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What changes did the Coroners and Justice Act (2009) make to the defence of diminished responsibility? Did these amendments change the law in this area for the better?
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The Coroners and Justice Act of 2009 modified how diminished responsibility in a Defendant’s case was applied. The preceding act S.2 Homicide Act 1957 has a multitude of weaknesses as a result, forcing a shift in action to the way prosecutions are to be handled. A person is not guilty of murder if they kill another person or take part in the killing while under the influence of a mental disorder that seriously impairs their ability to accept responsibility for their actions and omissions. It's possible that a sickness, an injury, or a pre-existing mental issue created this situation. When someone is charged with murder, the defence must prove that the person is not guilty of the crime in light of this clause. The Coroners and Justice Act of 2009, which modified how justice was administered in courts and provided better sentencing and justice for bereaved loved ones, adheres to the same basic principles as both of the other acts.
The S.2 Homicide Act 1957 introduced the suicide pact and decreased accountability as partial defences. Where the standing charge of murder would be lowered and converted to manslaughter if grounds and satisfaction were established. The burden of proof was mandated by law, and the person claiming to have been the victim of diminished responsibility had to provide evidence.  Partially denying responsibility is a defence for murder. It indicates that the accused had a mental disorder that was severe enough to prevent them from being in control of their actions. The murder accusation must be reduced to voluntary manslaughter if the jury accepts the defence.  The jury will decide whether the provocation was sufficient to cause a responsible person to respond as they did in cases where there is evidence that the person charged with murder was provoked to lose self-control. For instance, the jury notably dismissed the unanimous medical opinion that the defendant in the case of Peter Sutcliffe (the Yorkshire ripper) was a paranoid schizophrenic while yet forbidding him to present his defence. To assess whether a person's mental functioning is abnormal, one uses the reasonable man's notion of abnormality. It has a broad meaning that covers the lack of self-control and willpower. As a result, the jury would evaluate each action and statement in light of the provocation's perceived impact.
In 2009 a new act The Coroners and Justice Act of 2009 was introduce for more equitable punishment by enabling the court to investigate the defendant's mental state and consider if it affected the actions the defendant took. This means that even if it is true that the recognised medical condition and disability were presented at random and had no bearing on the behaviour that followed, the partial defence cannot be successful. Where the defendant's mental state had no impact on their behaviour, the defence cannot prevail. It is undeniable that a person's ability to understand the nature of their conduct, make wise decisions, and/or exercise self-control was considerably impeded when they are found guilty of manslaughter owing to diminished responsibility. For instance, in 2012 R V Dowds A 49-year-old college lecturer who was severely intoxicated killed his partner with a knife assault. He and his partner both often binge drink, and the two had engaged in several violent encounters, the most of which were started by her and most of which took place when they were intoxicated. He admitted that he had killed her but said he had no memory of the incident when he reported her death to the police two days after the crime. He didn't claim to be dependent on alcohol; he had control over when he drank and would abstain during the workweek, but once he started, he couldn't stop. The trial judge determined that his temporary, intoxication was not capable of diminished responsibility The purpose of the Act is to increase the effectiveness, transparency, and responsiveness of the legal system and coroner services for victims, witnesses, bereaved families, and the general public. It accomplishes this by attempting to revise criminal law provisions in order to make them more understandable, equitable, and useful. Enhancing protection for witnesses who are weak or intimidated from the start of the criminal justice process, especially those who are witnesses to gang-related violence providing a more transparent and uniform sentencing framework, improving the assistance that a modernised coroner system offers to bereaved families. This giving individual who has lost a loved one unexpectedly or suddenly chances, such as access to information rights and a straightforward appeals process and creating a single system for death certification. After the new act was enacted, many trials have resulted in more favourable outcomes, and fair justice is now enforced. Many cases have taken place with this act including a case where a Muslim dad murdered his daughter because of having an older man inside his home, due to rage. To determine if reduced responsibility was a factor in this case, the jury was entitled to compare the defendant to a sane individual of same age, sex, and religion. While evaluating the defendant's actions, it is important to consider whether someone of the defendant's sex, age, and circumstances might have responded similarly if they had displayed a typical level of self-control and tolerance. The jury's verdict in this case shows that justice was fairly administered.
The change in acts is for the best because the Homicide Act, which came before the Corners and Justice Act, required that the defendant's mental responsibility be significantly impaired, although it did not specify how. According to the new legislation, the defendant's ability to comprehend the nature of their actions,
make a reasoned judgement, or exercise self-control must be profoundly impaired.
The new act provides sufficient justification for the defendant's behaviour. A defendant, for instance, who has endured long-term emotional abuse, may develop complicated PTSD. It can make them violent, and they might even kill the offender in a fit of rage. Principles of Criminal Law  book have said that “the provocation must be so extreme that the defendant acted in a murderous rage “Cliff R, Harvey W (2016)’’ The Coroners and Justice Act 2009 allows the court to look into the offender's mental state and determine whether it had any impact on the actions the defendant performed, which can lead to a more equitable penalty This is a more palatable and equitable method of administering justice compared to the preceding act.
A year after the new act being introduced a case took place where R V R, EWCA CRIM 194 wife was having an affair with him, he killed his cousin. He used the defence of diminished responsibility at his murder trial. He received a murder conviction. D appealed on the premise that the jury had not been given a definition of "substantial" within the meaning of 'diminished responsibility'. Lord Judge CJ said that “the jury must decide for itself” whether the defendant’s impairment was substantial. This demonstrates a more reasonable case being made where the jury was able to consider the defendant's promise of diminished responsibility and eventually agree or disagree.
It should be noted that the former Lead Chief Justice Lord Judge claims that "by contrast with the former law if provocation, these provisions have raised the bar." However, if the law requiring mandatory life sentences for murder were repealed, the loss of self-control might be viewed differently and used less frequently. There would be fewer instances of diminished responsibility. Besides the fact that only psychopaths would be prosecuted for murder and life sentences would be abolished, this might influence the trajectory of criminal law in the justice system.
As was previously said, when the Coroners and Justice Act of 2009 was implemented, it altered how the justice system changed. It is evident that the act has revolutionized how diminished responsibility is carried out with greater transparency and equality throughout all court hearings. The Homicide Act, which predated the Corners and Justice Act, required that the defendant's mental responsibility be considerably affected, albeit it did not specify how. As a result, it is best that the laws have changed. The new law requires that the defendant's capacity to understand the nature of their actions, form a valid judgement, or exercise self-control be seriously compromised.
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