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Dissenting or Concurring Opinion: 

Personal Responsibility on the Internet 

The first job I had was at a call 

center in my home town that did customer 

service for the Sprint cell phone company. I 

have probably mentioned it before on the 

podcast but this was a terrible job and the 

building is now an alternative school for the 

district which is a far better use than the call 

center ever was. I got that job before I was 

19, and probably two weeks after the 

training I had my first exposure to a real 

adult problem. A customer I was speaking to 

wanted to cancel his account, which 

happened all the time, and upon his request I 

informed his of the early termination fee (or 

ETF) on his account which was probably 

$200. At this, he was livid. The customer 

swore up and down that no one had told him 

and that he wouldn’t pay it, and I informed 

him that it was part of the contract that every 

customer had to sign when they opened their 

account and started their service. The 

customer said, as many did in this same 

situation, that he had never signed the 

contract and no one in the store had told him 

about the fee. In my systems I was able to 

pull up a PDF document of the customer 

contract and see his signature. My super 

visor told me after I has asked for help what 

I needed to do. I told the customer, as my 

supervisor has told me, that I couldn’t speak 

to whether or not the sales associate had told 

him about the ETF on the account but it was 

in the contract that he had signed and I could 

see that he had signed it.  

 This scenario was all too common 

while I was employed at this call center. 

People who had entered into binding legal 

agreements without even general knowledge 

of what they had consented to. Grown adult 

people who had spent 40 or 50 years on this 

planet who were still signing contracts that 

they did not read or ask to be explained to 

them. In one instance a woman actually said 

to me, after I delivered to her the same 

speech I delivered to every other person who 

contested their ETF, “you really expect me 

to read that?”. To that my reply was YES. I 

did expect her, as a fully-grown adult, to 

have knowledge of legally binding 

documents that she had signed, and if she 

makes the decision not to read that 

document then to be mature enough and able 

to think with enough clarity to see that she 

may be affected by something that came up 

as a result of that contract. This is the same 

expectation that I have of ANYONE willing 

to sign a legally binding document. 

 I was reminded of this while 

listening to the first day of Mark 

Zuckerberg’s testimony in front of the 

Senate Judiciary and Commerce 

Committees. Many of the senators on these 

committees asked questions that very plainly 

insinuated and in one instance even stated 



that the Facebook user agreement was 

designed to cover Facebooks’ behind, which 

I would argue is the exact point of the legal 

agreement or terms and conditions used by 

ANY company, and I think to make it seem 

as though Mark Zuckerberg or Facebook is 

the first to use this practice is wrong. In the 

case of Cambridge Analytica and any other 

scandal that has surrounded Facebook I 

would never say that they are devoid of fault 

or wrong doing, I would however very 

confidently say that any information shared 

by Facebook was provided to them willingly 

after the terms and conditions of the site 

were accepted by the user and was placed on 

the internet with the consent of whomever 

posted it. I would also never say that I read 

every single user agreement or set of terms 

and conditions that I agree to, but I do so 

knowing that there could be consequences to 

that decision. It is only logical that you 

should be aware of the contents of any 

contract that you sign, and it’s not even 

critical but basic thinking to understand that 

just because you have not read something 

does not absolve you of whatever may result 

of it. 

 As obscure and dark as this reference 

may be, in 2011 South Park aired an episode 

in which Kyle wasn’t reading the terms and 

conditions sent to him by Apple before 

accepting them. After a series of crazy 

events and continual refusal to read the 

terms and conditions by Kyle the result is 

his placement in the middle of what is 

essentially a “human centipede” with an 

iPad on the end. South Park has a history of 

tackling social issues in a way that is seen 

by many to be inappropriate and are 

therefore dismissed, but by those who can 

see the message for what it is are often 

affected for a very long time by the strange 

lessons they have learned.  

 As crude and possibly disgusting as 

this episode may be, 7 years ago to the 

month it highlighted an issue that is only 

now being brought up in the mainstream 

media. An issue that to someone like myself 

who was raised in the age of technology 

seems so black and white. Not having the 

patience or drive to read or begin to 

understand the basics of a legal agreement 

does not absolve you of any possible 

consequences. Information that you put 

online is there forever and could potentially 

be accessed by anyone at any time. You DO 

own the information that is put on Facebook 

because you have chosen to put it on there 

and every time it goes somewhere else it 

does so with your consent. Facebook does 

NOT sell your information, in fact it directly 

breaks their code of conduct and is why 

Cambridge Analytica has been banned from 

the platform.  

 All of these things were 

misconstrued and misrepresented by 

senators in the hearing on Tuesday, in many 

cases simply because the Senator did not 

understand the technology well enough to 

know what they were asking about. The 

theme that carried over the entire hearing for 

me was that it would be impossible for 

anyone of the technological era who would 

understand what was going on to know 

about it unless they were listening or 

watching which I know so few were. As a 

result of this they will see this 

misrepresentation however it was spun by 

whatever source they receive the news from. 


