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1. According to Warren and Brandeis, what is the reason the law of libel and slander falls short for privacy?
As per Warren and Brandeis the law of libel and slander do not meet the requirements of privacy rights. After examining the defamation, they indicate that defamation is insufficient to protect individual privacy rights as it only dwells on the destruction or defamation of individual’s reputation before his fellows. Contrary, the privacy rights protects the confidentiality of an individual from injury that affects feeling that is spiritual  other than physical injury like reputation. In that case, defamation primarily focuses on the injury or destruction of one’s physical reputation, which indicates that it necessitates interactions between individuals. 
[bookmark: _GoBack]Injury on one’s reputation can be subjected to other various factors that can render an act of injury on one’s physical reputation lawful. One instance is the “damnum absque injuria.”  It mainly refers to an act of committing an act that causes loss without necessarily causing injury. It is a phrase used in tort law when one harms another as he or she exercises his or her right and the injured individual cannot sue that person for exercising his or her rights. 
2. Explain Warren and Brandies counter arguments for the justification of privacy rights as an extension of existing intellectual property laws.
Warren and Brandies examine the intellectual property law to ascertain if the codes in this law in addition to its principles protects one’s privacy. They argue that  the protection that the sentiments, emotions, and opinions are accorded, and expressed via the writing medium or the art as in the intellectual property is mainly focused towards preventing publication.
In this case, Warren and Brandies discovered that the key issue that privacy rights and the intellectual property laws share was confidentiality. While the privacy rights focuses on ensuring confidentiality of an individual, intellectual property laws are majorly focused towards protecting the confidentiality of one’s property. The intellectual property laws takes care of the privacy of the information. Confidentiality of patentable design is the key here too. So, mainly it is essential to protect one’s know-how by ensuring its confidentiality. In that case, Warren and Brandies is right to assert that both privacy rights and intellectual property rights share a common thing in that the fact that intellectual property laws focuses on preventing publication confidentiality is just a way of enforcing the general privacy of an individual   
3. Explain Moore’s distinction between thin and thick consent? How does Moore argue for hypothetical thick consent as the appropriate test for employer monitoring policies that respect employee privacy?
Moore points out that the state of the job market generate a difference between a thin consent as well as thick consent. A consent is regarded thin when an employee receives a formal notice that the firm will monitor all web and email activities at the time they are being hired or during employment and it is stipulated that the employee’s working within the company relies upon his or her willingness to abide by the monitoring requirement by the firm. In that case, thin consent implies that the employee has two options- to consent to the company’s monitoring or to look for other employment opportunity outside the company. Conversely, thick consent  refer to a situation when employment opportunities are plenty and employee can easily find another job position outside the company and so if he or she finds monitoring policies unacceptable the employee can seek another alternative job. According to Moore, thick consent is appropriate test for employer monitoring policies that respect employee privacy since thick consent presents employee with favorable conditions and thus if employee agree to a certain monitoring during these favorable conditions, it will only be because it is justified and acceptable. 
4. Does having\granting a patent create a monopoly for a product? How does Easterbrook argue that patents aren’t monopolies?
The patent law indicates that a patent does not allow monopoly in form of having the absolute right to undertake a protected development. This law gives the patent owner an exclusive right to keep others from using, making, selling or making a selling offer and importing any invention claimed and thus the patent law provides an exclusionary rights for the patent owner.  The holder or owner of the patent can profit from the invention by undertaking business or licensing the use of the development to other firms. 
Easterbrook argues that the patents are not monopolies as it only gives the owner an exclusive ownership rights to exclude others from benefiting from the innovation in any manner. It also carries no expectation for a certain undertaking to succeed. Additionally, if the product has not market, the patent can prevent entry into the market, which in some way protects the patent owner from market competition, but the patent is not an assurance for business success. Thus, patent does not create monopoly since if other businesses can come up with a competing product that is beyond the stipulated patent, they can just join the market and compete with the product of the owner. 
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