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1. INTRODUCTION

The Supreme Court of Argentina passed a sentence last November in the 
“Rodríguez, María Belén c/Google Inc. s/damages and prejudices”1 

cause. It is the most well-known document from a series called by 
the media “famous people’s trials”, where a hundred public figures 
sue Internet search engines, mainly Yahoo! and Google, with the aim 
of obliging them to stop linking their names —from Diego Maradona to 
the model Valeria Mazza—with specific content which they consider 
aggravating or slanderous2. 

The responsibility of the search engines with regards to the information 
that users generate is the main topic of discussion in jurisprudence and 
legislation all over the world. The debate is very relevant as it compares 
groups of basic human rights: those related with free information (express 
and communicate thought, both the social right to search and receive 
free information in a democratic State) and, on the other hand, those 
related with pride (including the right to self-image) and the protection 
of personal data. 

The decision of the Court of Argentina in the case of the model Belén 
Rodríguez established, in particular, that intermediaries such as Google 
do not have an objective responsibility (i.e., regardless of their 
behaviour) for the information that third parties have produced and that 
googles return as an answer. However and at the same time, the Court 
made clear in the sentence that search engines are not undamaged in 
this sense: set a specific regime of responsibility for them. 

In this document we will analyse that regime and other practical 
consequences of the “Rodríguez” verdict, in comparison with the 
solutions that other regulatory and tribunal frameworks have given to 
the matter in the European Union and United States, as well as the  
discussions which have been taking place in Latin America. 

1  The whole sentence is available in Centro de Información Judicial of the Supreme Court 
of Argentina: http://www.cij.gov.ar/scp/include/showFile.php

2  See Álvarez Ugarte, R. y E. Rabinovich, (2013). “Los intermediarios y los desafíos para 
la libertad de expresión en Internet” in Revista Cuestión de Derechos [online] Number 4, 
First Semester of 2013, Buenos Aires, ADC, available in: http://www.cuestiondederechos.
org.ar/pdf/numero4/Articulo-8.pdf
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“The role of necessary 
intermediaries which 

the search engines 
have gained leads to 

complex situations 
in the framework of 
both individual and 

collective rights”

2. BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF 
SEARCH ENGINES

A search engine of Internet is just 
a website which gives specific 
results to the searches of the 
users. As James Grimelmmann, 
professor of Law of the University 
of Maryland, explains, those 
results are given on the base 
of a secret algorithmic index, 
created by the search engine 
automatically, through robots 
which go all over the Internet 
content with the aim of saving 
temporary copies of the indexed 
pages. Those copies are used to 
create the results of the searches 
introduced by the users3.

In the flow of information on the 
Internet, the search engines are 
“necessary intermediaries”: 
only they allow the users to find 
the link to contents which they 
do not know that exist previously. 
 
The global activity of search 
engines is highly concentrated4: 
the market is mainly dominated 
by Google, property of Google 
Inc., the American multinational 
company listed on the New York 
Stock Market in 2004 and with a 
declared income of more than 
USD 53 billion. It is followed by 
Baidú (the most famous search 
engine of China, of which Google 
ended up owning 2.6 per cent of 
its shareholders composition), 

Yahoo! (of Yahoo Inc.) and Bing 
(of Microsoft). In Latin America, 
Google keeps 90% of the market5. 
And in Argentina that figure goes 
up to 94%, with 4% for Bling6.

The role of necessary 
intermediaries which the 
search engines have gained 
leads to complex situations in 
the framework of individual 
rights (of the people who are 
the target of the information 
that search engines link) and 
collective rights (of the citizens 
to receive information), facing 
the no lesser legitimate right of 
the companies which own the 
search engines to practice this 
legal commercial activity and 
which finally contributes to the 
free flow of information. 

They are different types of 
situations:

• Problems related to copyright: 
different industries (publishing, 
recording business, etc.) claim 
that they see their business 
models negatively affected as 
a consequence of the extended 
practice of sharing protected 
content through Internet.

• The possible affectation of the 
right to self-image, starting 
point of the “trials of the 
models”. It is the case of third 
parties who use photographs 

3  James Grimelmmann, 2007, The Structure of Search Engine Law, 93 Iowa L. Rev. 1, p. 17.

4  Net Market Share (http://www.netmarketshare.com/). Consulted on 23/6/2014

5  Search Engine Land ((http://searchengineland.com/google-owns-90-percent-search-
market-latin-america-77651). Consulted on 23/6/ 2014

6  International Positioning (http://www.posicionamientointernacional.com/cuota-de-
mercado-de-buscadores-por-paises/). Consulted on 23/6/2014
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or the name of a person 
without his/her consent. 

• Problems related to the right 
to honour, which has also 
been appealed in the courts 
to question information 
considered slanderous. 

• More recently the right 
to forget is defined as the 
power that a headline of 
specific information has, 
in that it can be deleted or 
supressed of a public source 
if it becomes out-dated 
or inappropriate with the 
passing of time, affecting 
it in any other right, even 
if that information is still 
truthful or legal. 

• Finally, the right of search 
engine-companies is inevitably 
affected by restrictive 
administrative regulations 
imposed on them and by the 
regulatory measures adopted 
especially in court. 

3. LEGAL STANDARDS, FROM 
PAPER TO BLOG 

In Argentina, the right to freedom 
of speech is guaranteed by articles 
14 and 32 of the Constitution and 
—like the rest of the continent—
by the article 13 of the American 
Convention on Human Rights which 
in the Argentinian system has 
constitutional hierarchy. The courts 
do not leave any doubt that this 
protection goes from the traditional 
media to the digital media. 

Especially since 1983 onwards, the 
right to freedom of speech has been 
considered in Argentina as one of the 
favourite freedoms: it is believed 
that it fulfils a fundamental role in 
the development of democratic 
life. This jurisprudence has its 
origin in a similar vision of the 
courts of the United States, which 
have considered that this right tries 
to create an “uninhibited, robust 
and open” debate, essential in a 
democratic society7.

The basic parameter of this approach 
to freedom of speech is that the right 
protects even false information. In 
a famous case in 1986, the Court 
of Argentina considered that a 
newspaper could not be made 
responsible for publishing false 
information if it fulfilled three 
assumptions: a) designation of the 
content to the appropriate original 
source; b) use of a potential verb 
tense; and c) identity confidence 
of those implied in the illegal case8 
(the debate about how this affects 

“In Argentina and most 
of the region, the Court 

has already admitted 
that the preference for 
freedom of expression 
is extended to digital 
media and blogs, not 
just newspapers and 

traditional media”

7  Supreme Court of the United States, New 
York Times Co. v. Sullivan, 376 U.S. 254 (1964)

8  Supreme Court of Argentina. Campillay 
case c. La Razón. Fallos, 308:789.
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the rigour of journalism and the 
quality of the information which 
newspapers produce will be left for 
another occasion).

This jurisprudence was expanded 
later with the adoption of the 
American doctrine of actual 
malice, according to which those 
who publish false information 
are not responsible if it concerns 
information of public interest, 
unless they had known previously 
that the information was false 
or they had acted with total 
negligence towards the truth 
or the falseness of the case in 
question9. Similar solutions have 
been adopted in countries such 
as Mexico10 or others. 

The real information can be 
found, obviously, protected by 
the guarantee of the freedom of 
speech. Nevertheless, any claim 
has to be analysed taking into 
consideration the protection of 
the right to privacy, which has 
also been recognised by the Court 
in a very generous way11. However, 
when the right to privacy has not 
been violated in a flagrant way 
through intrusion into private 
life and when the information is 
of public interest, the courts of 
Argentina have favoured the pre-
eminence of freedom of speech. 

All these criteria also have validity 
on the Internet, according to 
another verdict of the Court of 
Argentina (“Sujarchuk” case”), 
last year12. The defendant was a 
journalist according to the content 
published, not in a newspaper, but 
in a blog. The Wallenberg verdict 
can also be mentioned, where 
the Supreme Court of Argentina 
adopted Campillay to protect 
information from a website.13

 

4. “RODRÍGUEZ VS. GOOGLE”

María Belén Rodríguez is a model 
from Córdoba (Argentina) who 
detected that some websites about 
prostitution and pornography 
services used her name to promote 
themselves: both Google and 
Yahoo! showed those services as 
an answer to the googling of the 
words “Maria Belén Rodríguez”. 
As a consequence, Rodríguez sued 
the search engines for damages, 
and requested, as a cautionary 
measure, that the necessary 
steps should be taken for them 
to automatically stop linking her 
name to those porn websites. 

In the first instance, Rodríguez won 
the case to receive compensation in 
her favour. Later, the Federal Court 
of Appeals revoked this decision. 

“In Argentina, Mexico 
and other countries the 

US doctrine of actual 
malice, which protects 

information of public 
interest even though it 

is false, is applied”

9  Has its origin in the case of the United States “New York Times v. Sullivan”. Numerous pre-
cedents exist in which the Court of Argentina adopted this standard; the first one, in “Vago c/
Ediciones La Urraca”, June 1990.

10  “La Jornada c/Letras Libres” case, of 2011, of the Court of Mexico.

11  “Ponzetti de Balbín c/Editorial Atlántida”. Fallos 306:1982

12  “Sujarchuk, Ariel c/Warley, Jorge s/daños y perjuicios”. Fallos. 755, L.XLVI. Availa-
ble in: http://es.scribd.com/doc/160297282/Sujarchuk-Ariel-Bernardo-C-Warley-Jorge-
Alberto-s-Danos-y-Perjuicios

13  “La Constitución ampara si se acusa de nazi”, Diario Digital: http://www.diariojudicial.
com/fuerocorte/La-Constitucion-ampara-si-se-acusa-de-nazi-20140812-0004.html
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Aware of the public transcendence 
of the questions, the Court opened 
the extraordinary appeal to deal 
with the case, summoned two 
public hearings to listen to the 
parties14 and to the “friends of the 
Court” and on the 28th of October 
of 2014 solved it —with a majority 
of 3 to 2 votes— in this way15: 

• On considering the rights 
under debate, the judges gave 
priority to the right to freedom 
of speech, strengthened in our 
era by “the transformative 
character” of Internet16.

• They highlighted the point that 
search engines do not have 
an objective responsibility; 
i. e., independently of 
their behaviour. A regime of 
objective responsibility —like 
the one that the model asked 
for— was the equivalent of 
giving a fine to a library for the 
harmful content of a book on 
one of its shelves, as compared 
in the sentence itself17. 

• The responsibility of the 
intermediaries or search engines 
is, consequently, subjective; i. 
e., it is linked to the moment 
in which they have “effective 
knowledge of the legality” 
of the content which is being 
censured and, in spite of this, 
they do not act rapidly removing 
the corresponding link18. 

Having said that, how can the 
intermediary-search engine 
(Google, Yahoo! and other similar 
search engines) have an effective 
knowledge of this potentially 
harmful link? Along these lines, 
the Court of Argentina went 
further with an obiter dictum 
and, “in the absence of a specific 
legal regulation”, set this sub-
rule19: 

• If the content is “clearly 
illegal”, the affected (Belén 
Rodríguez, Maradona and 
other public figures like 
them) should only have to 
give a “private notification” 
to the search engine. The 
Court refers here to very 
different contents, from child 
pornography to that which 
puts in danger the life of 
someone or “notoriously false 
photomontages”, so it seems 
that different interpretation 
can be made of the scope of 
this rule. 

• However, in the rest of the 
cases, when the content is 
“debatable”, the notification 
“of a competent authority” 
would be required. For the 
Court, the contents which 
are worth clarifying in an 
administrative or juridical 
office would be debatable; the 
possible competent authority 
is not specified.

14  The videos of the hearings are available in: https://www.youtube.com/
watch?v=B8xAnrujoI8 and https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Bxlikawvc-I

15  Eleonora Rabinovich, Internet: la tercera via, in http://ar.bastiondigital.com/notas/
internet-la-tercera

16  Recitals 10 and 11 of the main vote

17  Recitals 15

18  Recitals 16

19  Ídem

“For the Court in 
Argentina, the 

responsibility of search 
engines like Google is 

subjective. This means 
that it depends on the 

behavior assumed”
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5. RIGHT TO FORGET: 
EUROPEAN SOLUTION

In Europe, the most recent 
jurisprudence in terms of Internet 
it a verdict of the Court of Justice of 
the European Union (CJEU)20 which 
recognises, under the protection 
of the continental regulatory 
framework of data protection21, the 
so-called digital right to forget. 
Punctually, the sentence applies, 
for the first time, the scope of this 
right to search engines. 

The case goes back to 2010, when 
the Spanish citizen Mario Costeja 
presented a complaint against 
the newspaper La Vanguardia and 
against Google Spain and Google 
Inc. to the Spanish Data Protection 
Agency (AEPD). Costeja claimed 
that when a user introduced his 
name in the search engine, he/
she obtained as a result some links 
to two pages of La Vanguardia 
of 1998, in which an auction of 
furniture as a result of a seizure for 
the payment of certain quantities 
of money owed to the Social 
Security was advertised. This fact 
represented, in the opinion of 
Costeja, a clear prejudice to his 
reputation. Costeja demanded 

in this way that the newspaper 
should be obliged to eliminate 
these pages or that the tools 
provided by the search engines 
should be used to protect this 
data; he also claimed that Google 
should be obliged to eliminate his 
personal data from the results of 
the search engine. 

Although the Spanish Data 
Protection Agency rejected 
the demand, considering that 
the newspaper La Vanguardia 
had published the information 
legally, granted legal validity to 
the complaint against Google 
and obliged the search engine to 
take the necessary measures to 
withdraw the data from its index. 
Google appealed the resolution 
before the Spanish Audiencia 
Nacional, requesting that what had 
been resolved by the Spanish Data 
Protection Agency be annulled. 
 
The Spanish Justice brought the 
case before the Court of Luxemburg 
so that it could interpret the 
European legislation on data 
protection on the Internet22. On 
the 25th of June of 2013, the 
Advocate General of the Court, 
Niilo Jääskinen, emitted a non-

20  Court of Justice of the European Union, Gran Sala, 13/05/2014. “Google Spain, S.L., 
y Google Inc., c. Agencia Española de Protección de Datos (AEPD) and Mario Costeja 
González”.  Available in  http://curia.europa.eu/juris/document/document.jsf?text=&d
ocid=152065&pageIndex=0&doclang=ES&mode=req&dir=&occ=first&part=1&cid=211837  

21  Directive 95/46/CE of the European Parliament and of the European Council, on 24th 
of October 1995, on the protection of individuals with respect to the treatment of personal 
data and the free circulation of this data. 

22  The reference for a preliminary ruling deals with the interpretation of the articles 2, 
letters b) and d); 4, paragraph 1, letters a) and c); 12, letter b); and 14, first paragraph, 
letter a). Directive 95/46/CE of the European Parliament and of the European Council, on 
24th of October 1995, on the protection of individuals with respect to the treatment of 
personal data and the free circulation of this data (DO L 281, p. 31), and of the article 8 
of the Charter of Fundamental Rights of the European Union (hereafter, “Charter”). See: 
http://curia.europa.eu/juris/document/document.jsf?text=&docid=152065&pageIndex=0
&doclang=ES&mode=req&dir=&occ=first&part=1&cid=211837

“However, in Europe, 
the most recent 

jurisprudence in terms 
of Internet recognises 

the so-called digital 
right to forget even 

above the free flow of 
information”
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binding preliminary conclusion 
recognising a higher value to the 
freedom of speech and to the 
access to information, in relation 
to the protection of privacy: he 
held that the European directive 
on data protection did not 
established the right to forget and 
that this right could not be used 
in order for the search engines to 
eliminate information23. 

However, in his sentence of 
the 13th of May this year, the 
European Court adopted another 
position. The keys of the verdict 
are the following24: 

• The European Court reached 
the conclusion that the activity 
of a search engine should be 
qualified as “treatment of 
personal data”; in this way, it 
considered the search engine 
responsible for the treatment, 
all of this irrespectively of 
the role that the title of the 
indexed website can play. 

• According to the Court, the 
treatment of data carried 
out by the search engines is 
submitted to the rules of data 
protection of the European 
Union, as Google has created 
in one Member State of the 
UE an establishment for 
the promotion and sell of 

publishing spaces and whose 
activity is directed towards 
the population of that State25. 

In this way, the so-called right 
to forget —which established 
the protection of people against 
irrelevant data before the existence 
of the web— also has validity on 
the web and for the search engines, 
under the communitarian Directive 
of Data Protection. 

That is the crucial novelty of 
the sentence: the possibility 
for people to ask the search 
engines to eliminate information 
considered irrelevant or not 
pertinent is admitted, although 
the information is true and legal 
and it is not eliminated from the 
original website, as long as it is 
not publicly relevant information 
by the quality of the applicant 
(for example, if it is a civil 
servant or a public figure) and if 
the content refers to a question 
of public interest. 

“Costeja” verdict has received 
support for its novel recognition 
of the right to forget on the 
Internet. However, it has 
also been criticized for the 
complexity of its implementation 
and its real efficiency —in so far as 
the contents questioned continue 
to exist on the web even though 

“In Europe ,the 
‘Costeja’ failure' 

supports individuals to 
apply seekers removing 

irrelevant information 
that is not relevant”

23  Conclusions of the Advocate General, presented on the 25th of June 2013. Available in: 
http://curia.europa.eu/juris/document/document.jsf?text=&docid=138782&pageIndex=0
&doclang=ES&mode=req&dir=&occ=first&part=1&cid=112844

24  Carolina Pina and Luis Miguel Peña: Mario Costeja vs. Google ¿Cómo pueden coexistir 
libertad de expresión, protección de datos y gestión de la reputación? Available in: www.
dmasillorenteycuenca.com/publico/140528_dmasi_art%C3%ADculo_Mario%20Costeja%20
vs%20Google.pdf

25  See an analysis of the verdict in Pablo Palazzi, El reconocimiento en Europa del derecho 
al olvido en Internet, La Ley, AÑO lxxvIII N° 106, 9th June 2014 (Volume La Ley 2014-c)



9

“RODRIGUEZ VS. GOOGLE” VERDICT OF THE SUPREME COURT OF ARGENTINA: 
TOWARDS A LATIN AMERICAN WAY FOR THE RIGHT TO FORGET? 

they are not indexed in the search 
engines— and, on the other hand, 
in relations to the problems that 
it represents for the freedom 
of speech of the contents online 
and the commercial rights of the 
companies involved.

To fulfil the verdict, Google 
implemented an online form26, 
applicable only to European 
countries. There, users should 
indicate the links they want to 
eliminate and the reason why they 
consider them irrelevant, out of 
date or inappropriate; they also 
have to send a digital copy of a 
document which confirms the 
identity of the applicant and select 
which European country of the list 
of 32 corresponds to the petition. 

6. THE (ALMOST) ABSOLUTE 
IMMUNITY IN THE AMERICAN 
SOLUTION

In the United States, a pioneer 
country in the regulation of 
Internet, the debate on the 
responsibility of intermediaries 
comes from the dawn of the 
World Wide Web. The first rule 
in this sense dates from 1996: in 
the context of the fight against 
child pornography on the web, 
the Congress sanctioned the 
Communications Decency Act 
(CDA), which determined a regime 
of almost absolute immunity 
for the so-called “interactive 
informatics services”. 

In conclusion, the law establishes 
that both the search engines and 

the online media or the websites 
like Twitter or Facebook, are never 
responsible for the contents of 
third parties, with the exception 
of the supposed federal crimes 
and copyright violations. 

For the cases of copyright the 
Digital Millennium Copyright 
Act (CMCA), of 1998, has validity, 
as it moderates the immunity 
regime for the cases of copyright 
violations. This act established a 
system known as “safe ports”: 
the intermediaries maintain the 
immunity unless they find out 
by a private notification, that 
through them music is being 
downloaded or videos are being 
uploaded violating intellectual 
rights. The system —according 
to the champions of the freedom 
of speech— generates the risk 
of promoting the elimination of 
expressions or information in an 
excessive way. 

Carlos Cortés Castillo, researcher 
of the Universidad de Palermo, 
explains that, even though the 
scenario of almost immunity is 
presented as a conquest of the 
freedom of speech, in so far as 
it guarantees a large flow of 
information on the web, there 
are also valuable opinions about 
how total immunity entails other 
problems. In a text called “The 
offensive Internet”, two authors 
quoted by Cortés explained this 
topic well: “The speed at which 
the reputation can be built and 
changed is only one of the ways 
in which Internet has changed 
everything. Certainly, the 

26  Available in https://support.google.com/legal/contact/lr_eudpa?product=websearch

“In the US, a 1996 law 
established regime 
of almost absolute 

immunity for the so-
called ‘interactive 

informatics services’”
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majority of these changes have 
been for better, but unfortunately 
Internet is a course when the 
object of negative information is 
one self”27. 

In this sense, “Costeja” verdict, 
in Europe, presents a contrary 
model to the one for the 
protection of information and of 
the activity of search engines. 
The Court of Argentina and other 
precedents seem to advance 
between both models.

7. COLOPHON: ¿A THIRD 
LATIN AMERICAN WAY?

To sum up, the Court of Argentina 
decided in “Rodríguez vs. Google” 
that search engines of Internet do 
not have a responsibility per se 
for the contents of third parties 
or an absolute immunity. They 
will be responsible subjectively 
and as long as they have been 
notified —at first, by a competent 
authority— of the illegality of 
the contents published by third 
parties and, even so, they had not 
acted with diligence. 

Although it is possibly the first 
sentence of a Latin American 
Court on this topic, the content of 
the verdict is not completely new. 

Indeed, the Inter-American 
Commission on Human Rights 

(IACHR) has recently issued a 
report in which it defends the 
exclusion of responsibility 
of search engines in these 
terms: “No one who offers only 
technical services of Internet like 
access, searches or information 
conservation in the cache 
memory, should be responsible for 
contents created by third parties 
and which are spread through 
these services, as long as they 
do not participate specifically in 
those contents and do not refuse 
to obey a judicial order which 
requires its elimination when they 
are able to do so (“the principle 
of mere transmission”)28. 

In the above mentioned report, 
the Inter-American Commission 
on Human Rights seems to 
suggest that search engines 
should answer to specific 
judicial orders, but rejects 
the establishment of objective 
responsibility systems and 
points out that the subsequent 
responsibilities should only 
be imposed on “those who are 
directly responsible for the 
offensive expression”29. The 
IACHR also rejects the validity 
of the mechanisms of private 
notification for the elimination 
of contents —i.e., that a person 
intimidates Google directly— and 
offers certain information with 
respect to how a responsibility 
system should be elaborated. 

“The Inter-American 
Commission on Human 
Rights last year issued 

a report advocating the 
release of liability of 

search engines”

27  Of interest the compilation of records in a research of Carlos Cortés Castillo for the 
Initiative for the Freedom of Speech on the Internet and for the University of Palermo. 
Available in http://www.palermo.edu/cele/pdf/LasLlavesDelAmaDeLlaves.pdf

28  IACHR, Special Report for the Freedom of Speech.2013. Libertad de Expresión e Inter-
net. Available in: http://www.oas.org/es/cidh/expresion/docs/informes/internet/INFOR-
ME_FE_INTERNET_2013.pdf

29  Ídem.
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This is the vision which the recent 
verdict of the Supreme Court of 
Argentina seems to prefer.

This is the way the brilliant 
Brazilian Civil Rights Framework 
for the Internet30 works, the so-
called “Internet Constitution”, 
unique of its kind in the region. 
This law also gives priority to the 
freedom of speech over other 
individual rights, allowing for the 
non-responsibility of the search 
engines under the requirement 
of a “specific” judicial order, 
which clearly identifies the 
illegal content and facilitates its 
“unequivocal localization”. 

The legislation of Chile 
follows similar lines. The law 
of Intellectual Property of 
this country31 has a chapter 
on “responsibility of Internet 
providers” in which reference 
is also made to a mechanism 
for the withdrawal of contents 
with previous intervention of 
the judge32. 

Darian Pavli, an official of Open 
Society Justice Initiative in 

matters of Freedom of Speech, 
believes that the Brazilian 
regulations and the verdict of 
the Court of Argentina represent 
an example of a “third model”, 
between the American and the 
European one33. This third way 
goes between the lines of the 
“Costeja” verdict, which favours 
the removal of contents, and 
the system of almost immunity 
that intermediaries have in the 
United States. 

The third Latin American way 
would be understood as a 
balance alternative in the 
eternal conflict between the 
right to freedom of speech and 
other individual rights. The next 
judgment could be dictated 
by the Constitutional Court of  
Colombia , in what could be the 
first failure of a Latin High Court 
in terms of Right to Forget: 
the applicant is a woman who 
requests the newspaper El 
Tiempo to remove from the web 
all the background of a criminal 
investigation that where she 
was imputed and in which she 
finally resulted acquitted.

“Brazil and Chile have 
regulations in the 

same direction . The 
Constitutional Court of 

Colombia has a pending 
ruling on the same 

subject”

30  Available in http://www.planalto.gov.br/CCIVIL_03/_Ato2011-2014/2014/Lei/L12965.htm

31  Available in: http://www.leychile.cl/Navegar?idNorma=28933

32  See Lara, J.C. y F. Vera, “Responsabilidad de los prestadores de servicios de Internet” 
in Policy Papers. Number 3. Santiago de Chile, ONG Derechos Digitales.33 Darian Pavli: 
Case Watch: Top Argentine Court Blazes a Trail on Online Free Expression. Available in 
http://www.opensocietyfoundations.org/voices/case-watch-top-argentine-court-blazes-
trail-online-free-expression
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