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Contain the Rumor, Protect the People 
By: R A M Milanes 

I walk the corridor between the crisis rooms and picture the only antagonist that matters: 
the threat actor. He wants attention to amplify his claims, confusion to erode trust, and 
leverage to extract value. Every public statement either feeds those desires or denies them. 
Responsible communications are not decoration; they are part of the defensive perimeter. 

In the regulator’s room the pressure is immediate. Rumor races ahead of evidence, and the 
demand for details grows louder by the hour. The correct posture is balance. Speak to what 
has been verified. Describe what is being examined. Commit to the time of the next update 
before the current one ends. Do not repeat forum aliases or alleged data inventories; doing 
so confers a veneer of legitimacy on an untested claim and turns the regulator into an 
amplifier. A clear process note where evidence preserved, coordination with competent 
authorities underway, user guidance maintained will keep the public informed while 
denying the attacker the spectacle he seeks. 



Across the hall, the organization faces a different strain. Counsel thinks about liability and 
precision, operations thinks about containment and recovery, communications thinks about 
reassurance. The way through is transparency within the law. Report the facts as 
established and no further. Explain the safeguards already in force and the pathway for 
identifying and notifying affected individuals if impact is confirmed. Confirm cooperation 
with the authorities and set the expectation of a concise post-incident report once validation 
is complete. This approach deprives the attacker of leverage by showing that remediation 
is structured, users are prioritized, and the record will be coherent when the investigation 
closes. 

The third room is less formal and often louder: researchers, vendors, columnists, and social 
accounts that shape the information market. Here, restraint is the professional standard. 
Publishing screenshots from unverifiable forums, repeating the moniker of a purported 
seller, or relaying lists of alleged data fields hands the attacker the reach he cannot earn 
alone. If verification is not possible, say so and direct audiences to the canonical source 
that carries the regulator’s updates. Share potential indicators privately through 
authenticated channels. Newsrooms should apply the same tests they use for leaked 
documents to alleged datasets and avoid exposing personal data. This cools the market, 
reduces copycat behavior, and preserves options for enforcement. 

The public needs guidance that is precise and proportionate. Two instructions carry real 
protective value while facts are unsettled. First, to enable multifactor authentication and 
second to use only official support channels to report suspicious activity. Broader steps 
such as mass credential resets or transactional changes should follow evidence, not rumor. 
Advice that creates friction without proof of benefit serves the attacker’s goal of disruption. 

Cadence decides whether speculation fills the gaps. A timestamp without a promised return 
invites agendas that do not care about accuracy. Each advisory should name the next update 
window and keep it, even if the message is that analysis continues and prior guidance 
stands. Predictability signals operational control and denies opportunists the space to define 
the narrative. Corrections, when necessary, should be issued with the same clarity and 
prominence as the original note so that the public record remains stable. 

The measure of success is modest and exacting. If the attacker’s claims do not drive panic, 
if users follow simple protective steps rather than performative ones, if third parties route 
attention back to the canonical source, and if the final report matches the interim 
communications, then the perimeter held. The attacker’s desire for attention, confusion, 
leverage were kept at bay. 

This is the story that matters. The regulator holds a balanced line. The organization is as 
transparent as the law allows. Third parties exercise restraint and stop lending credibility 
to unverified claims. Together they communicate in a way that protects people first, 
preserves the investigation, and leaves the threat actor with less than he came for. 


