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Having started reading and understanding the offences against the person act 1861, it is quite obvious how outdated it is, it is primarily the main law in dealing with violent offences, over 26,000 prosecutions a year, whereas other acts have been reformed to adjust to the modern day way of living this act which is a very important act and common act as can be seen by the amount of prosecutions there are per year is lagging behind which is quite concerning as the numbers year on year aren't going down to which is of a big concern to us as a society. The main area of concern is that there have been identified that there are new ways of offending in which the legislation cannot be fully applied to pass on sentences for the crimes committed, with the legislation being more than 154 years old now it is very difficult to relate and the wording and phrases being so outdated by over 154 years there have been calls to the home offices 1998 draft bill as a foundation basis to reform and make the necessary modifications on which to take forward the overdue reform 
 The act fails to allow a logical structured hierarchy of offences of violence's there are too many narrowly defined offences dealing with the same subject and they overlap unnecessarily that causes confusions which leads to judges wasting time having to explain the terms of law as the wording and phrasing are so out of date including the possible sentences many of these , once updated it will enable the described offences to be applied against the suspects crime committed clearly without mis communications. 
Common assault s.39
A common assault is committed if a person performs an act which initiates another person to apprehend immediate unlawful violence this is seen as the least serious non-fatal offence under section 39 as no physical contact occurs, an example of this type of assault is [logdan v DPP case] where a fake gun was pointed at the suspect, which scared her fearing the worst for her life although it was a fake imitation gun she was led to believe that it was real , the actus reus is the objective requirement to constitute the offence and the Mens rea is the process of making this decision to commit the crime with intention or recklessness, it is essential that the Mens rea co-exist in relation to the actus rea in order to pass down the justified sentence.
actus reus: is the causation to believe violence will happen if the apprehension is caused, words alone can cause the victim to believe e.g., 'I'm going to hit you' does not need to be accompanied by any action for assault to occur. Just words alone can cause an assault as it can also prevent an assault from happening.
Mens Reus: Mens reus for assault is intending to cause the apprehension of unlawful force or violence or foreseeing that the that the victim might be caused such apprenhension.meaning the defendant must have realise at some point before getting hit that they will get hit.
Battery s.39
the actus reus of this crime is the application of unlawful force violence on another person, like one person punching another person the defendant himself has applied the force to the victim's body, the force does not directly must be applied to one person directly for there to be a battery case [haystead v DPP] where one person punched a lady holding a baby which led to the lady falling and dropping the baby, this led to the defendant being charged of battery against the baby.
the Mens reus for battery involves intention or recklessness as to the application of force.
both battery and assault are summary offences, so they both get tried at the magistrate's court under section 39 with both having maximum sentences of six months and a possible fine.
 
Assault occasioning actual bodily harm (ABH) s.47
this is a much more serious offence where severe injury is caused, it must result in actual bodily harm.
Actus Reus: the defendant must commit an assault; the assault must cause bodily harm.an hurt or injury which leads to interference in the health.
this is a triable either way offence depending on the seriousness and the defendants wishes and can lead to seven years imprisonment.
Grevious bodily harm (GBH) s.20
GBH under section 18 is more and carries a maximum sentence of 25 years is an indictable offence
is either inflicting or wounding. This type of crime can only be tried in the crown courts as sentences are over the 6 months to 1 year threshold.
In the [DPP V smith] case where a policeman tried to stop the defendant from driving off with stolen goods by jumping on the bonnet of the car when the car was in full flow and Mr smith accelerated and swerved instead which led to the police officer falling off and getting hit by an oncoming car which inevitably lead to his death, Mr smith claimed that he had no intention to kill although he was trying to escape an criminal act which he had committed, he just wanted to lose the police officer by any means necessary without intent to do harm or kill, Mr smith appealed but hadn't thought the it was a dangerous situation for himself and the police officer who was at risk due to Mr smith careless recklessness Mr smith actions although with no intent to kill , the case was taken to be appealed in the house of lords who held an objective test to come to the conclusions that the sentencing cannot be passed as manslaughter the Mens rea for intent to murder conviction was reinstated, the circumstances the ordinary reasonable man would have contemplated as Mr smith is neither insane or suffering any mental issues. there is clear confusion here as to establishing weather there was any intentional malice of Mr smith's action, it is extremely hard to distinguish if Mr smith had intention to harm and due to his recklessness, it has led to an officer of duty losing his life and due Mr smith having no insanity or mental health issues it was deemed his actions were intentional which led to him being sentenced for murder.
In the [R vs Bollom] case where an adult had inflicted injuries upon his partners seventeen-month-old child, including bruises and cuts after assessing the harm caused, this is a very good example of confusion as the crime can be either GBH s.18 wounding bodily harm with intent , this the most serious offence in the non-fatal offences against the person and establishing if the crime was GBH s.20 unlawful wounding or if was ABH s.47, after due consideration the jury took in to consideration the injuries and also the fact that the child was an infant of young age, which resulted in the defendant being found guilty of GBH s.20, the jury come to the decision after considering if the child was of a grown age the injuries may not have been deemed as serious as it is with a defenceless child, the defendant may have been tried for ABH but due the child being defenceless, in the end after medical examinations they found the injuries had taken place over a prolonged period and not being a single course of event, which would be necessary for the conviction to be GBH.the courts lessened the charge from GBH s.18 to ABH s.47, the confusion is very evident as age circumstance and the duration violence had to be considered to establish the crime committed and the sentence being given.
 
In the [R vs Miller]case where Mr miller forcefully has sex with his wife against her will while she has filed for divorce, the argument here is that even though they are under marriage

In the R vs Saunders, a father gave a poisoned apple to his wife with the intent to kill in order to get married to someone else, the mother took the apple and gave it to their daughter who ate the apple, which subsequently led to the death of his daughter, the defendant was liable for the murder of his daughter with intentions to kill his wife was transferred to murder of his daughter, the Actus reus and men's reus for this case is that the defendant has intention to cause death to his partner, his intentions were to kill although it wasn't the person he intended to kill he gave a piece of food with poison in it to kill and his action of giving something which his wife thought to harmless inevitably caused the death of his daughter.
In the Constanza case 
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