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Introduction 
The common law murder statutes in England and Wales attempt to protect life while outlawing all forms of illegal killing. Homicide legislation generally includes manslaughter, murder, and fatalities brought on by reckless driving. Homicide legislation in England and Wales might see murder as legal if the amount of force used to execute the victim was reasonable given the need for defence. However, all murder cases are regarded as terrible and repugnant in front of a court of law. According to the 1965 Act, everyone responsible for the murder must serve a mandatory term. If a person is found guilty of murder, the court may sentence them to a maximum of life in prison (Clough and Fitz-Gibbon, 2021).
Main body 
In English and Welsh criminal law, where the definition of murder is such as to be vague and diverse as that laid down in its legislation, Actus Reus and Mens Rea are two main factors used for establishing a homicide. Murder is defined as the maliciously thought-out, intentional taking of another person's life. This concept is recognised as an accepted definition of murder in England and Wales. If a killing meets certain criteria, it is considered murder. One of the elements is Actus Reus, which creates a wide range of problems (Hyams, 2021). The possibility of a killer, as well as the probable scene of the crime, are taken into account. The murderer should have been there when the crime was committed, according to the accuser. Additionally, it evaluates who the murder victim is most likely to be. It also takes into account whether the murder was a legal or illegal act. Mens Rea, the external component of murder, calls for substantial evidence that the defendant was personally accountable for the crime. In Mens Rea, the defendant was required to exhibit premeditated malice if they planned to kill the victim (Douglas and Reed, 2021).
Wales and England, as they stand today There are certain shortcomings in the legislation on murder which call for a wide range of amendments. Because murder is regarded as a common law crime, judges must follow precedents when making decisions in murder cases. The murder laws in England and Wales are still under fire. Statute Some fundamental problems with the homicide legislation were highlighted in an investigation conducted by the Commission. The discussion about murder is going, to begin with the absence of a precise definition. Even if brain cells were kept alive artificially, the death of such cells results in murder. Since just a portion of Tony Bland's brain was still functioning while the cortex was badly injured, this decision caused criticism. This case showed inconsistencies in homicide law since cases do not go to trial based on a set of rules (Tracy, 2021). In respect of the murder law, there are some flaws are showing by the Rea Men's component. In DPP v. Smith and R v. Vickers, it was claimed that D was found guilty of murder because he cautioned the victim about breaking his, and the victim later passed away from the injuries sustained while she sought medical attention. Under homicide legislation, the defendant should consider alternatives and consequences for his actions before he commits a crime (Bows and Herring, 2020). The judge must infer hypothetical meaning despite the difficulty the court encounters in showing the prior intention to commit murder. Because each judge may have a different motive for the murder, jurors may reach varying conclusions about the same sorts of murder in this regard. Mens Rea is frequently applied incorrectly, and judges and the maximum sentence are seen as being very rigid since they do not apply punishment commensurate with the murder's actual circumstances. For instance, a regular citizen who uses excessive force is sentenced similarly to a serial killer who has killed a large number of people (Pike, 2022).
Moreover, some gaps in the full defence and provocation defence have been left by the Homicide Act of 1957. The Homicide Act of 1957 made it possible for those who suffer from mental illnesses to receive a lesser penalty than other citizens. For individuals who are not mentally ill, the provocation defence was available. If a defendant meets the requirements of self-defence and control, he may be allowed to defend himself in part. However, the defence of provocation has failed to provide a benchmark in terms of self-defense and control due to its failure to take into account certain mental characteristics. For instance, a person with moderate schizophrenia may become irrational and kill someone. The court could prosecute him similarly to a regular person despite his having modest indications of schizophrenia (Reed, Wake and Simpson, 2021). A normal person and a person with schizophrenia cannot both exercise standard self-control. In the case of R v. Smith, the Lords of the House of Lords argued that there was a conflict between provocation and reduced culpability because the defendant had not established mental incapacity. In this situation, it was observed that normal controls were not in place. Even if he did not prove his reduced responsibility, the defendant had been able to apply for a provocation defence. The judgment of the House of Lords is condemned since a high level of provocation could have resulted in an appellant losing his temper. For all defendants in the present case, the defence of provocation is a common one, which can be detrimental to the accused (Roper, 2022).
The legislation commission proposed changes to homicide law in its report. The Commission would like to discriminate between different levels of homicide to obtain just judgement and punishment. First-degree murder, for instance, is when someone kills someone with malice aforethought. The defendant faces an automatic life sentence for first-degree murder, which is regarded as the most serious type of murder. When someone intends to do serious injury but instead commits murder, it is considered second-degree murder. When a person murders the second degree, they do it carelessly, and provocation is thought to be the main factor in their conduct. In addition, provisions on murder by omission must be included in the Criminal Code (Todd et al., 2019). The CJJ Act of 2009 has amended the 1957 murder law's provocation defence. The CJJA 2009 substituted the defence of self-control for the provocation defence. This modification is significant since it got rid of the flimsy defence of provocation, such as sexual infidelity. In conjunction with self-control, provocation can be used although some restrictions are placed on it. According to the 2009 Coroners and Justice Act, medical awareness was allowed. Consequently, it is appropriate to take into account the defendant's mental condition when deciding on a case. Involuntary manslaughter was changed by the Coroners and Justice Act of 2009 because a mental illness can be the primary cause of murder (Rock, 2023). 
However, the Commission has proposed amendments to be made with regard to voluntary manslaughter. In cases of unintentional manslaughter, the accused is thought to be devoid of men's rea, or intent to kill. The Commission recommended that Lloyd clarify the term 'voluntary manslaughter', to mitigate any uncertainty. For instance, shoving someone to death is seen as a minor offence; as a result, the degree of blameworthiness might vary depending on how the murder was committed. The Law Commission mandates that, in its decision, the court must take into consideration severe negligence manslaughter. The court should, for instance, determine if the defendant's interaction was the reason for the death (Bradford, 2020).
The proposals of the Law Commission are crucial because they will help to reverse the murder of actus reus. Because the traditional common law views certain murder cases as more serious than others, the inclusion of gross negligence manslaughter will aid in standardising murder cases. The correspondence principle, which mandates that criminal culpability be imposed if mens rea directly correlates with actus Reus, is typically violated by the purpose to inflict significant physical injury (Funk, 2023). As a result, if someone injures someone severely before killing them, they are responsible for the death that follows. The distinction between direct and indirect purposes should be made, however. For instance, the House Lords argued in R v. Woollin that the defendant's behaviour may be seen as having a direct purpose if the defendant anticipated the results of his acts (Baird et al., 2019). For instance, even if the owner of a building did not intend to kill anyone, he will still be held responsible for murder if he decides to burn down the structure to get his insurance money. In fact, according to the R vs. Mathews and Alleyne case, Woollin's test can be regarded as evidence rather than an important principle of law because the defendant is unable to predict how his acts will go down. For instance, a person cannot determine if a certain amount of physical injury can result in death (Reed and Simpson, 2021).
Murder is defined as the maliciously motivated purposeful taking of another person's life. At the same time, a homicide law is complicated and unintelligible. In other words, the defence of provocation could not have set a common limit on both self-defense and control because it did not take into account certain types of psychosomatic characteristics. According to the Law Commission, voluntary manslaughter legislation should be amended because it is unfair. For instance, judges can interpret the intent to kill in a way that may lead to mistaken convictions (Clark, 2020).
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