Differences is the partial defence of diminished responsibility.
In 2009 the coroners and justice act was implemented. This act replaced the homicide act 1957. This act modified several components of the partial defence of diminished responsibility.  This was made to improve on the limitations caused by the homicide act 1957 but, there are still criticisms and requests of reform. 

Within the homicide act 1957, there were 4 parts.  The first part was that the defendant was suffering from an abnormality of mind.  That can be caused by mental conditions, an injury to the brain or, abnormal development.  Abnormality of mind was never defined within the law. During the case of REGINA v. BYRNE. [1960]. Within this case the judge defined abnormality of mind as Lexis( 2014) “meant a state of mind so different from that of ordinary human beings that the reasonable man would term it abnormal and was wide enough to cover the mind's activities in all its aspects, including the ability to form a rational judgment as to whether an act was right or wrong, and the ability to exercise will power to control physical acts in accordance with that rational judgment.“ This means that the abnormality of mind has such a wide definition that it cannot be applied equally and requires a lot of discretion for the judge and jury.
The next parts are UK Government (1957) “On a charge of murder, it shall be for the defence to prove that the person charged is by virtue of this section not liable to be convicted of murder. A person who but for this section would be liable, whether as principal or as accessory, to be convicted of murder shall be liable instead to be convicted of manslaughter. The fact that one party to a killing is by virtue of this section not liable to be convicted of murder shall not affect the question whether the killing amounted to murder in the case of any other party to it.”  These three sections relate to when the partial defence is used successfully. The second part is to change the verdict from murder to manslaughter. The third part is if the defendant would be charged with manslaughter if found guilty. The fourth part refers to one member of a group using this partial defence successfully will not mean that other members of this group can still be convicted of murder. 
Section 52 of the Coroners and Justice Act 2009 made several changes to the partial defence of diminished responsibility.  The change from abnormality of mind to mental function is far clearer. Abnormality of mind means anyone who thinks differently to the average person whereas abnormality of mental function is far clearer as mental function specifically refers to mental processes.  Within the diminished responsibility partial defence there is multiple components that need to be meet. A recognised medical condition is found in two lists. They are the CPS (2022)“World Health Organisation's International Classification of Diseases (ICD-10) and the American Psychiatric Association's Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders (DSM-IV).”  
The medical condition needs to prove that the defended was unable to control their actions, understand their conduct, or form rational judgment.  These mental functions that requires control of action means that lack of understanding control for an actus reus and mens rea. Actus reus is the guilty act (Lexis, 1970). The mens rea is the guilty mind which is the intent to do the crime (Lexis, 1970) . The actus reus of murder is unlawful killing of a person under the kings peace (Lexis, 1970). Another specific mental functions that is needed to commit murder is the intention to kill or cause grievous bodily harm. This cannot happen if they cannot understand the nature of their actions. This was established in R v Matthews (Lexis, 1990).  This was for murder. For grievous bodily harm, there is the case of R v Moloney (Lexis, 1983).  Both intentions requires the mental function to form rational judgment and understand rational judgment.  This means that the recognised mental condition impacts their ability to make a proper actus reus and mens rea.  The Coroners and Justice act 2009 added the consideration of a person who did not take actions to protect someone who was being severely injured or killed by another member of their party.  The punishment was maintained of manslaughter. They also maintained the name of the defence. The mental health act 1983, has section 35. This section means that people who use the diminished responsibility partial defence successfully will be sent to a mental health organisation instead of prison (UK Government, 1983).  This law was created to let defendants who used the diminished responsibility partial defence to allow them to receive qualified psychiatric and medical assistance. 

The Coroners and Justice act 2009 brought in a more accurate and simple set requirements for a defendant and their solicitor to use. The homicide act 1957 listed possible causes of abnormality of minds. The list included UK Government (1957) “…whether arising from a condition of arrested or retarded development of mind or any inherent causes or induced by disease or injury”.  This did not give specific information. The options were possible causes of diseases and mental disorders but, they were not medical diagnosis. The change toward valid medical diagnostic tolls which are the CPS (2022) “World Health Organisation's International Classification of Diseases (ICD-10) and the American Psychiatric Association's Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders (DSM-IV)”. These are lists and methods that are used to diagnose various diseases. This means that proof is a lot simpler for the defendant. The defendant and their legal team can call a doctor and validate the specific issue. The change which added specific effects that the medical condition has to cause for the partial defence to be accepted. Murder is a specific intention crime. Specific intention crimes are crimes that require direct or indirect intension (Lexis, 2022). A defendant who uses the abnormality of mental function cannot have direct or indirect intent if they cannot understand the direct and indirect consequences of their action. They cannot have intent if they cannot be rational.
On the other hand, there are a number of criticisms for diminished responsibility as a whole and diminished responsibility. Medical reasons are not the only reason why someone might have diminished responsibility. Age effects their responsibility. Any individual under the age of 25 does not have a fully developed frontal lobe. This means that any individual who is under the age of 25 should be able to claim diminished responsibility (Law Commission, 2004). This report occurred before the Coroners and Justice Act but, this suggestion was not put into place during the creation of the act. The root cause of this issue is that the medical list was made with doctors alone through medical classification. This does not give a complete understanding of biology. This means that there is no full list. Diminished responsibility could be seen as not giving justice to individuals connected to the victim (Brett Wilson , 2017).  This is a matter of opinion as this could also be said for loss of control or other partial defences.  Abnormality of mental function is clearer than abnormality of mind. The lack of a definition still poses issues as different judges will still interpret the meaning differently. This poses an issue with precedent as a judge may perceive the obiter dictum as incorrect which can cause fairness issues among rulings. 

There are a few criticisms of the Coroners and Justice Act that require reform. The government was selective with the feedback that they received from the law commission (JUSTICE, 2010). This means that the system was built in an unstable manor so the individual components cannot work together effectively. This can be seen with the lack of a proper list and a lack of a definition for abnormality of mental function. 

Overall, the Homicide act 1957 was inadequate and not descriptive enough for the modern day. The homicide act was adequate at the time but is not anymore. The coroners and justice act 2009 made changes that were all for the better in comparison to the homicide act but, there are still issues and criticisms that need to be corrected.  
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