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  Deception itself defines the level of stringency that characterises the United Kingdom's larceny regulations. One must be able to think through lies to figure out who is at fault and what kind of mind would steal. Our article's purpose is to explore the various types of lies and how they connect to theft. In line with English common law, it will also look at how to punish people who lie. In this talk, we will look at recent and important court cases, such as R. v. Ghosh (1982) and Ivey v. Genting Casinos UK Ltd. (2017), to see how the law has changed and to get a better sense of theft and dishonesty. We can learn a lot from these important cases and rules about how hard it is to be honest and how that affects theft crimes in the UK.

Main Body

  In common law, what it means to lie has changed over time. This is true, as shown by the cases Ivey v. Genting Casinos UK Ltd. (2017) and R. v. Ghosh (1982). Understanding how dishonesty is thought of in the UK law system in terms of theft will be helpful. We are going to talk about rules that come from ethics, morals, society, and ideas. It can be tough to make rules that both protect people's rights and stop them from being bad. We're going to talk about that now.

Understanding Dishonesty in Theft Offences

  In the United Kingdom, determining culpability for theft offences requires a significant understanding of deception (Ashworth, and Horder, 2013). This part goes into more detail about the many aspects of dishonesty, such as how it affects theft crimes and the test that the common law made to figure out if someone is being dishonest.

Defining Dishonesty 

  A contentious issue exists regarding the definition of "dishonesty," which complicates the process of establishing suitable legal standards. Ivey v. Genting Casinos UK Ltd. (2017) brought about a paradigm shift in the comprehension of duplicity through the establishment of objective criteria that diminish subjectivity in the process of making decisions (Pakes, 2019). The case that Lords Hughes alluded to was Ivey. According to the judicial officer, "a defendant's dishonesty is to be established by applying the objective standards of ordinary decent people." (Jacobsen, Fosgaard, and Pascual‐Ezama, 2018) The revised subjective Ghosh examination has increased the likelihood of detecting dishonest individuals.

The Ghost Test: A subjective approach

  As in the 1982 case R v. Ghosh, determining whether an individual was telling the truth in the United Kingdom required two components (Cornish, and Clarke, 2017). Prior to finding the defendant guilty, the judge considered the prevailing opinion of the majority. The court was obligated to inquire whether the individual who committed the improper action was aware that those rules forbade it. The Ghosh test is met with considerable dissent, as it is argued that its validity is contingent upon an individual's interpretation of the evidence. Because the facts may be incorrect, it becomes more difficult to determine whether someone is telling the truth.

Ivey v Genting Casinos UK Ltd (2017: Shifting Towards objectivity 

  Significant updates to criminal law resulted from the UK Supreme Court's 2017 deliberation of the pivotal case Ivey v. Genting Casinos UK Ltd. An individual accused of lying should be evaluated according to solely objective criteria, as established in R. v. Ghosh, the court ruled in 1982 (Griffiths, 2020). The first component of the old Ghosh test was the accuser's perception of their own dishonesty. The second section addressed the degree of honesty that several intelligent individuals believed they possessed. Last week's pick was in no way comparable to those.

The approach to addressing crimes should be more transparent, consistent, and equitable. For this to occur, the judicial system must improve its ability to discern deceit. One can readily discern deception on an impartial examination such as the Ivey. Judges are less prone to rendering decisions that lack clarity or are merely subjective opinions (Li, and Ho, 2019). Everyone is expected to conduct themselves in an equitable and accountable manner. In an objective manner, all individuals are held responsible for their conduct due to the consensus among all participants regarding the prescribed codes of conduct.

The Ivey case effectively underscores the criticality of employing objective criteria in the determination of culpability. The court is more concerned with enhancing the fairness and dependability of the criminal justice system than with an individual's emotions. Individuals are more inclined to hold the belief that it is feasible. Why did British courts make such a significant legal change? Due to their concern for justice, impartiality, and the rule of law. In determining whether an individual is telling the truth, the courts will be more impartial.

Impact on Criminal Liability

  The people who are legally responsible for taking are different according to the Ghosh test than they are according to the Ivey standard. The Ivey makes it easier to spot dishonest behaviour because it measures things in a simple and objective way. Because of this, police work is now safer and fairer. Reform that is fair and equal is also very important. By making people responsible for their deeds, it makes sure they live up to what other people expect of them.

Ethical and Philosophical Considerations

  Some important moral and philosophical questions have been asked about what it means to be guilty of a crime and how subjective purpose fits into the process by making the dishonesty test (Dorminey et al., 2012). Coming up, we'll talk more about these things. The Ghosh test considered how someone's mental health might have affected their story to see if they were telling the truth. The process was unfair and hard to prepare for because of this. Even though the judge knew it was very important for the suspect's mental health, this is what it really happened. To make sure there is a fair and consistent criminal justice system, the Ivey standard is used instead. The system is fair and reasonable, most people agree with this. We used the Ivey standard first because of this.

Balancing Competing Interests: Defendants vs Victim

  One of the hardest parts of criminal law is making sure that the interests and rights of both the perpetrator and the sufferer are respected. When an accusation of dishonesty is proven, it changes everything about who is responsible and how justice is done (Cornish, and Clarke, 2017). The Ghosh test gave the suspects some freedom because it was based on their own views. Because of this, it put victims' needs at risk by letting dishonest behaviour go. The Ivey standard, on the other hand, put the rights of victims first by using fair and consistent rules to find lies. This makes sure the judges are fair in their work.

Policy Implications

  It will be a lot different for people to follow the law and act in public once we have real proof of cheating. With the Ivey test, everyone can now get a better idea of how people feel about acts that aren't honest. People are less likely to break the law, and they have more faith in the legal system (Stephen, 2014). The objective standard of dishonesty also supports established social rules and norms when it comes to bigger moral and ethical issues. Getting this done keeps things in order and people together.
For the most part, the idea of lying is very important when it comes to theft crimes in the UK. Things like who is guilty and how they should be punished have changed on a larger moral and logical level. The subjective Ghosh test was changed to an objective norm in Ivey. This changes a lot about the basic ideas of criminal law (Dougall, 2019). More attention is paid to fairness, uniformity, and protecting the rights of victims. The law changes all the time, so it's important to make sure that the way dishonesty is measured stays in line with what's right and fair, and that thieves and victims' needs are met.

Conclusion

  The central argument of this presentation is that the way theft offences are prosecuted in the United Kingdom is predicated on dishonesty. Illustrative instances such as R. v. Ghosh (1982) and Ivey v. Genting Casinos UK Ltd. (2017) demonstrate the evolution of terminology employed when discussing deception. An excellent illustration of this shift towards an objective standard is Ivey. The Ivey decision abandoned the subjectivity of the Ghosh test and emphasised the need for a more objective method to determine whether an individual is telling the truth. Now that circumstances have changed, we require a more equitable and proper method for determining who swiped an item (Herring, 2021). The common law norm of dishonesty continues to be predominantly applied when determining culpability for theft. This is because it provides insight to the adjudicator regarding the accused's thought process. However, deception becomes more challenging due to the increased complexity and number of multifaceted components. In theft offences, what does it mean to be dishonest? Case law and general principles of law may be of assistance in determining this. This will increase our understanding of who is culpable for crimes in the United Kingdom.
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