
4 Abortion

within the realm of liberty-related privacy; the 
Court, in its more current jurisprudence, while 
consistently maintaining that the right to an 
abortion is within those freedoms protected by 
substantive due process liberty, has increasingly 
distanced itself from the right’s specific identifi-
cation with privacy. The Court has created cer-
tain limitations on a woman’s right to terminate 
her pregnancy, recognizing that the state has 
certain legitimate, countervailing interests: the 
interest in the protection of potential life, and in 
the protection of the health of pregnant women. 

Abortion remains a controversial issue 
and the right to reproductive freedom remains 
a controversial issue. Opponents of abortion 
have fought unsuccessfully for a constitutional 
amendment that would ban abortion. They, how-
ever, have successfully persuaded several state 
legislatures several laws to make it more difficult 
and costly for a woman to obtain an abortion. 
The lower federal courts have invalidated many 
of these laws as unconstitutional, while others 
have been allowed to go into effect. Most of this 
legislation has been based on model laws written 
by national anti-abortion groups, such as the Na-
tional Right to Life. These state laws have includ-
ed mandating invasive ultrasounds on women 
seeking abortions, preventing health insurance 
coverage, closing women’s health clinics, restrict-
ing methods for medical abortions, requiring 
abortion providers to have admitting privileges 
at hospitals, requiring abortion clinics to become 
certified surgical centers, and prohibiting abor-
tions at or after twenty weeks gestational age.

Opponents of these anti-abortion statutes, 
such as Planned Parenthood, challenge the legiti-
macy of the reasons provided by proponents jus-
tifying this legislation. Opponents contend that 
lawmakers have drafted these laws as a pretext for 
the elimination of abortion as a real-world option  
for women, especially poor women. Proponents 
are making abortions more difficult to obtain 
and providing legal cases that eventually will 
have to be addressed by the Supreme Court. With 
a more conservative Supreme Court, there may 

be the possibility it may endorse some of these 
 approaches and may even overturn Roe v. Wade.

Common law privacy right to an 
abortion
In seeking to exercise their right to seek an abor-
tion, many patients have been photographed and 
harassed outside the clinics. Anti-abortion pro-
testors have posted some of those photographed 
on the Internet. While there is much uncertainty 
and debate as to what constitutes the common 
law of privacy, one possible formulation is that 
privacy is identified as an independent value and 
defined in terms of autonomy. One persuasive 
argument is that limiting access of anti-abortion 
protestors to prospective clinic patients protects 
women’s privacy, as does making it unlawful to 
disclose and individual’s abortion as an invasion 
of privacy tort, for the purpose of promoting re-
productive autonomy.

Christopher T. Anglim
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or unauthorized by a commercial bank or credit 
union, then consumers should select another lo-
cation for cash withdrawals to minimize expo-
sure to the fraudulent use of funds.

Consumers can also protect their ATM 
card information by adding or participating in 
multilayered authentication offered by finan-
cial institutions that may include, but may not 
be limited to: encrypted passwords, one-time 
 passcodes with time expiration, personal iden-
tification questions, or card code data verifica-
tion required prior to banking access. These 
additional ATM card defense measures increase 
privacy protection and minimize the likelihood 
of financial theft. If these methods are used 
properly to authenticate each transaction, they 
make it harder for criminals to duplicate this in-
formation because the added layer is a unique 
identifier of characters, words, or symbols that 
the consumer must possess to confirm his or her 
identity as it relates to the ATM card.

Fraud prevention for consumers begins with 
increasing awareness through education on ways 
criminals can access ATM banking information. 
The ATM financial information used for con-
sumer purchases can be accessed by cybercrimi-
nals via online transactions, check electronic 
payments, electronic funds transfers (EFTs), 
physical tampering through ATMs, and credit/
debit transactions. All transactional use of an 
ATM card opens a potential pathway to fund-
ing that a criminal may follow to gain fraudu-
lent  access to consumers’ finances. Therefore 
mitigating this risk is an integral part of fraud 
prevention in the use of ATMs.

Relief may not be too far away for consumers 
to maintain fraud prevention at ATMs. Techno-
logical advancements widely used in other areas by 
financial institutions are being applied to ATMs. 
According to American Banker Magazine, biom-
etrics in banking is becoming increasingly used: 

Automated teller machines featuring finger-
print readers have been used in South Africa 
since 1996. Brazil today boasts more than 

55,000 ATMs that integrate biometrics tech-
nology into the authentication process. United 
States banks have been using biometrics since 
the mid-2000s to facilitate secure self-service 
access to safe deposit boxes for consumers.

Advancements are not guaranteed because 
of limitations in cost, implementation, efficien-
cy, and social acceptance. Once the fingerprint 
information has been duplicated or fraudulently 
obtained by criminals, there would be no meas-
ure to prevent the user from accessing the funds. 
Passwords can be changed, verified, and authen-
ticated at an ATM; therefore, this information 
can safeguard funds much more easily for finan-
cial institutions and consumers.

A new wave of privacy protection amounts to 
either a multilayered approach for consumers to 
gain access to ATM banking and credit card in-
formation (i.e., added one-time password, secret 
question, or biometric authentication) or a limi-
tation on consumer interaction with ATMs. Con-
sumer awareness about the fraudulent use of ATM 
privacy information in this digital economy should 
reduce overall exposure to  cyber-thefts. After 
working hard to earn funds or credit, it is an injus-
tice for an unknown person to take advantage of 
those fiscal rewards by silently stealing them from 
an ATM. The protection of privacy at ATMs is not 
impossible, but it is inevitable that the advances in 
criminal activity to breach privacy protections are 
increasing faster than preventative measures.

Shaunté Chácon
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policing use BCI may assist in how much harm 
or how much private information may be ex-
tracted and individual judgment of the line of 
private information can be drawn voluntarily.
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Further Reading

Bonaci, T. and H. Chizack. Privacy by Design in Brain-
Computer Interfaces. University of Washington, De-
partment of EE. website: www.ee.washington.edu/ 
techsite/papers/documents/UWEETR-2013–0001 
http://www.geekwire.com/2014/geekwire-radiobrain-
computer-interfaces-future-personal-privacy/

Luber B, Fisher C, Appelbaum PS, Ploesser M, Lisanby SH. 
Lisanby. Non-invasive Brain Stimulation in the De-
tection of Deception: Scientific Challenges and Ethi-
cal Consequences. Behavioral Sciences & the Law, 
27(2):191–208, 2009.

Martinovic, Ivan, Doug Davies, Mario Frank, Daniele 
Perito, Tomas Ros, and Dawn Song. On the Feasibility 
of Side-Channel Attacks with Brain-Computer Inter-
faces. In the Proceedings of  the 21st USENIX Security 
Symposium. USENIX, 2012.

See also: Beliefs, Privacy of; Body, privacy of; Computers; 
Fourth Amendment of the U.S. Constitution; Invasion of 
Privacy; Neurology

Brandeis, Louis Dembitz  
(November 13, 1856 – October 5, 
1941)

Known as the father of privacy law in the United 
States; practiced law in Boston, Massachusetts, 
and served as an associate justice of the Supreme 
Court of the United States from 1916 to 1939. 
Brandeis began attending Harvard Law School 
at age eighteen without a college degree. He 
subsequently graduated in 1877 with the highest 
grade point average in the law school’s history, 
and later helped to found the Harvard Law Re-
view in 1886. As a Supreme Court Justice, he fo-
cused on societal implications, privacy and free 
speech, and individual dignity.

In 1890, Brandeis co-authored a law review 
article entitled “The Right to Privacy,” which 
is one of the most significant legal works in 

 American history. The authors explained that it 
was their “purpose to consider whether the ex-
isting law affords a principle which can properly 
be invoked to protect the privacy of the indi-
vidual; and, if it does, what the nature and ex-
tent of such protection is.” After discussing the 
common law origins of the right, Warren and 
Brandeis describe six major limitations of the 
right to privacy and two main legal remedies 
for an invasion of the right to privacy. The arti-
cle prescribed an outline for the entire body of 
 privacy law.

For decades, the article was regarded as a 
personal response to the publicity experiences 
of the Warren family; however, that theory was 
later proven wrong. Warren and Brandeis were 
the first to articulate fully what Thomas Cooley 
described “the right to be let alone.” The publi-
cation of their article resulted in the emergence 
of an entirely new area of privacy law.

Throughout his career, Brandeis continued 
to advocate for the rights of individuals and 
small communities to be able to retain control 
over their affairs. He joined the American Zion-
ist movement, even accepting a leadership posi-
tion in 1914 because he believed so fervently in 
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individual development and control of his own 
life (in that case, advocating for the case of the 
Jewish people to be in control of their destiny in 
their ancestral homeland).

While serving on the Supreme Court Justice, 
Brandeis explained his views on the right to pri-
vacy most famously in his dissent in Olmstead v. 
United States, 277 U.S. 438, 471 (1928), in which 
he emphasized the importance of “the right to 
be let alone” as follows:

The makers of our Constitution undertook 
to secure conditions favorable to the pur-
suit of happiness. They recognized the sig-
nificance of man’s spiritual nature, of his 
feelings and of his intellect. They knew that 
only a part of the pain, pleasure and satis-
factions of life are to be found in material 
things. They sought to protect Americans 
in their beliefs, their thoughts, their emo-
tions and their sensations. They conferred, 
as against the government, the right to be let 
alone [emphasis added]—the most compre-
hensive of rights and the right most valued 
by civilized men. To protect that right, every 
unjustifiable intrusion by the government 
upon the privacy of the individual, whatever 
the means employed, must be deemed a vio-
lation of the Fourth Amendment. 

Brandeis viewed warrantless wiretaps as un-
reasonable search and seizure under the Fourth 
Amendment. However, the majority of the Court 

did not agree. Three other justices also dissented 
in Olmstead. It was not until 1967, however, in 
Berger v. New York, 388 U.S. 41 (1967), and then 
in Katz v. United States, 389 U.S. 347, 352 (1967), 
that the Court recognized Brandeis’s view as le-
gitimate and overturned Olmstead: “although 
a closely divided Court supposed in Olmstead 
that surveillance without any trespass and with-
out the seizure of any material object fell outside 
the ambit of the Constitution, we have since de-
parted from the narrow view on which that deci-
sion rested.”Almost forty years after his dissent, 
Brandeis’s view of privacy in Fourth Amend-
ment search and seizure law became the law of 
the land.

The legacy of Justice Brandeis includes a 
clear belief in the right of an individual to pri-
vacy. His legal scholarship and jurisprudence on 
the Supreme Court have had an enduring impact 
on the development of this area of American law.

Joy M. Shoemaker
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Caller ID

Or caller identification, a service based on a 
telecommunications technology that passes the 
caller’s telephone number and/or name to the 
recipient of the call via a caller ID stand-alone 
device, or through the phone itself. The num-
ber or name appears after the first ring. Call-
ing Party Number (CPN) technologies became 
generally available in the U.S. telephony market 
with the advent of out-of-band signaling servic-
es such as SS7. It is important to note that caller 
ID services only identify the telephone number 
of the calling telephone and the customer of re-
cord for that telephone rather than the actual 
person calling, and would not identify, for exam-
ple, a visitor calling from someone else’s home. 
Names associated with telephone numbers and 
other identifying information about telephone 
subscribers are kept in databases owned by the 
telecommunications carriers, and the owners of 
this data may charge caller ID providers a fee 
for database lookup. The phone number itself, 
however, is transmitted with the call necessar-
ily as a method of determining where the call 
terminates and so does not require a separate 
lookup or fee in order to provide it as part of 
caller ID service.

Caller ID service was deployed by tel-
ecommunications carriers in the 1990s after 
the service was deemed in the public interest 
by the  Federal Communications Commission 
(FCC) in FCC 47 CFR Part 64 [CC Docket No. 

91–281, FCC 95–187]. The FCC order specifical-
ly preempted state regulations on this issue that 
would interfere with the federal order, although 
the FCC only has jurisdiction over interstate, not 
intrastate, calls. If the call was completed using 
SS7 technology, then the number must be trans-
mitted, although consumers were permitted to 
block individual numbers using *67, effectuating 
a caller’s request for privacy for that call (*82 un-
blocks a call from a blocked line). The FCC also 
required telecommunications companies to edu-
cate and inform their customers about the new 
service and its privacy-protective alternatives.

Caller ID was launched as a paid service 
and is now a ubiquitous feature on many lan-
dline telephones and nearly all mobile phones. 
Looking at caller ID, we may find a useful case 
study for the application of a new technol-
ogy to existing privacy and telecommunica-
tions protocols. The advocates both for and 
against caller ID argued that they stood for the 
protection of individual privacy. Those sup-
porting caller ID offered the new technology 
as a return to previous expectations of privacy  
before the innovation of telecommunications, 
that is, the knock on the front door before one 
opened the door to let in a friend, a salesperson, 
or even a stranger. Those against caller ID in-
cluded not only supporters of the ability to make 
anonymous calls for political or fundraising pur-
poses but also those who were particularly con-
cerned about the safety of abused women who 
made calls from secret locations and women’s 

C
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the Court struck down Congress’s attempt to 
extend the prohibition on “indecent” speech 
from the broadcast airwaves to the Internet. 
The Reno ruling invalidated key portions of the 
federal Communications Decency Act of 1996, 
which criminalized the transmittal of indecent 
or “patently offensive” material over the Internet 
knowing that the recipient of the material was 
under 18.

No line of First Amendment cases has been 
more contentious than the Court’s campaign 
finance jurisprudence. In the foundational case 
of Buckley v. Valeo, 424 U.S. 1 (1976), the jus-
tices decided that capping the amount that a 
donor could contribute to a political candidate 
implicates the First Amendment because limit-
ing donations “necessarily reduces the quantity 
of expression by restricting the number of issues 
discussed, the depth of their exploration, and 
the size of the audience reached.” Expanding on 
that rationale, the Court decided its most con-
troversial campaign finance case, Citizens Unit-
ed v. Federal Elections Commission, 558 U.S. 
310 (2010). In Citizens United, a bitterly divided 
Court, overruling its own recent precedent, de-
clared unconstitutional a federal statute banning 
corporations from making direct contributions 
to candidates for federal office or from making 
independent expenditures advocating the elec-
tion or defeat of a candidate through public 
communication. The opinion was roundly de-
nounced as empowering big-business interests 
to pour limitless resources into buying elections; 
First Amendment scholar Erwin Chemerinsky 
wrote that the 5–4 ruling was “a stunning exam-
ple of judicial activism . . . to advance the tradi-
tional conservative ideological agenda.”

When a speaker seeks to use public prop-
erty rather than privately owned property as 
the conduit to deliver a message, the govern-
ment’s ability to control or even prohibit speech 
is heightened. Whether a speaker may insist on 
using a government vehicle—the commons of a 
college campus, the sidewalk outside a military 
base, the side of a city bus—to convey speech 

depends on whether the property is categorized 
as a “public forum” that, by historical practice 
or by express designation, is open for citizens’ 
expressive use. The public forum doctrine rec-
ognizes that not all public property is equally 
suited to wide-open communicative use, howev-
er, and that where property functions as a public 
forum, the government may neither regulate the 
content of speech nor give preferential access to 
speakers based on their message. The doctrine 
was set forth most fully in the case of Perry Ed. 
Assn. v. Perry Local Educators’ Assn., 460 U.S. 
37 (1983), involving a union’s demand for ac-
cess to teachers’ school mailboxes. The Court 
determined that, because the mailboxes were 
not by tradition or practice held open as a fo-
rum for unfettered public use—rather, they were 
restricted by their nature and purpose to official 
communication in furtherance of school busi-
ness—outsiders had no right to insist on using 
the mail system for their own communications. 
Only a very limited category of public property 
(sidewalks and parks) has ever been recognized 
as categorically a public forum. Other property 
may, situation by situation, take on the height-
ened First Amendment protection of a public fo-
rum if it is “designated” for expressive use by its 
government owners.

Two classes of citizens—public employees 
and students—present special challenges, lead-
ing the courts to fashion compromises that rec-
ognize a heightened level of government inter-
est in restricting speech that interferes with the 
government’s ability to function. In Pickering 
v. Board of  Education, 391 U.S. 563 (1968), the 
Supreme Court confronted the case of a school 
teacher disciplined for criticizing his school dis-
trict’s financial stewardship in a letter published 
in his local newspaper. The Court determined 
that a public employee could not be fired for the 
content of speech addressing a matter of public 
concern without first balancing his interests as 
a citizen in contributing to the public discourse 
versus the government employer’s interest in 
minimizing disruption to the workplace. This 
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approach is now known as the Pickering balanc-
ing test. The Court somewhat narrowed this legal 
protection in the 1983 case of Connick v. Myers, 
461 U.S. 138, ruling that a government employee 
could be punished more freely for speech that 
is primarily about a personal workplace griev-
ance (in that case, whether a state prosecutor 
treated his employees fairly). When the employ-
ee speaks in the course of official duty, the First 
Amendment may not apply at all. The Supreme 
Court ruled in Garcetti v. Ceballos, 547 U.S. 410 
(2006), that when a public employee is carrying 
out a work assignment—giving a presentation, 
writing a memo—that speech is “government 
speech” for which the employee receives no First 
Amendment protection.

Courts have struggled to define the bounda-
ries of students’ right to speak without restraint 
or punishment by their schools, never more than 
in the social media era, in which students have 
access to costless publishing platforms that defy 
easy categorization as “in school” or “out of 
school.” The Court memorably declared in the 
landmark case of Tinker v. Des Moines Inde-
pendent Community School District, 393 U.S. 503 
(1969), that “it can hardly be said that students 
or teachers leave their First Amendment rights 
at the schoolhouse gate.” The case validated 
the rights of student antiwar protesters to wear 
black armbands to school because the school 
was unable to demonstrate that a “material and 
substantial disruption” of school functions oc-
curred or was imminent. In the intervening dec-
ades, courts have applied the Tinker disruption 
standard in a relatively deferential way, hesitat-
ing to second-guess school authority figures 
on matters implicating school safety. Thus, in 
a 2014 ruling that the Supreme Court declined 
to review, a federal appeals court found no First 
Amendment violation when a California school 
prohibited students from displaying American 
flags on a day designated for the  celebration of 
Latino pride, for fear that the competing dis-
plays would provoke violence. When students 
seek to use a school-provided medium for speech 

that is part of the school’s curricular offerings, 
their free speech rights greatly decrease. In Ha-
zelwood School District v. Kuhlmeier, 484 U.S. 
260 (1988), the Supreme Court determined that 
student speech in a class-produced newspaper 
could be freely censored as long as administra-
tors could identify a reasonable educational pur-
pose for the censorship, a standard that has since 
been applied to graduation speeches and musical 
and theatrical performances as well.

In contrast to its approach to student speech 
in K–12 schools, the Court has sided unfailing-
ly with college students when their institutions 
seek, even indirectly, to control speakers’ mes-
sages. Thus, the Court has held that a college 
may not discipline a college student for distrib-
uting offensive political cartoons with depictions 
of rape and mockery of police (Papish v. Board 
of  Curators of  University of  Missouri, 410 U.S. 
667 (1973)) or withhold funding from a student-
produced publication merely because it espouses 
a religious viewpoint (Rosenberger v. Rectors & 
Visitors of  University of  Virginia, 515 U.S. 819 
(1995)).

The Supreme Court did not even use the 
word Facebook in a published opinion until 
2015 (Elonis v. United States, 135 S.Ct. 2001, 
brought by a man convicted of making terror-
istic threats based on social media postings that 
he claimed were jokes or experimentation with 
song lyrics), and its First Amendment jurispru-
dence has lagged behind the explosive growth 
of speech on Twitter and other social media 
platforms. In the absence of guidance from the 
Court, lower courts have struggled to decide the 
extent to which a school or college might pun-
ish students for the content of speech created 
and distributed outside school using personal 
resources. In a particularly extreme case widely 
condemned by legal scholars, the New York–
based Second Circuit decided [Doninger v. Nie-
hoff, 527 F.3d 41 (2008)] that a Connecticut high 
school student disciplined for using a crass word 
on an off-campus blog to refer to school admin-
istrators in the context of a disagreement over 
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a school policy decision did not have an action-
able First Amendment claim. Other courts have 
been warier, however, about extending punitive 
school authority to speech beyond the prover-
bial schoolhouse gate merely because the speech 
is about the school. Most notably, the federal 
Third Circuit decided in J.S. v. Blue Mountain 
School District, 650 F.3d 915 (2011) that a Penn-
sylvania middle school lacked authority to pun-
ish a student who cruelly mocked her principal 
on an off-campus MySpace social media page 
that was neither viewed at school nor caused a 
disturbance beyond the principal’s own distress.

As an adjunct to the First Amendment right 
to speak, courts have recognized a First Amend-
ment right to receive information as well. In a 
1982 ruling, Board of  Education, Island Trees 
School District v. Pico, 457 U.S. 853, the Court 
recognized that the First Amendment rights of 
students are “directly and sharply implicated” 
when a book is removed from a school library. 
Therefore, a decision to remove a book will be 
unconstitutional if it is shown that the motive was 
to deny students access to ideas with which the 
decision maker disagrees. This now-established 
proposition—that the First Amendment neces-
sarily includes a right to read that gives the read-
er, and not just the speaker, a legal claim against 
the censor—represents a significant conceptual 
expansion of the right to speak. More recently, 
the Court again reasserted the listener’s right to 
receive information in Brown v. Entertainment 
Merchants Association, 131 S.Ct. 2729 (2011), 
which invalidated a  California law  making it a 
misdemeanor to sell videogames depicting realis-
tic acts of graphic violence to minors.

Perhaps second only to speech issues, issues 
of government endorsement of—or constraints 
on—religious observance are the richest vein of 
First Amendment litigation. The First Amend-
ment contemplates both a prohibition on gov-
ernment action that unreasonably burdens reli-
gion (the free exercise clause) and on the use of 
government resources to advance religiosity or a 
particular faith (the establishment clause).

In its earliest application, Reynolds v. Unit-
ed States, 98 U.S. 145 (1879), the free exercise 
clause was interpreted as covering only religious 
beliefs, not religious practices that violate neu-
trally enforced criminal laws (in that case, a ban 
on polygamy). The Reynolds case stands for the 
principle that the government may enforce gen-
erally applicable laws in a way that has the effect 
of burdening religious practices as long as the 
law has a legitimate religion-neutral purpose. 
During the 1970s and 1980s, however, the free 
exercise clause was reinvigorated. Courts be-
came more willing to require exemptions to laws 
that in their text do not hinder or favor religious 
practice, in cases such as Wisconsin v. Yoder, 406 
U.S. 205 (1972), involving a law of general ap-
plication that required school attendance of all 
children until age 16. The Court held that the 
law could not be enforced against members of 
an Amish order that sought to withdraw their 
children from school after the eighth grade be-
cause their religion required being sheltered 
from worldly cultural influences.

In applying the establishment clause, courts 
have distinguished between government acts that 
merely place religious organizations on equal foot-
ing with nonreligious ones versus acts expressing 
a preference for a religion or for religiosity in gen-
eral; government is expected to tolerate religious 
expression on public property but not to organize 
or promote it. School requirements that students 
open the day with a prayer, learn creation science 
alongside evolution, pause for a moment of silent 
prayerlike reflection, or vote on a prayer to be read 
at football games have all been overturned on es-
tablishment clause grounds. But there was no es-
tablishment clause violation when a New York 
school merely allowed a Christian community 
group to use meeting space after school hours 
on the same terms as nonreligious organizations 
[Good News Club v. Milford Central School, 533 
U.S. 98 (2001)]. Government-funded displays of 
religious messages typically have been vulnerable 
to establishment clause challenge. Deviating from 
its traditional skepticism, however, the Court de-
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Raw code – Also known as source code: code viewed in its most basic format (text) without being processed by a computer or 
browser. To view this web page’s raw code in Internet Explorer or Firefox, click ‘View’ in the browser menu and select ‘Page 
source’ or ‘Source’.

Real property – Land, buildings and whatever is attached or affixed to the land. Generally synonymous with the words “real 
estate.”

Reasonable doubt – An accused person is entitled to acquittal if, in the minds of the jury, his or her guilt has not been proved 
beyond a “reasonable doubt;” that state of minds of jurors in which they cannot say they feel an abiding conviction as to the 
truth of the charge.

Reasonable person – A phrase used to denote a hypothetical person who exercises qualities of attention, knowledge, intel-
ligence, and judgment that society requires of its members for the protection of their own interests and the interests of others. 
Thus, the test of negligence is based on either a failure to do something that a reasonable person, guided by considerations 
that ordinarily regulate conduct, would do, or on the doing of something that a reasonable and prudent (wise) person would 
not do.

Rebut – Evidence disproving other evidence previously given or reestablishing the reliability of challenged evidence.

Record – A written account of the proceedings in a case, including all pleadings, evidence, and exhibits submitted in the 
course of the case.

Register – To sign up for an online service by providing contact details (such as email address, and a password).

Remand – Send back.

Remedy – Legal or judicial means by which a right or privilege is enforced or the violation of a right or privilege is prevented, 
redressed, or compensated.

Remote attack – When a user’s computer is attacked through the Internet by a virus or hacker working on a different 
 computer

Resolution – The amount of detail being displayed: the higher the resolution, the more detailed an image appears.

Re-tweet (RT) – Twitter language for taking a tweet somebody else has posted and posting it again so that a user’s followers 
can see it. It is good netiquette to credit the person who originally tweeted the message by including their username in the 
tweet.

Reverse – The act of a court setting aside the decision of a lower court. A reversal is often accompanied by a remand to the 
lower court for further proceedings.

Robot – Also “bot,” a piece of software that runs on the Internet performing specific tasks, such as looking for information 
about web pages (bots made for search engines are also known as spiders).

Router – A piece of hardware that decides the next network point to which a packet of data on the Internet should be sent on 
its journey towards its final destination.

RSS – Really Simple Syndication: an RSS feed is a list of information taken from a website or service, updated in real-time 
with any new information added to the website.

Rules – Established standards, guides, or regulations set up by authority.

Rules of evidence – Standards governing whether evidence in a civil or criminal case is admissible.

S

Sanction – A penalty or other type of enforcement used to bring about compliance with the law or with rules and regulations.

Scareware – Useless or dangerous software which is sold by scammers, often by scaring them into thinking they have a com-
puter virus which can be fixed by buying their software.

Search engine – A very large searchable database of links to different websites, created by robots which trawl the Internet 
searching for information.

Search warrant – A written order issued by a judge that directs a law enforcement officer to search a specific area for a particu-
lar piece or pieces of evidence.

Security patch – An update released by the maker of a piece of software to fix small problems or security flaws.

Semantic web – A way of sorting information (like text, videos and images) with metadata or tags which computers can fully 
understand so that it becomes flexible enough to be used in lots of different ways.

Sentence – The punishment ordered by a court for a defendant convicted of a crime.

Sequester – To separate. Sometimes juries are separated from outside influences during their deliberations. 
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