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Introduction 
Proximate cause is concerned with the legal liability when the imposition of liability is under consideration. Amongst the causes for imposing the burden of compensation for the consequence of an omission or action may be that such an omission or act was the proximate reason of the injury (Hovenkamp, 2002). However, an omission or act is not considered as the proximate cause of injury because compensation for a sustained injury can be demanded from an individual who acted or did not act. Liability without fault is not associated with proximate cause neither does failure to demand compensation based on the excuse from consequences or justification of an action (Cox, 2019). There are issues which are collateral to, although not associated with the principles of proximate cause. This is the same to liabilities under the doctrines of civil damage acts, under respond at superior or workmen’s compensation laws. In cases where issues are concerned, liability is imposed because a number of social considerations with which the matter of proximate cause is not connected (Traeger, 2016). Rules or laws concerned with proximate cause are similar with rules seen in sciences or mathematics which depend on physical observations and the determination or causal connections between such physical phenomena. 
Negligible Rule
Courts that apply the doctrine of reasonable foresight act as if they are concerned with reducing the insurance element of the negligible rule. Individuals cannot perfectly evade inadvertent negligence and the liability that remains after individuals have made use of reasonable liability, which exists without prompting any valuable behavioral response (Traeger, 2016). Although an extensive liability causes individuals to reduce their levels of activity, the doctrine of reasonable doctrine bars liability for purely coincidental accidents. Forcing individuals who are liable for such accidents would severely punish their inadvertent lapses and would result to reduced activity levels (Hovenkamp, 2002). If an individual has been inadvertently negligent, the opportunity of heading of the risk before hurting the plaintiff is possessed by someone else. The court’s main objective of the court is cutting off the liability of the original wrongdoer if the incentive of making use of corrective precaution is conducted by someone else. This facet of proximate cause lays focus on liability on the party with the opportunity of making use of corrective precaution, since such a party is left as the sole tort feasor (Levitt, 2017). 
The other court’s objective is to preserve the liability of individuals who may have negligently stimulated other irresponsible individuals to behave negligently. Most importantly, courts act as if they desire to retain the liability of individuals who may have negligently subjected other individuals to a risk of inadvertent negligence. Reasonable foresight and direct consequences are the two major proximate cause doctrines, which are never mutually exclusive (Traeger, 2016). These two doctrines represent distinct perspectives but may sometimes be applicable to the same accident. The most effective way to approach proximate cause is by subdividing the two perspectives into several pieces. Distinct paradigms are contained in each of these perspectives and may only overlap across several perspectives but not within them (Traeger, 2016). In fact, proximate cause cases regarded from the perspective of direct consequences follows a pattern whereby the original wrongdoer is negligent and then another person commits a second tort that has the same harm and a cause suffered by the plaintiff.      
Analysis
A legal cause is any kind of forbidden omission or act that contributes towards the creation, actuality, destruction of any situation or event that harms a legal individual. Before an omission or act is deliberated as a legal cause such an omission or act must have already been forbidden by an authority, which is capable and competent to create and enforce such a prohibition (Hovenkamp, 2002). Considering the case of O’Malley v. Laurel Line Bus Company, the bus driver of the defendant dropped the plaintiff out of the bus on a stormy, dark night in the middle of the street. However, the plaintiff was immediately struck by an oncoming vehicle because the driver failed to notify the plaintiff where he was being dropped (Traeger, 2016). In this case, the plaintiff had assumed that he had being dropped at his regular bus stop and for that reason, the court held that the defendant was liable. The court reached this decision because letting individuals in the middle of the road does not mean that there is a systematic relationship with being hit by a car. 
This suggests that a negligent act usually results to some kind of injury based on the time, place or the circumstance through which such an act was conducted. Usually, a negligent act is forbidden by common law, although nothing is considered to be negligent unless if it was foreseeable when it was performed and is of harmful nature. If such an act is not harmful and was bidden, then such an act is forbidden because prohibition is determined by foreseeable-ness and if it does not determine causation, then it does not determine proximate cause (Levitt, 2017). The prohibition is enforced by common law or legislative fiat such as ordinances, statutes or constitutions of various types. A legislative prohibition does not consider whether or not an omission or act is of hurtful character, whilst a common law prohibition considers time, place or the circumstances of the omission or act to determine whether it was of hurtful nature or not (Levitt, 2017). 
The issue of finding out if a proximate cause does or fails to exist in a new set of facts is the challenge of inspection and comparison. There is a complex cause and effects in the physical universe that connects a definite injury, omission or act, which allegedly resulted to that injury. Existing laws considers the delimited field and discovers that as an objectively demonstrable fact that the injury is or is not proximately produced, by an omission or act, which is under consideration (Cox, 2019). Proximate cause is not associated with the elements or excuse or justification since justification is only applicable to acts. Usually, proximate cause eliminates the elements of wrongfulness from a specific act and turns such an act which is normally wrongful into one that is not. Justification is based upon circumstances and existence of special circumstances tend to act as justification of an act (Hovenkamp, 2002). Based upon the normal circumstances of a civilized society, the act of hitting an individual on the head with an object such as a club is wrong (Cox, 2019). However, if the individual making attempts to rape the sister of the assailant the act of hitting is not considered to be wrongful.                
Suggestions
In cases where a definitive injury has been produced through a direct application of the harmful party, the issue of proximate cause fails to present difficulties. The cause and the effects are connected closely through space and time that it is clear that the indicated injury was indeed produced by the said act (Traeger, 2016). When many agencies are distinct from each other based on space and time to a given injury, it is challenging to determine whether an omission or act should be labeled as the proximate cause (Levitt, 2017). A proximate cause principle is a dualism that is applicable in two situations, namely, concurrent efficient and multiple risk causes. A specific doctrine is determined by a specific situation and two tests or doctrines of proximate cause are applicable to distinct situations.
 Sometimes, situations may overlap and when that happens, both doctrines may apply to the case and liability is established after satisfying all requirements for each situation. Multiple causes of a similar harm are known as concurrent efficient causes, one of which is the original cause responsible by the defendant (Levitt, 2017). The second cause is known as the supervening cause that exists later in time following the original cause. Practically, successive causes tend to be the same although harm is aggravated by the second cause making the original harm to be responsible for two divisible harms (Cox, 2019). The first harm results from the normal cause or first impact while the second harm results from the second impact. 
Conclusion
[bookmark: _GoBack]The main reason for ignoring the liability of the original wrongdoer is to lay focus on a responsible individual who may have failed to make use of corrective precaution. Similarly, the most basic motive of retaining the liability of an original wrongdoer is to ensure that the negligence of one party may render others to be vulnerable to the compliance of third party. Harm is considered to be unforeseeable in situations where cases are analyzed by courts through direct consequences doctrines. Even though such cases fail to produce the original wrongdoer’s liability, they tend to share more with cases based on reasonable foresight doctrine as opposed to cases where one party has omitted corrective precaution. Hypothetically, each individual is liable to others under precisely similar circumstances, although special rules were created by early common laws that could punish solvent individuals from negligently establishing tempting opportunities for judgment-proof-individuals.   
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