The Offences Against the Person Act (1861) has been criticised for being outdated and containing language not used in modern society. This essay is aimed to explain non-fatal offences including common assault and battery under section 39 Criminal Justice Act (1988), assault occasioning actual bodily harm under section 47, unlawfully and maliciously wound or cause any grievous bodily harm to any person under section 18, wound or inflicting any grievous bodily harm upon other person under section 20. The issues with the unsatisfactory structure between s47, s18 and s20, use of language in the legislation, meaning of the legislation under s20 and s18 (cause and inflict) and the need to reform the act. 
[bookmark: _Int_6WRZ2bi6]The Offences Against the Person Act (1861) has been in force for over 150 years and the Law Commission (2015) published a report examining the current law, analysed the issues and made some protentional suggestions for future reforms. In the report, it argues that the Offences Against the Person Act (1861) is outdated and there are new ways of offending that are not included in the act, one reason for need to moderinsation the criminal law. Second, it needs to redraft the legislation on offences against the person for s20 and s47 as it is not clear of the differences between them when it comes to holding the same sentencing of 5 years. Also, the language must be updated to make it easier for people in today's society to understand the meaning of words and the hierarchy of offences that range from battery to assault. The issue with the current law it is structure in the hierarchy of seriousness. The lowest level is assault and battery s39 criminal justice act 1988, with maximum penalty of 6 months imprisonment and prosecuted in magistrate's court. 
According to The Journal of criminal law (2016) the offences of assault and battery; common assault. Under the existing legal structure. The assault is defined as assault happens if it would make a victim to fear and whether the defendant intention or recklessly causes the victim to apprehend immediate use of unlawful personal violence, for example R v Ireland and Burstow (1997) The defendant and the victim have been in relationship, victim broke up which the defendant was unhappy then proceeded to harass the victim causing the fear by making silenced phone calls and heavy breathing, this show that D had to put himself immediate contact with the victim and continued to harass for 8 months period which caused the victim to suffer psychiatric illness that made to bodily harm under section 47 of the offences against the person act of 1861 (Elliott & Quinn, 2008, p.138). The battery requires some form of physical and unlawful personal violence whether the defended intentional or reckless inflicted, but it does not need to show the harm or pain as the touch is enough, for example R v Thomas (1985) the defendant, touched the bottom of a women's skirt is shows that the force does not have to be necessary to the victim's body (Elliott & Quinn, 2008, p.138). According to CPS (2022) the battery and assault are often charges of common assault in magistrates court each year with a total of 111,000 to 122,000 between 2005 and 2013. 
Furthermore, the Journal of criminal law (2016) even the two common law offences show the difference regarding to the actus reus as assault and common assault are used it is unclear what are the exactly each term refers to. This leads to the fact that battery has little usage in modern language and seems misleading due to the description used do not make it obvious what kind of wrong each of them is committing. The recommended have been made to change the description for battery to physical assault and assault to threatened assault. The second objective of the need to reform it is that some of crime are insignificant like preventing someone from escaping shipwreck. These suggestions should improve the public knowledge of the law and support in the modernisation. 
[bookmark: _Int_kWYm1XaD]ABH is when the victim suffered actual bodily harm, but doesn’t have to be serious for example cuts, bruises etc. Case to support it R v Chan-Fook (1994) victim suffered some injuries no medical evidence was presented, but prosecution argued that the victim suffered psychological as ‘nervous and hysterical’ reaction and it was considered as ABH (Lexis+, no date). For less severe injuries, it could be tried in the magistrates court. The 34.5 percent of ABH cases to magistrates' courts and 73.5 percent with increased sentencing powers would decrease costs. In which the victim must understand a reasonable risk of violence (not malicious) in daily life for example R v Brown (2011) the offence occurred during a rugby game. The draft bill aims to define the risk in daily life. As a new offence will clearer with the recklessness requirement and defendants to be aware of potential for serious injuries (The journal of criminal law, 2017). 
GBH where defendant inflict, or wound means break of the skin layer of the victim (serious injury) this confirmed in R v Bollom (2003) the victim was 17 months old child suffered from bruises and cuts after defended dropped the baby (Lexis+, no date). The difference between s47 and s20 is that GBH is more serious due to the meaning of the word inflict or wound but the maximum penalty for s20 and s47 is 5 years imprisonment, considering statues of obvious differences of seriousness of the actus reus. (The journal of criminal law, 2017).
According to the Jefferson (2012) of the criticisms of s18, s20 and s47. The actus reus used in s18 and s20 ‘grievous’ is not in use in modern times. It has been in discussion for 50 years between the jury. In DPP v Smith (1961) the house of lords stated GBH that it meant ‘really serious harm’. Also, it made some confusion for many people as it was viewed with many meanings of harm such as very serious, serious and non-serious but later it was clear that it had only two categories of harm must be serious and non-serious from R v Saunders (1985) Defendant stabbed her partner in the kitchen, after argument had breakout, both were under alcohol influence. Furthermore, the ‘bodily’ s18, s20 and s47 includes inflict and cause psychological harm for example DPP v Smith (1961) defendant was ordered to stop the car by police officer, instead he speeds up, the police officer jumped in front of the car and fell off in result he was killed by oncoming vehicle. Subjected test for murder had caused confusion because the defended didn’t intent to kill or causes GBH. It is misleading when modern juries use a dictionary definition as it is described relating to the body excluding matter that involves the mind. Next, the ‘cause’ s18 and ‘inflict’ s20 GBH. The s18 is greater offence than s20 due to the cognitive element through the word ‘cause’ with all the standard rule on causation such as ‘but for’ or factual causation. However, ‘inflict’ has less meaning even though it the s20 deals with much more serious offences. 
The law commission (2015) suggested that the battery and assault should be separated into two offences as it is deceptive as it shows lack of clarity. The proposed that the inflicting violence should be called ‘physical assault’ and causing V to believe should called ‘threated assault’ and offence of ‘aggravated assault’ involving ang physical or threatened assault in resulting the injury. The draft bill stated a new offence of causing injury: 1) intentionally causing serious injury should be maximum sentence to life. 2) recklessly causing serious injury should be maximum sentence to 7 years. 3) intentionally or recklessly causing injury maximum sentence to 5 years. This shows the difference from the current law of the wounding states that can be either serious injury or an injury. Also, it states the offence of recklessly causing serious injury, the D must predict any risk of serious injury it is opposite to s20 in current law enough to predict any injury. Lastly, doesn't have to be an assault and battery to happen any causing injury is enough, it is opposed to the current section 47 offence.
In conclusion the offence against the person act (1861) should be updated within modern society with language and the structure of offence that would make clear understanding of the offence in assault and battery, s18, s20 and s47 of intention, recklessness, seriousness and non-serious injuries that are caused or inflicted that was recommend by Law commission. Also, making changes to sentencing by prioritising the level of seriousness committee in offences would improve the modern society.
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