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Question 1
Yes, I do believe an individual has the right to be forgotten, according to Google. The right result from the risk of censored data brings a negative perspective in terms of religion, history, and lifestyle. Limiting the right implies that an individual will be judged from the past, which could eventually impact them negatively (Bode & Jones, 2017). Furthermore, limiting the right renders all the other laws impotent by technology.
Question 2
The US lacks the all-encompassing law regulating the collection and consequently processing of individual data, but the federal laws and states control data protection. Elsewhere, on the EU law, personal data can be obtained only through strict conditions and purposely to serve a legitimate function. The core component of EU information privacy is the Data Protection Directive 199546/EC (Weiss & Archick, 2016).  The difference originates from history whereby Europe has had dictatorship; thus, data privacy is categorized into human rights. Contrarily, in US market forces control data protection.  
Question 3
Technology has improved innovation and efficiency. However, it has made it challenging to enhance personal privacy. The cracking and hacking techniques enable unauthorized persons to infringe on other people’s privacy. Electrical monitoring, for instance, CCTVs, has restricted private transactions. Furthermore, integrating databases comprising personal information could allow uncouth access to private information.  
Question 4
Google must be in charge of control the results displayed in a search. The key considerations in the process are time and privacy. Some information is only useful when at the right time, and as time evolves, it becomes obsolete. Moreover, some information might infringe on individual privacy (Kranenborg, 2015). The search results depict a snapshot, and thus, rumors and allegations reported only remain even when out of date. Google should be limitless in resource utilization while addressing the requests made on search results.
Question 5
[bookmark: _GoBack]I would first require the verification by the individual requesting for information removal. This is due to several impersonations who want to suppress legal content. Consequently, I will weigh every request to balance personal rights with public information rights. In doing this, I will consider time, whether outdated and the public interest on the content, for instance, criminal convictions.
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