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The right to privacy is guaranteed by the Fourth Amendment of the United States Constitution, which specifies that the government is not allowed to monitor personal communication between individuals (Byars & Stanberry, 2018). However, this does not apply to private organizations that create their policies regarding the use of company resources when communicating. According to the Electronic Communications Privacy Act, companies can legally monitor the e-mails of their employees under certain circumstances (Byars & Stanberry, 2018). More specifically, if the company’s property, such as the company e-mail, is used for communication, the company can legally monitor such communication if it has viable business reasons for these actions and does not wish to be liable if the company’s property is used illegally (Byars & Stanberry, 2018). However, this should be specified in the company’s policies to which the employees provide their consent when accepting the terms of their employment (Byars & Stanberry, 2018).
Therefore, Paula cannot claim that Capstone infringed on her right to privacy by monitoring her e-mails. In a private workplace context, Capstone is allowed to monitor the company e-mail to ensure that some of its employees are not wrongfully using it. In this case, Capstone’s company e-mail can be considered its private property, which implies that Capstone can lawfully monitor its use by the company’s employees (Byars & Stanberry, 2018). Consequently, Paula’s right to privacy only applies when she uses her e-mail, but not that of the company. Furthermore, Paula’s action to use the company e-mail for personal purposes directly contradicts the company policies, which means that her actions were illegal. Accordingly, Paula cannot claim that she was illegally reprimanded for her actions by her supervisor since she had violated the company policies. Similarly, she cannot claim that her right to privacy was ignored.
Under the First Amendment of the United States constitution, an individual is allowed to exercise free speech without censorship from the government (HG.org, 2021). As such, employees can exercise their freedom of speech by posting negative comments about their employer on social media. However, employers are allowed to fire employees if they believe that their employees’ comments on social media are detrimental to the image of the company (HG.org, 2021). Nonetheless, employees are permitted by law to hold discussions among themselves in which they can make negative comments about workplace factors affecting them mainly to assert their rights or enhance their working conditions (HG.org, 2021). As such, an employee cannot be legally fired if he/she participates in criticisms about the employer, the work policies, and workplace conditions with other employees (HG.org, 2021). Therefore, one is not protected by law if such criticisms against one’s employer are not part of discussions with other employees to enhance their workplace conditions.
Consequently, although Paula had the right to free speech, she cannot claim that she was fired illegally due to her comments about her supervisor. In Paula’s case, she exercised her right to free speech by posting her comments about her supervisor on social media. However, the right to free speech does not guarantee that Paula should not face repercussions from her employer based on her comments since Capstone is not government-owned (HG.org, 2021). Thus, since Paula’s comments were not part of discussions with other employees to enhance their working conditions, she was not protected by law if her employer decided to fire her based on her comments. Therefore, if Capstone believed that Paula was negatively portraying the corporation through her comments on social media, the company is permitted by law to dismiss her to minimize the damage done to its reputation.
A reasonable contract has four main elements. Firstly, it has to include a clear offer from one party to another under some specific terms (Pogue et al., 2009). Secondly, it has to involve a clear communication of acceptance from the party receiving the offer under the said terms. For this element, both parties have to comprehend the terms of the contract (Pogue et al., 2009). The third crucial element entails both parties exchanging an item of value, and this action is referred to as consideration (Pogue et al., 2009). The promise of this valuable item motivates the parties to enter the agreement. Lastly, a reasonable contract must be lawful, such that its terms abide by the legal regulations surrounding the circumstances within which the contract is made, and both parties are willing to form a legal partnership (Pogue et al., 2009). Although certain circumstances require written contracts, verbal contracts are also considered valid if they contain the four elements (Pogue et al., 2009).
Consequently, the contract between Paula and Ford was valid, and Paula can therefore claim that Ford breached the contract. The contract was valid since Paula offered to purchase Ford’s car, which Ford agreed to, thereby exhibiting acceptance. Moreover, Paula was exchanging $1000 for the car, which was being bought legally since it belonged to Ford and both parties did not intend to break any rules while conducting the transaction. Therefore, items of value were being exchanged legally. However, the terms of their agreement specified that Paula would pick up the car the following day. Nonetheless, they did not agree that Paula was supposed to pick up the car early the following day. As such, although Ford stated that Paula was late, she still came to pick up the car the following day, which was within the time frame specified in the terms of their agreement. Therefore, Paula can claim that Ford breached their contract by selling the car to another person within the time frame that Ford had agreed to sell the car to her.
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