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Case Analysis	
	The judge did interpretive approach rather than the semantic approach to law since he used a scheme of principles to determine the legal rights and duties of the defendant. In this regard, he used the [HN1] N.Y Penal Law 260.10(1) that stipulates that a person can endanger the wellbeing of a child when he/ she acts in a manner that is likely to cause mental, physical, or moral harm to him/ her. Even though the actions were directed to the children’s mother, the statute provides that the actions not be directed to the child. Therefore, criminally liability diverges to ‘mere likelihood of harm” caused knowingly. Also, he used [HN2] to determine that the offender was criminally liable since he disregarded the risk that his actions would likely cause injury to the children locked in the room during the whole incident. For example, the children could hear their mother scream as she was being assaulted; therefore, they were likely to be traumatized.
	Dworkin would dispute the ruling since he did not believe that judges should have discretion when it comes to making decisions of disputes that are not covered by existing rules. In this case, the statute did not include a provision for children subjected to the "likelihood of harm" due to domestic violence. He would disregard the ruling as the Nazi system since its interpretation favors the existing constitutional laws. According to Dworkin, “…Nazi law was not really a law, or was a law in a degenerate sense, or was less than fully a law” (p. 207).  He was opined that the system lacked features that were crucial to justifying coercion. In this case, the defendant could not convince the judge that his actions were not directed towards the children, but the mother. 
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