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Summers V Tice Case
In the case of Summers V Tice Case, both the defendants and the plaintiff had gone out on a hunting trip. The plaintiff gave all the defendants directions on the safe way of firing their weapons. The plaintiff had acted against both defendants. They led to an injury on his face and on the right eye caused by a bird that struck him after being discharged from a shotgun. 
The court came into a joint conclusion that found that both of the defendants were negligent. Therefore, it had a proximate and direct result of the defendant's actions to fire shots, and both of them fired a shot resulting in pellets that lodged in the right eye of the plaintiff. Another pellet from the shot was caused and lodged on the upper lip of the plaintiff[footnoteRef:1]. In the ruling on several liability, the plaintiff couldn't show who among the two defendants had caused him harm. The ruling based on joint tortfeasor is sensible.  [1:  "Summers V. Tice - 33 Cal.2D 80 - Wed, 11/17/1948 | California Supreme Court Resources". Scocal.Stanford.Edu, 1948, https://scocal.stanford.edu/opinion/summers-v-tice-26161.
] 

In a case wherein 4th July, my neighbors and I were shooting fireworks in a backyard above a lake. One of the fireworks goes astray and causes fire in one of the yards and burns down several houses, then the same judgment on joint tortfeasors and the application of severally liability as in the case of Summers V Tice Case applies. Since we were on a uniform mission, everyone is responsible for our actions. We are all going to pay, and if I pay on behalf of my neighbors, they will have to refund. 
Marius S. Coblyn Vs.Kennedy's, Inc. & Another.
The unreasonable fact, in this case, is the method used to effect detention of the plaintiff. The facts that would have altered the judgment of this case include, if the plaintiff was younger, the determination of the office committed by the plaintiff and the physical condition of the plaintiff. All these three factors could have made the detention of the plaintiff by the shopkeeper reasonable, and thus the court outcomes of the case could have been otherwis[footnoteRef:2]e.  [2:  Hayden, Chesi K. "Legal Research and Writing LRW (Law 513)." (2019).
] 

It is unreasonable for other stores and their security to profile shoppers based on race and color. The law doesn't encourage racial profiling, and therefore, any action was taken on sexism and racial grounds by the stores would be unreasonable. All people are equal, and gender or race doesn't influence one's actions, but the real character of a person does. Therefore, these people shouldn't be accorded serious monitoring unless there is any cause of alarm. 
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