EXAMINE THE CONCEPT OF DISHONESTY AND THE ROLE IT PLAYS IN RELATION TO OFFENCES OF THEFT IN THE UK.
Certainly! Let’s discuss dishonesty offenses related to theft in the United Kingdom.
To be found guilty of committing theft, it must be proved that a person has acted dishonestly. While there is no statutory definition of dishonesty, the Theft Act does detail three instances when a person is not regarded as dishonest:
· An individual takes possession of property believing they have a legal right to deprive others of it.
· The property was appropriated in the belief that the person in question would have the other’s consent if the other knew of the appropriation and the circumstances.
· A person appropriates the property in the belief that the owner, of which the property belongs, cannot be discovered by taking reasonable steps.
   The term ‘men’s rea’ refers to the mental element of a crime, i.e., the intention or knowledge of wrongdoing.
The term Actus reus refers to the actual act of doing the illegal thing, with no reference to the person’s mental state.
In UK case law, the concept of dishonesty is a crucial element in theft and fraud cases. The legal test for dishonesty has been redefined and clarified in several landmark cases:
In the case of R v Ghosh, the defendant, Ghosh, was a locum consultant at a hospital who falsely claimed to have carried out a surgical operation in order to claim money when in fact that operation had been carried out by someone else under the National Health Service1. He was charged with attempting to procure the execution of a cheque by deception contrary of the Theft Act 1968 and obtaining money by deception under. His defence was that there had been no deception as he was entitled to the money.
The Court of Appeal held that ‘dishonesty’ was a state of mind, not a course of conduct1. The test for dishonesty under the 1968 Act was both subjective and objective1. First, the jury must decide whether the defendant’s conduct was dishonest according to the standards of reasonable and honest people (the objective test). If it was not, that would be the end of the matter. If it was dishonest by those standards, the jury then had to go on to decide whether the defendant himself realized that what he was doing was dishonest by those standards (the subjective test).
This case established a two-limb test for determining dishonesty under the Theft Act 1968
R v Ghosh [1982]: This case established a two-limb test for determining dishonesty under the Theft Act 19681. The jury had to find that:
· The defendant’s conduct was dishonest by the standards of ordinary, reasonable people.
· The defendant appreciated that what he or she did was dishonest by the standards of those ordinary, reasonable people1.
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