Question 1
Since the promulgation of the constitution, there have been many laws that have been put in place to protect its citizens from abuse and other forms of offenses. Employment laws were put in place to protect workers from being misused by their employers. In this case analysis, Johnson took the right procedure by filling a complaint with the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission (EEOC). One of the possible claims Johnson could sue HC could be Hate crime. This is like racial discrimination which is a crime that was motivated by biasness. HC which is a neutral institution that serves the society could have not published the notion “NO BLACK ASSISTANT” instead they could have shifted Johnson to any other department. Another claim that Johnson could rise is violation of human rights through sexual harassment at workplace. The laws prohibit sexual harassment at workplace. “The International Labour Organization, Discrimination (Employment and Occupation) Convention,” states discrimination as an approach of exclusivity or preference pursued on the basis of race, colour, sex and social origin. The decision taken by HC to limit Johnson from attending to particular residents affected the equality of the opportunity for Johnson that even reduced her overtime benefits than what other her co workers received. On the other side of HC one of the defending points they could have relied on is that the notion “NO BLACK ASSISTANT” was raised by residents and they also have the right to claim for who to serve them. In this regard, Johnson was an at-will employee, and the restriction on which residents she could assist was a Bona Fide Occupational Qualification (BFOQ) because HC was honoring its residents’ right to choose their medical providers. Any Business values more its customers and in this case the residents voice could have been heard. 
Question 2
The Boy's claim is correct, according to the claims he was right to own the card since he had purchased it from the shop and Trini did not deny the sale. According to the law, Joe could not blame the boy but Trini who sold the card which he was not authorized by his boss Joe to sell. The Boy's claim is correct since he rightfully purchased the card from the shop and Trini himself received the money from the boy. In my point of view, Trini did not have actual or apparent authority to sell the card to the boy since he was not authorized to sell the higher priced card. To support this statement, earlier Trini was ordered by Joe not to sell the higher priced card located in the special display case but lather he should sell any of the lower-priced cards. Joe did not ratify the sale because the boy's statement was right. Joe lost the higher-priced card to the boy due to the irresponsible behaviors of Trini who failed to follow the instructions. According to the whole story, Joe had no supportive argument to claim for the card since the boy defended himself and he was right with her claim. According to my, Joe could not ratify the card since Trini had sold it to the boy. also, the boy bought the card with lower money to Trini as he knew Trini was not aware of the real price but he first confirmed the price from him. The boy asked Trini if the card was worthy $30 and Trini replied, "I don't know" then the boy took the card and give $30 to Trini but the boy knew very well that the card was worthy '3000'. Joe lost the higher-priced card to the boy who defended himself and was right to his argument. I conclude by saying the boy was right to own the card and Joe had no right to claim for the return of the card by the boy, but lather he could blame Trini for selling the higher-priced card at a low cost.  

