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Discussion 2.
In reflection to chapters 11 and 12 Aitchison’s article “the right of law enforcement officers,” a variety of legal issues becomes evident amid the sheriff and his deputy. At first, it was legal for the deputy sheriff to run for the nominations for the office. It is laudable that every organization is entitled to ensure justice, equality and fairness in all its operations regardless of ranking in the entire profession (Aitchison, 2015). Therefore, the deputy was eager to ensure that justice takes its path by ensuring that the right candidate took the position (nominated) for the office. Another legal issue is that the deputy had the autonomy to speak his voice regarding the policies of the sheriff both at work and outside (Aitchison, 2015). This laid a basis for understanding the ultimate responsibilities of the sheriff as well as visualizing the effectiveness of the governing policies in the context of work. By criticizing the policies, the deputy sheriff had taken a significant option since it reaffirmed the right of the public employees to make statements as a citizen on matters of public importance. After the demotion, it was legally ethical for the demoted deputy sheriff to sue the sheriff for alleging unlawful retaliation in regards to violation of his First Amendment freedom of speech rights.  This is because the deputy sheriff had not violated any documented constitutional rights by either filing a petition or by criticizing the policies of the sheriff both at the office and outside.
If I were a judge, I would rule that the sheriff had no defense for firing his deputy who ran against him in a political campaign. It is the right of each public employee to follow the right channel to fight for the rights of self and the public as well and hence the deputy sheriff was right to file a petition following the violated nomination. I would value that the sheriff was not entitled to qualified immunity since all public employees have the freedom to criticize the institutional policies as a citizen based on matters of public importance. In the entire texts, I am greatly thrilled by the issue of the demotion of the deputy sheriff. It is striking in that it serves as an incidence in which the majority of public leaders tend to violate equality and justice to suit personal interests. It shows the basis on which the majority of public leaders fails to adhere to the rights of employees and the public as well. It places an emphasize that every employee has the right to speak up logical critics without being underpinned and that it is always right to take legal actions for justice violations.
One of the most thrilling aspects that have not been alluded no by my peers is the issue of certainty. By having the deputy sheriff demoted, it remains wide open that the issue has the right to go back into the court for specific judgment. In this regard, the sheriff is likely to plead with the juries to be granted qualified immunity, however, how the deputy sheriff will prevail in the case proceedings remains uncertain. 
Food for Thought: in your opinion, do you think ethical evaluations should be integrated with this case to define the legality of actions during the demotion?
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