of formulation of a logical hierarchical structure, curbing the application of the archaic terminologies and obsolete language from the legal provisions such as section 20 of the AOPA 1861 as well as eliminating the complicated sections such as section 29, which involves more than one criminal offence. The thesis statement can be reformulated as follows:
"The OAPA 1861 law that deals with the non-fatal offences are not identified to suit the modern time and  it is in need of a reform in terms of its obsolete language, undesirable complexities and illogical structure." 
	In this regard, it recommended that the OAPA 1861 can be improved by the adoption of the Home Office draft Bill of the year 1998. It is evaluated that the draft bill 1998 can be used as the model for reforming the existing illogical hierarchy of the OAPA, by the introduction of the distinguished hierarchy of offences that involve one offence surrounding the intentionally caused severe injury, the second injury involving the recklessly caused severe damage, as well as the third offence which comprise of the intentionally generated serious injury (The Law Commission, 2014; The Law Commission. 2015).
	It is further recommended to revise the OAPA 1861 in regard to making revise the statutes revolving around the severe violence-inducing offences that incorporate the use of the external substance. It is evaluated that these reforms can be made in the light of clauses 8 and 9 that highlight separate and clear offences surrounding the administration of the harm causing substances and explosives (The Law Commission, 2015).
	It is also recommended to simplify the intricate and obsolete terminologies by the use of descriptive labels. It is evaluated that using the modern terminologies in the OAPA 1861 can help in errorless interpretation and understanding of the legal provisions (Farmer, 2016).  
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