
SCENARIO 

 

IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED KINGDOM 

Peter Pan,                            ) 

  Petitioner,    ) 

  v.     ) Civil No. 2020-1 

Crown Prosecutor, England,    ) 

  Respondent.      ) 

 

 George and Mary Darling love the theater.  They often go out leaving their three children 

(aged 14, 10, and 8) to fend for themselves watched over by their less than ferocious dog Nana.  

After coming home from a night of classical theater, George and Mary Darling heard from their 

children Wendy, John and Michael about a wild adventure they claimed to have had with a 

flying boy, pirates led by a one-armed, hooked captain, fairies, and crocodiles.  They believed it 

was all some type of shared dream or made-up story, until they woke up to find half a dozen so-

called Lost Boys in their children’s bedroom.  At that point, the senior Darlings viewed the 

children’s story with alarm and outrage. 

 They called the London Social Service Agency who came for the Lost Boys and cared for 

them while trying to locate their parents.  The UK Attorney General was briefed on the 

children’s adventures and concluded that Peter Pan’s actions amounted to kidnapping under the 

United Kingdom’s civil law.  On behalf of the Darlings and the other parents, the AG then 

brought a suit seeking a “stay away” order and injunction against Peter Pan to prevent him from 

making any contact with the Darling children and Lost Boys and to pay damages to the families 

out of the treasure he took from the pirates.  The AG argued that Pan had drugged the children 

(with fairy dust) and lured them away from their homes with false promises about a place called 

Neverland and eternal youth.  Further, he argued that Pan had recklessly endangered the children 

with sword fights, stormy ship rides, and exposure to meat-eating reptiles.  Although the children 

testified that they had enjoyed their adventures, the AG argued that their views should be given 

little weight because a child under 16 is presumed not to be able to make informed decisions 

about their custody.  Although their views are taken into consideration by social service agencies 



and courts, in this case because they were initially drugged and subsequently suffered from 

Stockholm syndrome, their views should not deter the court from curtailing Pan’s reckless and 

dangerous activities. 

 Pan hired a well-known solicitor who responded that he did not kidnap the children 

because fairy dust can make someone fly but has no psychological effect (and is not a controlled 

substance), his representations about Neverland were true, and the children came willingly.  He 

also stated that only he and not the children took any risks on the island and they were not, 

therefore, in danger.  He counter-sued for a declaratory judgment that it was the Darlings and 

other parents who had endangered their children through their neglect, lack of imagination, and 

reckless decisions to leave their children in the care of pets instead of responsible adults.   

 After hearing from some of the children about the fun of flying and being in danger 

during sword fights with pirates; from some parents about their emotional upheaval when their 

children went missing; and from Tinkerbell, first-mate Smee, and Pan himself, the lower court 

granted the stay away order and injunction.  The court denied an award of damages as being too 

speculative, and also ruled that the parents had to raise their children with more attention and 

imagination in the future.  Both Pan and the AG appeal.     

 

On appeal to the Supreme Court of the United Kingdom, the issues presented are: 

(1.) Was there sufficient evidence of kidnapping through drugging or misrepresentation 

and endangerment to support the stay away order and injunction? 

 

(2.) Did the court go beyond its equity power in its order against the parents?  


