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Introduction 
Reform of The Offences Against the Person Act 1861 is a highly controversial topic. With many believing that it should be reformed and some thinking it should not. Many principles need to be taken into consideration when deciding whether people agree or disagree with the reform of this legislation. These include the outdated language used, Law Commissions comments on the idea of a reform, the unclear hierarchy of offences and much more.

Main body 
Eugenicos, 2017 expresses that due to The Offences Against the Person Act 1861 being over 150 years old it is no longer relevant to modern society. Within 150 years society has evolved majorly, and due to this outdated legislation, they can only rely on judicial interpretation available. This may raise concerns for modern society as they should not have to rely on an interpretated view of the law but should have a clear and a well laid out piece of legislation. Eugenicos goes on to voice that there is also a flaw in the hierarchy of offences, as there is a worrying increase of self-represented litigants that are being compounded by economic inefficiencies. Dealing with economic inefficiencies is expensive, if components of an offences were more direct and certain this could bring cases from the crown court down to the magistrates' courts making it cheaper and more time efficient. To ensure this reform will be necessary and favourable.
Horder, 1994, p.335-351 goes on to mention the comments made by the Law Commissions suggestion to reform three sections of The Offences Against the Person Act 1861. The three sections wishing to be reformed are 18, 20 and 47. For example section 18 of the offences against the person act 1861 is “Whosoever shall unlawfully and maliciously by any means whatsoever wound or cause any grievous bodily harm to any person with intent to do some grievous bodily harm to any person... shall be guilty...” Law Commission’s reform to this section is “ A person is guilty of an offence if he intentionally causes serious injury to another...” As shown Law commissions reformed law is concise and direct to the point of no confusion for the jury present. In the R v Saunders case, jury struggled to come to a decision with whether the appellant should be prosecuted for murder or manslaughter due to the confusion between both and the unclear legislation. They later needed further guidance on the differentiation between them. This implies that due to the law not being understandable for the jury, it then risks the wrong decision being made and therefore could lead to a person getting wrongfully convicted of a more serious crime.
Gardener, 1994 considers the need for a hierarchy within The Offences Against the Person Act 1861. Law commissions believe that this piece of legislation lacks the graded manner that it needs and there should be “clear distinctions” between significantly serious and less serious offences especially looking at sections 18, 20 and 47. The problems with the current legislation having an unclear hierarchy are the confusion it causes for the professionals involved and the jury to make a certain decision for the case they're involved in. However, clear and direct legislation can have it faults because legislation needs variations to help in the configuration of men's rea. This can also cause problems within the legislation as legislation needs to be able to cover all crimes and if it doesn’t have any variation this won't be attainable.
Chalmers and Leverick (2008, pp. 217-246) explored “fair labelling” within The Offences Against the Person Act 1861. Fair labelling is very important within legislation, this is because without it the jury won't be able to determine differences between for example first degree and second-degree murder. With The Offences Against the Person Act 1861 being created in Victorian times this may alter the meanings of words used 150 years ago making it inaccurate. However, Chalmer and Leverick found that fair- labelling within this piece of legislation is satisfactory with subdivided categories to be able to easily determine the magnitude of the crime committed. They admit that it may not be perfectly laid out or with the correct modern terms used. However, even though the piece of legislation is aged, the crimes are easily distinguishable between one another and still hold great depth.
Jefferson (2012) expresses his concern for the troubling points within The Offences Against the Person Act 1861. There are many concerns around this legislation, including the controversy of section 20 and 47 both having the same maximum sentence of 5 years, ignoring the difference to the extent of the actus reus in both crimes. This also links to the concerns to the lack of a hierarchy in this legislation, as section 20 is seen as a worse offence than section 47 so therefore shouldn’t section 20 have an increased maximum sentence? Ireland v Burstow 1997 shows the repercussions of this not being clear. In this case psychiatric injury was endured by the victim, however all involved were unsure on if this is classified as bodily harm under section 18, 20 or 47. Under section 20 it says harm need to be “inflicted” however there was no physical harm or force involved in this case, therefore can the defendant be guilty under section 20 of the offences against the person act 1861?
The Law Commission (2015) have expressed their concerns on The Offences Against the Person Act 1861 in many ways. One of their worries for this legislation is the frequent changes it has endured. When a piece of legislation changes multiple times, it starts to get confusing and “incoherent” for those that need to know it. Because of these changes, it can make the law hard to apply and reduces accessibility. This can cause problems for cases that need this law to be applied. In DPP v Smith 1961, Jim smith was ordered by police to stop his vehicle as inside were stolen goods. Smith decided against stopping and proceeded to accelerate, this lead to police constable jumping on top of his car. Smith then swerved causing the police constable to fall off and get hit by another car leading to his death. This made the court unsure on if the men's rea is an objective or subjective test as Smith most likely wasn't apprehending to kill someone because of his omission to stop and pull over. This could infer that due to the legislation being unclear and confusing, this could be the reason why they were unsure on if this crime committed was murder or manslaughter. This suggests that maybe the reform would do more bad than good and cause further confusion.
Study smarter (2024) points out the positives of The Offences Against the Person Act 1861, taking into consideration the restorative justice within the legislation. Instead of every offence resulting in prison time it gives restorative justice practices such as community service. This will provide a more educational standpoint to their actions encouraging offenders to take responsibility and realisation that they got lucky hopefully leading to them not committing any further offences within their life. Another positive to The Offences Against the Person Act 1861 is it takes into consideration the victims of all crimes, by ensuring they are all heard even if there was no physical harm endured. They take psychological harm just as serious as physical harm. 
Conclusion
In conclusion, from the evidence provided in the sources it can be assumed that The Offences Against the Person Act 1861 does need to be reformed. Many factors of this legislation are no longer accurate or useful and cause more concern than good. The law should be final, however with this piece of legislation it seems to be questioned and interpreted however the person reading it wants it to be. This is not a good representation of people involved in the law and may be seen as not fair to offenders. Due to the lack of certainty within the outcomes and lack of hierarchy possibly resulting in a longer sentence than the offender should have. Therefore, because there are many concerns and new ones arising The Offences Against the Person Act 1861 should be reformed. 
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