
Objections to: “People quoting public 
statements, correctly attributing them to the 
author information that's publicly available, 

are not doing anything wrong.” Specifically but 
not exclusively referencing names & emails in 

the FI Evaders blog post.

By Andy Dufresne, January 2020

Tradition: Some public statements were made 
in the context of traditions that assumed they 
wouldn’t later be used in the way the post 
uses them.

Some public information traditions developed 
when little or nothing was written / recorded.

Some public information traditions about 
written/recorded information used to apply 
only to celebrities, politicians, and 
professional writers

Some public information traditions assume 
public information is costly and difficult to 
share

Some public information traditions assume 
widely shared public information is 
nevertheless difficult and expensive to 
access.

Normal/average people using new information 
technology are in a bad spot with limited 
options

Think carefully about what they’re doing, how 
new technology makes it different from the 
traditions they’d normally follow, and adjust 
their behavior accordingly in advance. 

It’s fair to say the vast majority of normal/
average people do not have the knowledge/
skill to do that effectively.

Avoid using new technologies until either their 
personal knowledge/skill or broader traditions 
have caught up.

This puts them at a competitive disadvantage 
vs. others who do use the technology

Slows down overall technological adoption It’s really hard to power up your personal 
knowledge/skill if you avoid using technology.

Try to deal with perceived problems when 
they come up after the fact.

Individual requests, like Bruce’s, may be 
refused.

Political/legislative approaches, like the EU 
GDPR, initiate force and have other negative 
side-effects

People still have a responsibility to either use 
new technologies in light of their actual 
properties or accept the consequences.

We should still sympathize and to some 
extent accommodate the dilemma.

I don’t know how much/when to 
accommodate.

Distinctions within public information: There 
are meaningful differences within information 
that is all objectively public. Reposting public 
information or references to it can change the 
availability or impact of the information in a 
meaningful way. It’s possible for those 
changes to be bad/wrong.

Searchable vs. non-searchable

Very important in practice.

Doesn’t apply specifically to Bruce’s request

Recency

More recent references are found in more 
searches

Some searches are explicitly recency biased

People care more about stuff that’s recent

Frequency

More references to something can make it 
appear higher in searches

Context

The context of a reference affects how people 
react to it.

One post from the category of FI posts, vs. 
one post from the category of specifically 
called out evaders

Similarity to unrelated content

Common name vs. unique name

Common pseudonymization and removal 
measures

Incomplete email addresses at Google 
Groups site without Captcha

Helps control Spam

Yahoo taking down public archives

I think the blog post changes how effectively 
public Bruce’s name & email are.

I don’t know how compelling the change of 
distinction is.

The same could be said of my own FI post

I avoided some of the distinction changes: I 
don’t include Bruce’s last name or email. I 
don’t put it in a new context (blog post vs. FI 
list posts).

Accommodating what people want: It’s often 
good to accommodate what other people 
want even when you aren’t required to. It 
facilitates future positive interactions with 
them.

Sometimes there’s sufficient reason to 
disregard what other people want.

They could change their mind in the future 
about what they want.

General policy is to accommodate what 
people want if the cost to me seems low.

Assumption that accommodating Bruce’s 
request would have a low cost to curi could 
be incorrect.

I don’t know enough to discuss this aspect 
effectively.

I also don’t know enough to fully reject it.

Social Reality: People often care about social 
reality more than reality itself. They shouldn’t. 
Nevertheless, doing something that’s bad for 
them in social reality (even if it’s fine in actual 
reality) can still hurt them.

It’s fair to assume the best: that people care 
about actual reality as they should.

Once they’ve made a request showing they 
value social reality higher, you’re on notice 
about their preference even though it’s bad.

This can lead down the rabbit hole of political 
correctness, safe spaces.

Saying something that’s bad in social reality 
might help the person reject social reality.

The most common, foreseeable outcome is 
that the person gets hurt.

This is due to their own faults

Would still be better to avoid if the cost of 
avoiding is low.

I don’t think that’s likely in general or in 
Bruce’s case specifically.

I don’t know enough to discuss this objection 
effectively.

I also don’t know enough to fully reject it.

Why didn’t Bruce make these arguments?

He doesn’t know how He’s evading the need to
He’s focusing on social reality and doesn’t 
want to appear to be putting in more effort.


