On June 6, 2024, Daisy, who was four months pregnant, and her partner Leo were dining outdoors at a local café. While Leo briefly left to use the restroom, a woman named Scarlett, muttering to herself, accused Daisy of speaking about her based on voices she claimed to hear. Scarlett became aggressive when Daisy attempted to de-escalate and move away, throwing Daisy to the ground and kicking her. Hearing the commotion, Leo returned and tried to intervene, but Scarlett attacked him, causing him to fall and hit his head on the curb. Leo was pronounced dead at the scene. Daisy was hospitalized, where it was revealed, she had lost the baby, suffered a broken rib, and sustained multiple bruises. Scarlett was arrested following the incident.
In this scenario I will be finding out what offences, defences and the outcome will lead to.
Scarlett's actions on the day in question constitute a series of serious criminal offences under the law, including assault, battery, grievous bodily harm (GBH), and public disorder. Each of these offences is characterized by specific unlawful actions that have resulted in harm and distress.
First, Scarlett’s decision to throw Daisy to the ground and physically attack her constitutes assault. Assault is the intentional application of unlawful force or the threat of force against another person without their consent. In this case, Scarlett’s aggressive behaviour, which included physically throwing Daisy to the ground, was unprovoked and direct, constituting a clear act of violence. Assault also extends to causing someone to fear imminent harm, and Scarlett’s sudden escalation of aggression likely caused Daisy to fear for her safety, which strengthens the assault charge.
Following the assault, Scarlett’s actions continued with battery, a distinct offence from assault. Battery involves actual physical contact resulting in harm or injury. Scarlett’s repeated kicking of Daisy after throwing her to the ground demonstrates a sustained effort to cause harm. This act of battery is especially serious because it targeted a vulnerable individual – Daisy, who was pregnant. The physical harm inflicted, including Daisy falling on her stomach, posed significant risks to both her and her unborn child, making this a particularly grave offence.
Moreover, Scarlett’s actions may also qualify as grievous bodily harm (GBH) or aggravated assault, given the significant injuries sustained by Daisy and the risk to her pregnancy. GBH refers to causing serious injury either intentionally or recklessly. Scarlett’s repeated kicking of Daisy and the physical harm she inflicted suggest intent to cause significant harm, and the fact that Daisy was pregnant elevates the seriousness of the offence. The law typically imposes stricter penalties for GBH when the victim is in a vulnerable state, such as being pregnant. By causing Daisy to fall on her stomach, Scarlett not only inflicted bodily harm but also placed both Daisy’s and her unborn child's well-being at considerable risk.
In addition to the physical offences, Scarlett’s behaviour may also constitute a public disorder offence. Her shouting and aggressive actions in a public space disrupted the peace and likely caused alarm or fear among others nearby. Public order offences are intended to protect individuals from disruptions that threaten the safety or peace of public spaces. Scarlett's hostile behaviour and confrontation with Daisy in the café, coupled with her erratic behaviour, would have likely distressed not only Daisy but also anyone witnessing the incident. Public disorder laws aim to ensure that shared spaces remain safe and free from disturbances, and Scarlett’s actions directly violated these principles.
Several aggravating factors increase the seriousness of Scarlett’s actions. First, Daisy’s pregnancy adds a layer of vulnerability, as pregnant women are often treated as a protected group under the law. Violence toward them is viewed with heightened severity due to the dual risk posed to both the mother and the unborn child. Scarlett’s actions were not isolated but involved a sustained attack, with repeated kicks after Daisy had already fallen to the ground. This persistence demonstrates a level of intent and disregard for Daisy’s well-being, and it is likely to be treated as premeditated or excessively reckless, which may lead to stricter penalties.
The psychological impact on Daisy is another important consideration. As her having more mental health or illnesses would have led her to spiral out. Being violently attacked while pregnant can cause lasting emotional trauma, and courts often consider the psychological harm inflicted on victims when determining sentences. Finally, the public nature of the incident amplifies its severity. Acts of violence in shared spaces harm not only the direct victim but also undermine the sense of safety and security in the community, further justifying the need for severe legal consequences. (https://r.search.yahoo.com/_ylt=AwrkMq4xkYpnCAIAmBsM34lQ;_ylu=Y29sbwNpcjIEcG9zAzEEdnRpZAMEc2VjA3Ny/RV=2/RE=1738343985/RO=10/RU=https%3a%2f%2fneurolaunch.com%2fpsychological-impact%2f/RK=2/RS=Vt_OdGn_Y_IIDcN.xYDH87O46F0-)
In conclusion, Scarlett's actions on this occasion resulted in multiple serious criminal offences, including assault, battery, grievous bodily harm, and public disorder. These offences are compounded by Daisy’s vulnerability as a pregnant woman, the continued nature of the attack, and the public disruption caused. The consequences of Scarlett’s actions highlight the gravity of her behaviour and the need for legal accountability to address the harm caused to Daisy, her unborn child, and the broader public.
Scarlett may raise several potential defences in response to the charges, each depending on her mental state and the circumstances surrounding the incident. One prominent defence she could rely on is the Mental Health Défense, particularly because her behaviour suggests the presence of a mental disorder. Scarlett's actions, including muttering to herself and mentioning that "the voices" told her Daisy was speaking about her, indicate she may have been experiencing delusions. In this case, she could argue for an insanity defence, claiming that at the time of the incident, she was suffering from a mental disorder that prevented her from understanding the nature of her actions or distinguishing between right and wrong. If Scarlett cannot meet the criteria for an insanity defence, she might instead argue diminished responsibility. This defence suggests that while Scarlett may have understood the basic nature of her actions, her mental condition impaired her capacity for rational judgment, thereby reducing her culpability for her actions. This would potentially mitigate the severity of the charges she faces.
Another possible defence Scarlett might raise is self-defence. The text suggests that Scarlett believed Daisy was about to hit her, as she stood up, a belief she attributed to the "voices" she was hearing. In this scenario, Scarlett may argue that she acted to protect herself from imminent harm, even though the belief that Daisy intended to attack her was likely irrational. However, for a self-defence claim to succeed, Scarlett must demonstrate that her response was proportionate to the perceived threat. In this case, her continued aggression, such as kicking Daisy after she had fallen to the ground, may undermine her argument. Self-defence is not a valid defence for excessive force or retaliatory actions, and Scarlett's actions would be scrutinized to determine if her response was appropriate to the perceived danger.
A third defence Scarlett might argue is lack of intent. The mental state that led her to believe the "voices" were instructing her to take certain actions could suggest that her actions were not deliberate or premeditated but rather an involuntary reaction due to her mental condition. Under this argument, Scarlett could challenge the men's rea, or the mental intent required for certain offenses. If she can demonstrate that she acted under the influence of hallucinations rather than rational thought, it may be argued that she lacked the necessary intent to harm Daisy. This defence would hinge on proving that Scarlett's actions were not purposeful but a result of her mental condition. (https://www.lexisnexis.co.uk/legal/glossary/mens-rea)
Scarlett might also raise the defence of provocation, though its success would likely be limited. If Scarlett perceived Daisy's standing up as an aggressive act, she could argue that her actions were a result of provocation. However, this defence would be weak given that the perceived provocation was based on Scarlett's delusional belief rather than any real threat from Daisy. The law typically requires provocation to come from a reasonable or rational source, and since Scarlett’s belief was not grounded, this defence would likely have minimal success in absolving her of responsibility. However, it may still be used to argue that the charges should be mitigated due to the circumstances.
Ultimately, the success of these defences will depend on several key factors, including the proportionality of Scarlett’s belief in the threat she faced, whether her response was reasonable given the situation, and the role her mental health played in her actions. Courts will likely examine whether Scarlett's perception of the threat was reasonable and whether her actions were justified. The continued violence after Daisy was on the ground raises significant concerns for her self-defence argument, as it appears to exceed what would be necessary to protect herself. Additionally, if Scarlett’s mental health caused her to misinterpret Daisy’s actions, this could have a substantial impact on the court’s assessment of her culpability, possibly reducing her liability for the harm caused. The strength of these defences will also rely heavily on expert medical assessments of Scarlett’s mental state and the context of her belief in the threat. Witness testimony and other evidence could further influence the court’s determination of whether her actions were reasonable under the circumstances.
In this situation, Scarlett is undeniably at fault, as her actions were aggressive, unprovoked, and resulted in considerable harm. Let’s analyse her behaviour and the corresponding criminal offenses: Shouting at Daisy and the Initial Confrontation, Throwing Daisy to the Ground and Kicking Her, Leo’s Intervention and His Death and Endangerment of the Unborn Child.
Scarlett is clearly at fault throughout this incident. Her behaviour, including shouting at Daisy, throwing her to the ground, and kicking her, was violent and unlawful, resulting in harm. The fact that Scarlett caused Daisy’s miscarriage and inflicted injuries like a broken rib and bruising highlights the gravity of her actions. Moreover, Scarlett’s assault on Leo, which ultimately led to his death, emphasizes the seriousness of her conduct. While Scarlett’s mental health issues may have played a role, her actions remain criminal, with devastating outcomes. Her arrest is justified, considering the offenses she committed, including assault, battery, grievous bodily harm, manslaughter, and endangerment of an unborn child.








































