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Abstract

Social media platforms have reached a critical inflection point. Between 2020 and 2025, overall
platform usage declined across all demographics, with the youngest and oldest increasingly abstaining
altogether. Simultaneously.

This paper documents the collapse. Between 2020 and 2025, usage dropped, lawsuits piled up,
and an entire generation started choosing hiking trails over Instagram feeds. The data is clear: the
current model is failing.

We built a prototype to test what users actually want. The results suggest the problem isn’t
social media itself but how it’s been built. This paper provides the data, the technical analysis, and
the blueprint. What the industry does with it is up to them.

Our findings suggest that the current surveillance capitalism model is not only ethically problem-
atic but economically inferior to privacy-first alternatives. We provide a technical blueprint, market
analysis, and policy recommendations for the post-corporate social media era.
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1 The Great Exodus
The decline of traditional social media is no longer speculative but rather empirically observable and
accelerating.

1.1 Quantitative Evidence of Decline
Overall platform use has declined across all major networks, with particularly sharp drops among Gen Z
users (ages 18-24) and adults over 55. A 2024 Pew Research survey documented that 45% of teenagers
now report spending "too much time" on social media, up from 27% in 2023. Paradoxically, while 96%
of teens use the internet daily, engagement with specific platforms has decreased year-over-year.

1.2 The Outdoor Movement
Concurrent with digital exodus, we observe a renaissance of analog activities among young adults. Run-
ning clubs, hiking groups, and book clubs have experienced explosive growth in 2025. This phenomenon
represents what we term digital-to-analog migration: users leveraging social platforms solely for
logistical coordination while deriving primary value from in-person interaction.

1.3 Modeling Platform Anxiety
We proposed a mathematical framework for quantifying platform induced anxiety. This isn’t abstract
theory. It’s based on 90 days of user data from 287 participants who tracked their emotional states
before, during, and after social media use.

The core insight: anxiety correlates with multiple variables but directly with two variables: content
permanence and audience visibility. The longer something stays online, and the more people who can
see it, the higher the anxiety. This seems obvious, but platforms have spent two decades ignoring it.

1.3.1 The PVC model

Let A(u) represent the anxiety level for user u when posting content c. We model this as:

A(u) = α · P (c) · V (c)− β · C(u) (1)

where:

• A(u) = anxiety level for user u (measured on a scale of 0 to 10)

• P (c) = permanence of content c (days until automatic deletion)

• V (c) = visibility of content c (logarithm of audience size)

• C(u) = control user has over content (0 to 1 scale)

• α, β = empirically derived constants

Our data yields α = 0.023 and β = 0.47. These values were derived through regression analysis of
self reported anxiety scores correlated with posting behavior across different platform configurations.

1.3.2 The Permanence Effect

Consider two scenarios:
Scenario A (Instagram): P (c) = ∞ (permanent post), V (c) = log(500) ≈ 6.2 (500 followers),

C(u) = 0.3 (limited control: can delete but can’t prevent screenshots or shares).

A(u) = 0.023 · ∞ · 6.2− 0.47 · 0.3 = undefined (infinite anxiety) (2)

In practice, users don’t experience infinite anxiety. This causes them to not post at all.
Scenario B (Ephemeral platform): P (c) = 7 (7 day expiration), V (c) = log(500) ≈ 6.2 (same

audience), C(u) = 0.8 (high control: automatic deletion).

A(u) = 0.023 · 7 · 6.2− 0.47 · 0.8 = 0.998− 0.376 = 0.622 (3)
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1.3.3 The Visibility Paradox

Interestingly, anxiety scales logarithmically. The jump from 10 followers to 100 followers creates more
anxiety than the jump from 1,000 to 10,000. The fear originates from losing control of who sees your

Anxiety drops from "don’t post at all" to 0.622 on a 1 0 point scale. That’s a 67%
reduction in reported anxiety for the same social action with the same audience.
We are not claiming or better say i am not claiming these analysis are 100% correct and dependable on
, but rather for the co-operations to use this analysis to create better products,
putting users at the forefront for innovation

content.
At 10 followers, you know everyone. At 100, you probably don’t. That’s where anxiety spikes. Beyond

that, it’s already out of your control, so additional viewers matter less psychologically.
This explains why micro influencers (10,000 to 50,000 followers) report higher anxiety than mega

influencers (1 million plus). The mega influencers have already accepted they’re performing for strangers.
The micro influencers are stuck in the uncanny valley where their audience is too large to know personally
but too small to feel professionally detached.

1.3.4 The Control Variable

The control variable C(u) is the most powerful lever. When users feel they have control over their
content (who sees it, how long it lasts, whether it can be shared), anxiety drops significantly regardless
of permanence or visibility.

Platforms that maximize C(u):

• Allow granular privacy controls (not just "public" or "private")

• Default to temporary content (opt in to permanence, not opt out)

• Prevent unwanted sharing (no screenshots, no forwards without permission)

• Give users the ability to truly delete (not just hide) content

• Don’t penalize users for changing their minds

Our data shows that increasing C(u) from 0.3 (typical Instagram user) to 0.8 (high control platform)
reduces anxiety by 30% even when permanence and visibility remain constant.

1.3.5 Implications for Platform Design

The math is clear: if you want to reduce user anxiety, you have three levers:

1. Reduce permanence: Make content temporary by default

2. Limit visibility: Give users precise control over audience

3. Maximize control: Let users modify, delete, and restrict sharing

Current platforms do the opposite. They maximize permanence (everything is archived forever), and
minimize control (you can’t prevent screenshots, you can’t truly delete, you can’t control resharing).

2 Empirical Study with n=287 Participants over 90 Days

2.1 Study Design
2.1.1 Participant Demographics

Sample (n = 287):

• Age: 18-24 (34%), 25-34 (39%), 35-44 (18%), 45-55 (9%)

• Gender: Female (54%), Male (41%), Non-binary (5%)

• Platforms: Instagram (85%), Twitter (62%), TikTok (54%), Snapchat (47%)

• Study duration: 90 days (april 2025)

• Total posting events recorded: 28,347
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2.1.2 Data Collection

Measured variables per post:

• Pre-posting anxiety (0-10 scale)

• Content permanence (days until deletion)

• Audience size (number of viewers)

• User control level (0-1 composite score)

• Content risk/sensitivity (0-1 scale)

2.2 The Anxiety Model
2.2.1 Complete Formula

A(u, c) = 10 · σ (α1 · ln(1 + P ) + α2 · log10(1 + V ) + α3 ·R− β1 · C − β2 · F + γ · I) (4)

Where σ(x) = 1
1+e−x (sigmoid function, bounds output to 0-10)

Variables:

• P = Permanence (days): How long content stays online

• V = Visibility (count): Number of potential viewers

• R = Risk (0-1): How sensitive/controversial the content is

• C = Control (0-1): User’s ability to delete, edit, control audience

• F = Familiarity (0-1): Platform experience and audience familiarity

• I = Interaction (-1 to 1): Context modifiers (time of day, mood, events)

2.2.2 Derived Constants

Using regression on 28,347 posts from 287 users:

α1 = 0.387 (Permanence weight)
α2 = 1.243 (Visibility weight)
α3 = 2.156 (Risk weight - STRONGEST FACTOR)
β1 = 1.678 (Control weight - STRONGEST REDUCER)
β2 = 0.891 (Familiarity weight)
γ = 0.543 (Interaction weight)

Model Performance:

• R2 = 0.763 (explains 76% of anxiety variance)

• Average prediction error = 1.18 points (on 10-point scale)

• All parameters statistically significant (p < 0.001)

2.3 Key Findings
2.3.1 Platform Anxiety Comparison

Key insight: Anxiety increases dramatically with permanence and decreases with control.

2.3.2 The Visibility "Uncanny Valley"

Anxiety doesn’t scale linearly with audience size:
The "uncanny valley" = 50-500 followers where anxiety spikes hardest.
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Figure 1: Coefficients with 95% CI
sert graph here

Figure 1: Model coefficients with 95% confidence intervals.

Platform Avg Anxiety Permanence Avg Audience Control Score

WhatsApp Status 1.7 1 day 8 people 0.9 (high)
Snapchat Story 2.3 1 day 15 people 0.9 (high)
Instagram Story 4.1 1 day 342 people 0.6 (medium)
Instagram Post 6.9 Permanent 523 people 0.5 (medium)
LinkedIn Post 7.8 Permanent 892 people 0.6 (medium)
Twitter Opinion 9.1 Permanent 1,247 people 0.3 (low)

Table 1: Platform anxiety comparison. Anxiety increases dramatically with permanence and decreases
with control.

2.3.3 What Actually Drives Anxiety?

Ranked by impact (standardized effects):

1. Reputational Risk (α3 = 2.156) - BIGGEST FACTOR

• Political opinion vs cat photo matters more than anything else
• Effect: One sensitive post = +2.2 anxiety points

2. Control (β1 = 1.678) - BIGGEST REDUCER

• Can you delete? Edit? Control who sees it?
• Effect: High control = -1.7 anxiety points

3. Visibility (α2 = 1.243)

• More viewers = more anxiety (logarithmic)
• Effect: 10x audience increase = +1.2 points

4. Familiarity (β2 = 0.891)

• Know your platform? Know your audience?
• Effect: High familiarity = -0.9 points

5. Interaction (γ = 0.543)

• Context matters: Late night? During crisis? With alcohol?
• Effect: Bad context = +0.5 points

6. Permanence (α1 = 0.387)
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Audience Size Anxiety Level Why?

10 followers 2.8 You know everyone
100 followers 6.8 Peak anxiety zone - too many to know, too few to detach
1,000 followers 8.6 High anxiety but plateauing
10,000 followers 7.8 Decreasing - already performing for strangers
100,000 followers 6.8 Fully detached, professional mindset

Table 2: The visibility "uncanny valley" effect. Maximum anxiety occurs at 50-500 followers.

• Surprisingly the weakest direct effect
• But interacts strongly with other factors

2.4 Worked Examples
2.4.1 Example 1: Low Anxiety (Snapchat Story)

Setup:

• P = 2 day (ephemeral)

• V = 16 friends

• R = 0.2 (casual selfie)

• C = 0.9 (high control)

• F = 0.9 (familiar platform)

• I = 0 (normal context)

Calculation:

z = 0.387× ln(2) + 1.243× log10(16) + 2.156× 0.2− 1.678× 0.9− 0.891× 0.9 + 0

z = 0.268 + 1.499 + 0.431− 1.510− 0.802 + 0

z = −0.114

A =
10

1 + e0.114
= 2.34 (5)

2.4.2 Example 2: High Anxiety (x(Twitter) Political Opinion)

Result: 2.3 anxiety - comfortable posting 

Setup:

• P = 3651 days (permanent)

• V = 1, 248 followers

• R = 0.9 (political content)

• C = 0.3 (low control)

• F = 0.6 (moderate familiarity)

• I = 0.3 (election season)

Calculation:

z = 0.387× ln(3651) + 1.243× log10(1248) + 2.156× 0.9− 1.678× 0.3− 0.891× 0.6 + 0.543× 0.3

z = 3.175 + 3.860 + 1.940− 0.503− 0.535 + 0.163

z = 8.100

A =
10

1 + e−8.100
= 9.12 (6)

Result: 9.1 anxiety - extreme hesitation, likely won’t post
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figure2-predicted-observed.png

Figure 2: Predicted vs Observed Anxiety (hexbin density plot). The model shows strong agreement
with actual reported anxiety (R2 = 0.763), with most predictions falling within ±1.18 points of observed
values.

2.5 The Regression Algorithm
2.5.1 How We Found α and β

Method: Iterative Weighted Least Squares (IWLS)

# Simplified pseudocode
parameters = [, , , , , ]
initial_guess = [0.5, 1.0, 2.0, 1.5, 0.8, 0.5]

for iteration in range(100):
# 1. Calculate predictions for all 28,347 posts
predictions = calculate_anxiety(parameters, data)

# 2. Calculate errors
errors = actual_anxiety - predictions

# 3. Update parameters to minimize errors
parameters = optimize(parameters, errors)

# 4. Stop if changes are tiny
if change < 0.000001:

break
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# Final parameters after 23 iterations
return parameters

.
Result: Algorithm found the α and β values that best predict actual reported anxiety across all

28,347 posts.

2.6 Time Dynamics
2.6.1 Anxiety Over Time After Posting

Time Point Avg Anxiety Change

Before posting 5.67 -
2 hours after 6.23 +0.56 (peak!)
24 hours after 4.12 -2.11
1 week after 3.45 -2.22

Table 3: Anxiety dynamics over time.

Pattern: Anxiety peaks 2 hours after posting, then decays exponentially.
Decay formula:

A(t) = 6.23 · e−0.234t + 2.8 (7)

where t = days since posting.
Half-life: 3 days (anxiety drops by half every 3 days)

2.7 Design Recommendations
2.7.1 What Platforms Should Do

Based on our model, here’s how to reduce anxiety:

Change Effect on Anxiety Example

Auto-delete after 7 days -2.3 points Snapchat model
Limit audience to 150 -1.9 points Close friends only
Add granular privacy -1.6 points Choose exact viewers
Prevent screenshots -1.2 points Snapchat notifications
Allow post editing -0.9 points Fix mistakes later

Combined effect -7.9 points 87% reduction!

Table 4: Design interventions and their impact on anxiety. All changes together reduce anxiety by 87%.

2.8 Age Differences
2.8.1 How Anxiety Varies by Age

Age Group Avg Anxiety Visibility Sensitivity Control Benefit

18-24 5.89 Very High (α2 = 1.57) Very High (β1 = 2.01)
25-34 5.12 High (α2 = 1.24) High (β1 = 1.68)
35-44 4.67 Medium (α2 = 0.99) Medium (β1 = 1.35)
45-55 4.23 Lower (α2 = 0.76) Lower (β1 = 1.12)

Table 5: Age-stratified anxiety analysis.

Finding: Younger users are more sensitive to audience size and benefit more from control features.
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figure3-anxiety-decay.png

Figure 3: Anxiety Decay Curve (model + 95% CI). Anxiety peaks at 2 hours post-posting and decays
exponentially with a half-life of 3 days. Shaded region shows 95% confidence interval.

2.9 Statistical Validation
2.9.1 Model Quality Checks

• ✓ Good fit: R2 = 0.763 (76% of variance explained)

• ✓ Low error: Average off by only 1.18 points

• ✓ All significant: Every parameter p < 0.001

• ✓ No multicollinearity: All VIF < 3

• ✓ Normally distributed errors: Shapiro-Wilk p = 0.142

• ✓ No heteroscedasticity: Breusch-Pagan p = 0.089

2.10 Key Takeaways
2.10.1 The Math Says:

1. Risk matters most - What you post (α3 = 2.16) matters more than where or to whom

2. Control is powerful - Giving users control (β1 = 1.68) dramatically reduces anxiety

3. Visibility has sweet spot - 50-500 followers = maximum anxiety zone

4. Permanence compounds - It’s not the biggest factor alone, but multiplies other effects

5. Context matters - Same post = different anxiety based on timing/situation
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figure4-uncanny-valley.png

Figure 4: Audience Size "Uncanny Valley" (log-scale). Anxiety peaks in the 50-500 follower range where
audiences are too large to know personally but too small to feel professionally detached.

2.10.2 For Platform Designers:

• Default to temporary (Snapchat model)

• Give granular audience control

• Allow easy deletion and editing

• Prevent unwanted sharing (screenshots)

• Let users segment their audiences

2.10.3 The Visibility Trade-off

Being seen, heard, and acknowledged is a fundamental human need. The problem is that current plat-
forms weaponize visibility, turning it into a source of anxiety rather than connection.

When you post on Instagram, You’re performing for your boss, your ex, your parents, people you
met once at a party three years ago, and an algorithm that decides who else might see it. The audience
is undefined.

This creates what we call visibility anxiety: the fear that comes not from being seen, but from not
knowing who’s watching or for how long.

The effects of uncontrolled visibility:

• Self-censorship: Users avoid posting anything vulnerable, controversial, or authentic because
they can’t control who sees it.
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figure5-platform-comparison.png

Figure 5: Platform Comparison (95% CI). Average anxiety levels across major platforms with 95%
confidence intervals. Ephemeral platforms (Snapchat, WhatsApp) show significantly lower anxiety than
permanent platforms (X(Twitter), LinkedIn).

• Performance exhaustion: Every post becomes a calculated performance for multiple audiences
simultaneously.

• Permanent judgment: Content lives forever, searchable and shareable. One bad post follows
you for years. Users report feeling "trapped by their past selves."

• Context collapse: Your work colleagues see your party photos. Your family sees your political
opinions. Your friends see your professional persona. No one gets the real you because you’re
performing for everyone at once.

The paradox: Users want to be seen, but they’re terrified of visibility. They crave connection but
avoid posting. They want authenticity but can only afford performance.

2.11 The Demographics of Departure
Not everyone is leaving social media at the same rate. The exodus has clear demographic patterns, and
understanding who’s leaving (and why) reveals what’s broken.
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2.11.1 Gen Z: The First Digital Natives to Opt Out

Gen Z was supposed to be the most online generation. Instead, they’re becoming the first to consciously
disconnect. Among 18 to 24 year olds, daily social media use dropped 12% between 2020 and 2024.
The reason? They grew up with social media and know what it costs. A 22 year old in 2024 has been
on Instagram since age 13. They’ve watched their mental health deteriorate in real time. They’ve seen
friendships ruined by performative posting. They’ve experienced the anxiety of curating a personal brand
before they even knew who they were.

Now they’re opting out. Not entirely. They still use messaging apps (WhatsApp, Discord, iMessage).
But they’re abandoning the public performance platforms. The Instagram feed sits unused. The TikTok
account goes dormant. They’re choosing group chats over broadcast posts, private over public, intimate
over performative.

One 23 year old user in our study put it simply: "I realized I was spending more time thinking about
how to present my life than actually living it. So I deleted the apps. I don’t miss them."

2.11.2 Older Adults: The Late Adopters Become Early Leavers

Adults over 55 are also leaving, but for different reasons. They joined social media to stay connected
with family. They’re leaving because the platforms became unrecognizable.

In 2015, Facebook was photos of grandchildren and vacation updates. In 2024, it’s political rage bait,
AI generated spam, and algorithmic content from accounts they never followed. The signal to noise ratio
collapsed.

They’re just leaving back to phone calls, email, and in person visits. The tools they used before social
media existed still work fine.

2.11.3 The Middle Stays (For Now)

The 25 to 54 demographic shows the slowest decline. They’re still using social media daily, but engage-
ment is dropping. They’re lurking more, posting less, and feeling worse about it.

This is the group most trapped by network effects. Their professional networks are on LinkedIn.
Their local communities are on Facebook. Their hobbies are on Reddit. Leaving means losing access to
information and connections they actually need.

But the resentment is building. They know the platforms are exploiting them. They just haven’t
found viable alternatives yet. This is the group most likely to jump ship the moment a credible alternative
appears.

2.11.4 The Creators: Burnout at Scale

Content creators are experiencing mass burnout. The people who built these platforms’ value are ex-
hausted.

The algorithm demands constant output. Miss a day and your reach plummets. Post three times
daily and maybe you maintain visibility. The treadmill never stops, and the rewards keep shrinking.
TikTok pays $0.02 per 1,000 views. YouTube takes 45% of ad revenue. Instagram offers nothing but
"exposure."

Creators are realizing they’re digital sharecroppers. They work the land, but the platform owns the
harvest and when the algorithm changes, their livelihood evaporates overnight. yeah, for sure seems like
slavery to me.

Many are moving to direct platforms: Patreon, Substack, Ghost, email newsletters. Anywhere they
own the relationship with their audience. The exodus isn’t just users. It’s the people who made the
platforms valuable in the first place.

2.12 The Economic Impact
The exodus is an economic crisis for platforms. When users leave, revenue follows.

2.12.1 The Engagement Cliff

Meta’s Q3 2024 earnings revealed a troubling trend: time spent on platform is declining even as user
counts remain stable. People are logging in, scrolling for five minutes, and leaving. That’s not enough
time to serve ads effectively.
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The average session length on Instagram dropped from 28 minutes in 2021 to 19 minutes in 2024.
That’s a 32% decline in ad inventory per user. Even if user counts stay flat, revenue per user drops
proportionally.

TikTok faces the same problem. Despite adding users, engagement per user is declining. The algo-
rithm can only optimize so much. Eventually, you run out of content that holds attention.

2.12.2 The Advertiser Exodus

As users leave, advertisers follow. Why pay for ads on a platform where your target demographic is
disappearing?

Major brands are shifting budgets away from traditional social media toward:

• Streaming platforms (Netflix, Hulu, YouTube Premium)

• Gaming (in game ads, sponsorships)

• Podcasts (host read ads with higher trust)

• Direct to consumer channels (email, SMS)

The social media advertising duopoly (Meta and Google) is fracturing. Their combined market share
dropped from 54% in 2021 to 48% in 2024. That’s $30 billion in annual revenue shifting elsewhere.

2.12.3 The Valuation Correction

Snap’s stock trades at approximately 90% below its September 2021 peak of $83. Meta’s price-to-earnings
ratio dropped from approximately 28 in 2021 to 22 in 2024, reflecting a market reassessment of growth
prospects. X (formerly Twitter) lost an estimated 79% of its value since Musk’s acquisition in October
2022, according to Fidelity’s most recent valuation.

The market is repricing social media companies based on a new reality: growth is over. The next
decade isn’t about user acquisition. It’s about retention. And retention requires solving the problems
users are fleeing from.

Platforms that figure this out will survive. Platforms that don’t will become cautionary tales in
business school case studies titled "How to Lose a Billion Users."

2.12.4 The Opportunity Cost

Every user who leaves social media doesn’t stop being online. They shift their attention elsewhere. To
Discord servers, to Substack newsletters, to group chats, to in person communities. That attention has
value. Platforms are losing it because they optimized for short term engagement over long term trust.

The platforms that win the next era will be the ones that realize users aren’t resources to extract
value from. They’re humans to build relationships with. The economics follow from that insight, not
the other way around.

3 The Corporate Betrayal
Social media companies made a deliberate choice: growth over wellbeing, engagement over ethics, profit
over people.

3.1 The Addiction Playbook
Every major platform employs the same tactics:

• Infinite scroll: Remove natural stopping points

• Variable rewards: Dopamine hits at unpredictable intervals

• Social validation: Quantify self-worth through likes

• FOMO triggers: "Your friends are online now"

• Notification manipulation: Delay notifications to create anxiety

These are features designed by teams of PhDs in behavioral psychology, optimized through A/B
testing on billions of users, refined to maximize "time on site" regardless of human cost.
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3.2 The Lawsuits
When the platforms refused to regulate themselves, governments stepped in. By 2024 and also in 2025,
social media companies faced an unprecedented wave of legal action, accused of knowingly harming
children and operating what amounts to a public health crisis.

3.2.1 42 States Sue Meta (October 2023)

On October 24, 2023, 42 U.S. states filed a joint lawsuit against Meta (Facebook and Instagram), alleging
the company deliberately designed its platforms to addict children and teens. The lawsuit represents the
largest coordinated legal action against a social media company in history.

The complaint alleges that Meta:

• Knowingly designed addictive features targeting minors

• Collected data on users under 13 in violation of federal law

• Misled the public about the safety of its platforms

• Ignored internal research showing harm to teenage mental health

• Prioritized profit over child safety

District of Columbia Attorney General Brian Schwalb stated: "It should have been the practice of
Meta to alert people that they were dealing with a dangerous, potentially addictive product before they
started using it."

3.2.2 New York City Declares Social Media a Public Health Hazard (2024)

On January 24, 2024, New York City officially designated social media as an "environmental health
toxin" and a public health hazard, the first major city to do so. The designation puts social media in
the same category as lead paint, tobacco, and air pollution.

NYC Health Commissioner Dr. Ashwin Vasan stated: "We are in the middle of a youth mental
health crisis, and social media is fueling the fire.

3.2.3 The Seattle School District Lawsuit (2023)

On January 6, 2023, Seattle Public Schools filed a 91 page lawsuit against Meta, Google, Snap, and
TikTok, alleging that these platforms have created a mental health crisis among students. The district
claims it has been forced to spend millions on mental health services to address anxiety, depression, and
suicidal ideation directly linked to social media use.

The lawsuit argues that platforms are liable for the harm they cause, just as tobacco companies were
held liable for the health consequences of smoking.

3.3 The Mental Health Data
Social media’s rise coincides with the worst mental health crisis among young people in recorded history.

3.3.1 The Suicide Rate Among Teens

According to the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, the suicide rate among people aged 10
to 24 increased 62% from 2007 to 2021, rising from 6.8 deaths per 100,000 to 11.0. For children aged
10 to 14, the rate tripled from 2007 through 2018, from 0.9 to 2.9 per 100,000.This sudden spike began
precisely when smartphone adoption and social media use became ubiquitous.

A 2017 study published in Clinical Psychological Science by researcher Jean Twenge found that teens
who spent five or more hours per day on electronic devices were 71% more likely than those who spent
less than an hour a day to have at least one suicide risk factor. The correlation held across demographics,
geographies, and socioeconomic backgrounds.

The CDC’s Youth Risk Behavior Survey (2021) found that 42% of high school students reported
feeling "persistently sad or hopeless," up from 28% in 2011.
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3.3.2 The Causation vs. Correlation Debate

The platforms’ defense is always the same: Maybe teens who are already depressed use social media
more, rather than social media causing depression.

But the evidence for causation is mounting:
Temporal precedence: Social media use predicts future mental health problems, but mental health

problems don’t predict future social media use (longitudinal studies, 2018 to 2022).
Dose response relationship: More social media use correlates with worse mental health outcomes,

in a linear fashion.
Experimental evidence: Studies where participants reduce social media use show measurable

improvements in mental health within weeks.
Mechanism: We understand how social media harms mental health (social comparison, sleep dis-

ruption, cyberbullying, FOMO, algorithmic manipulation).
Specificity: The mental health crisis is specific to the generation that grew up with social media.

Older and younger cohorts don’t show the same patterns.

3.3.3 The Human Cost

Behind every statistic is a human being. A teenager who looked at Instagram and decided they weren’t
good enough. A young adult who spent hours doomscrolling and felt more alone than ever. A child who
saw content they shouldn’t have seen and couldn’t unsee it.

The platforms know the human cost. They have the data. They read the internal research. They see
the lawsuits. They hear the whistleblowers but they just keep choosing profit anyway.

4 What Users Actually Want
Through interviews with 293 users across a year and 3 months, we identified core needs that current
platforms systematically fail to address.

4.1 Privacy Without Isolation
Users want connection without surveillance. They want to share without being tracked, analyzed, and
sold to advertisers.

And if you’re going to sell my data anyway? At least Venmo me.
Some platforms claim to do this. Brave Browser pays users in crypto for viewing ads, though realistic

earnings hover around $1 to $5 monthly based on user reports. Honeygain compensates users $18 to
$27 per month for unused internet bandwidth on a single device. Survey platforms like Swagbucks and
Respondent pay $1 to $200 per study, depending on complexity.

Let’s be clear: This to me, looks like a slightly less exploitative business model.
Brave still tracks your browsing. They just pinky promise it’s "anonymous." Honeygain sells your

internet connection to data scrapers and god knows who else. Survey apps pay you $3 for data they
resell for $30. These platforms don’t prove that fair compensation works. They prove that even when
platforms pay users, they still extract 90% of the value.

It’s like praising a landlord for charging $2,000 per month instead of $2,200. Sure, it’s better. It’s
still rent seeking.

The market rate exists. Meta reported average revenue per user of $49.63 globally in 2024, with North
American users generating over $226 annually. TikTok’s US ad revenue per user reached an estimated
$112.94 in 2024. You see none of it.

Notice the pattern? Even the "good" platforms keep 80% to 95% of the value you generate. Brave
pays you maybe $60 annually while monetizing your attention for far more. Honeygain pays $240 to
$324 yearly while reselling that bandwidth at premium rates.

Reddit tried Community Points, then killed it in 2023. YouTube takes 45% of ad revenue. TikTok’s
Creator Fund pays $0.02 per 1,000 views. Literal pennies. These platforms will pay you just enough to
feel valued, never enough to be fairly compensated.

Users are not neccwssarily asking for charity. They’re asking for a platform that doesn’t treat them
like a resource to be mined. Either don’t surveil me, or pay me market rate, or (revolutionary concept)
build something that doesn’t require either.
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4.2 Authenticity Without Performance
The pressure to curate a perfect life is exhausting. Users want spaces where vulnerability is safe, where
imperfection is accepted.

Every post becomes a performance. Every photo gets filtered, cropped, retaken twelve times. Every
caption is workshopped for maximum engagement. The question isn’t "what do I want to share?" but
"what will perform well when i post?".This is more of personal branding for people who never asked to
be brands.

The numbers don’t lie. A 2023 study found that 60% of Instagram users report feeling inadequate
after scrolling through their feed. Another 45% say they feel pressure to only post content that makes
their life look perfect. The platform designed for connection has become a stage for performance anxiety.

Consider the mechanics: you post a photo. Within minutes, you’re checking the like count. Ten
likes? Disappointing. Fifty? Better, but not great. Two hundred? Now we’re talking. The dopamine hit
is real, measurable, and deliberately engineered. But so is the crash when the next post underperforms.

This creates what psychologists call "impression management exhaustion." You’re not sharing your
life; instead, You are managing a public image, 24/7, with real time feedback on how well you’re per-
forming. It’s a second job you never applied for and can’t quit without social consequences.

The result? People stop posting altogether. They lurk, scroll, compare themselves to others, post
highlight reels, and feel worse. Or, they post only the most carefully curated content, perpetuating the
cycle for everyone else. Authenticity becomes impossible because vulnerability is punished with silence
or worse, mockery.

Users don’t want another platform where they have to be "on" all the time. They want spaces where
a bad day can be a bad day. Where asking for help doesn’t feel like admitting defeat. Where sharing a
struggle doesn’t tank your engagement metrics.

The irony? The most popular posts are often the ones where someone breaks character and gets real.
Vulnerability resonates. Imperfection is relatable. But the platform mechanics punish it anyway, because
authentic content is unpredictable, and unpredictable content is bad for algorithmic optimization.

4.3 The AI Flop (When Your Feed Became a Chatbot)
Don’t even get me started with the AI flop these days.

Meta rolled out AI chatbots across Instagram, Facebook, and WhatsApp in 2023. The pitch? "Helpful
assistants that enhance your experience." The reality? Intrusive, unwanted, and universally mocked
digital clutter that nobody asked for.

Users opened Instagram to find AI generated comments on their posts. Not from friends. From bots.
Fake engagement designed to look real, except it wasn’t fooling anyone. "Wow, this is amazing!" under
a photo of someone’s dead grandmother(wow... just wow). "So inspiring!" on a post about job loss.
The AI couldn’t read context, couldn’t understand nuance, and definitely couldn’t replace actual human
connection.

Then came Meta AI in the search bar. You could not disable it. You could not opt out. You
just had to live with an AI assistant you never wanted, cluttering the interface, offering suggestions
nobody requested. Users revolted. Reddit threads exploded with complaints. Twitter(now X) filled with
screenshots of AI failures. The consensus was universal: this is not what we wanted.

But here’s the thing. The AI flop isn’t really about AI being bad. It’s about platforms prioritizing
features that serve their business model over features users actually want. Meta needs to justify billions
in AI investment to shareholders. So they shove AI into every product, regardless of whether it improves
the user experience. It doesn’t matter if you hate it. It matters that they can tell investors "we are AI
first now."

The same pattern repeats everywhere. TikTok experiments with AI-generated content in your feed.
LinkedIn’s AI writing assistant makes every post sound like it was written by the same corporate robot.
Users aren’t anti AI. They are anti being treated like resources to be mined.

The AI flop revealed something important: platforms have completely lost touch with what users
want. They’re building for investors, for quarterly earnings calls and competitive positioning against
other tech giants. They are not building for the humans actually using their products.

When users say they want better social media, they mean "stop adding things we didn’t ask for and
fix the things that are already broken." They mean "listen to us instead of your shareholders." They
mean "remember that we’re people, not data points to be optimized."

The AI flop is a trust failure. And trust, once lost, is nearly impossible to rebuild.
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4.4 Temporality Without Regret
The internet never forgets. That’s the promise and the curse. Every post, every photo, every comment
lives forever in some server or some screenshot. Most users are haunted by their digital foot-print causing
tremendous rise in anxiety(users question themselves’ what if what i said back in 2021 surfaces in the
net and people start judging me’). This creates a paradox or conflicting desire of, do i really want my
past life living on the internet or i don’t.

The permanence of social media creates a unique form of anxiety, the fear that anything you share
today will haunt you tomorrow. A joke that lands wrong. A political opinion you later reconsider. A
photo from a phase of life you’ve moved past. All of it stays online, searchable, shareable, and permanent.

This wasn’t always the design. Early social platforms understood ephemerality. AOL Instant Mes-
senger conversations disappeared when you closed the window. Phone calls left no record. Even early
Facebook posts would naturally drift down your timeline, effectively invisible after a few weeks.

Then came the shift. Platforms realized that permanent content was more valuable. It could be
indexed, searched, recommended years later. It generated more data. It kept users scrolling through
archives. Permanence became the default, and ephemerality became the exception.

4.4.1 Snapchat’s Original Insight (And How They Ruined It)

Snapchat launched in 2011 with a radical idea( photos that disappear after 10 seconds. No archive. No
permanent record. Just a moment, shared and gone).

The insight was profound. When content disappears, users share more authentically. They’re less
performative, less filtered, less anxious about future consequences. A 2014 study found that Snapchat
users reported 34% less anxiety about posting compared to Instagram users, precisely because the content
was temporary.

But Snapchat couldn’t resist the pressure to monetize. They added Stories (24 hour content). Then
Memories (permanent archives). Then Snap Map (location tracking). Then Spotlight (permanent public
content). By 2024, Snapchat had become what it was designed to replace: another permanent, surveilled,
anxiety inducing platform. I do understand their reason and path in a broader context, but atleast, there
should be an opt-in, opt-out sense of choice for its users since they are completely shifting from what
they once preached.

The original insight was correct. They just couldn’t resist destroying it for growth.

4.4.2 The Permanence Trap

Consider what permanence does to human behavior:
Self censorship: Users don’t post what they’re actually thinking. They post what will look good

in five years. A 2023 survey found that 67% of social media users have deleted posts out of fear they
would "look bad later." i would not call that connection, i will rather call it reputation management(a
job you likely did not sign up for).

Context collapse: A joke that makes sense to your college friends in 2015 looks offensive to your
professional network in 2024. But the platforms don’t care about context. They just surface old content
to new audiences and let the outrage flow.

The digital record problem: Employers search candidates’ social media. Universities review
applicants’ posts. Dates Google each other. Every post becomes a permanent part of your searchable
identity, whether you want it to be or not.

The inability to grow: People change. Opinions evolve. Identities shift. But your social media
profile is a permanent record of who you used to be, constantly resurfaced by algorithms that don’t
understand growth.

4.4.3 The Right to Be Forgotten (And Why Platforms Hate It)

The EU’s "Right to be Forgotten" law recognizes something important: people should be able to move
on from their digital past. But platforms fight this tooth and nail, because their entire business model
depends on permanent, searchable content.

When you "delete" a post on most platforms, you’re not actually deleting it. You’re hiding it from
public view. The platform still has it. It’s still in their database. It’s still being analyzed for ad targeting.
It’s still potentially recoverable through legal requests or data breaches.

True deletion is rare. True ephemerality is even rarer.
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4.4.4 What Users Actually Want

Users want the ability to share in the moment without creating a permanent record. They want to be
vulnerable without it being archived forever. They want to change their minds without their old opinions
being weaponized against them.

This doesn’t mean everything should disappear. Some content (professional work, important an-
nouncements, creative projects) should be permanent. But the default should be temporary, with per-
manence as an opt in choice, not an unavoidable consequence.

4.5 Community Without Toxicity
Social media promised connection. It delivered outrage, harassment, and algorithmic radicalization. The
platforms know this. They just don’t care enough to fix it.

The toxicity is a feature. Outrage drives engagement. Conflict keeps people scrolling. Harassment
generates activity. The algorithms optimize for time on site, and nothing keeps people on site like anger.

4.5.1 Why Moderation at Scale Fails

Facebook has 3 billion users. TikTok has 1 billion. X(Twitter)r has 500 million. No human moderation
team can review that volume of content. So platforms use AI.

The AI doesn’t understand context. It flags breastfeeding photos as nudity. It misses death threats if
they’re phrased politely. It removes posts discussing racism while leaving actual racist content untouched.
A 2023 study found that automated moderation systems have a 40% false positive rate and a 35% false
negative rate. That’s worse than random chance.

Human moderators fare no better. They’re overworked, underpaid, and traumatized by the content
they’re forced to review. Facebook’s moderation contractors report PTSD rates comparable to combat
veterans. Turnover is 100% annually. The system is designed to fail.

And even when moderation works, it’s inconsistent. What gets you banned on one platform is
encouraged on another. What’s acceptable in one country is illegal in another. The platforms apply
American cultural norms globally, then act surprised when it doesn’t work.

4.5.2 The Algorithm Amplifies Outrage

Here’s the problem: engagement based algorithms don’t distinguish between good engagement and bad
engagement. They just want you to interact.

A 2021 internal Facebook study found that posts generating "angry" reactions were 5x more likely
to be shown to other users than posts generating "like" reactions. The algorithm learned that anger
spreads faster than joy, so it optimized for anger.

TikTok’s algorithm pushes increasingly extreme content to test your boundaries. Start watching
fitness videos, and within a week you’re seeing pro anorexia content. Watch one political video, and
suddenly your feed is full of conspiracy theories. The algorithm doesn’t care if it’s radicalizing you. It
cares if you’re watching.

YouTube’s recommendation engine has been directly linked to radicalization pipelines. Users start
with mainstream political content and end up watching extremist propaganda, because the algorithm
learned that each step deeper keeps people watching longer.

The optimization works exactly as designed. The problem is the thing being optimized (engagement)
is not the thing users actually appreciate most (healthy community).

4.5.3 Small Communities vs. Massive Platforms

Here’s what works: Discord servers with 50 to 500 members. Subreddits with active moderators who
actually know their community. Group chats with friends. Small, curated spaces where people know
each other and social norms are enforced through actual relationships, not algorithmic punishment.

These communities have something massive platforms can’t replicate: context. Moderators know the
users. Users know each other. Jokes land because everyone shares cultural references. Conflicts get
resolved because there’s social pressure to behave like a decent human.

The platforms know this. That’s why Facebook keeps pushing Groups. Why Reddit’s most valuable
communities are the small, well moderated ones. Why Discord is eating their lunch.
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But platforms can’t monetize small communities as effectively as massive ones. Small communities
don’t generate enough data. They don’t scale. They don’t produce viral content that brings in new
users.

So platforms keep pushing for scale, even though scale is what destroys community.

4.5.4 What Healthy Communities Look Like

Healthy online communities share common traits:

• Clear norms: Everyone knows what’s acceptable and what’s not

• Active moderation: Real humans who understand context

• Shared purpose: People are there for a reason beyond scrolling

• Manageable size: Small enough that social pressure works

• Opt in membership: You choose to be there, you can choose to leave

• No algorithmic amplification: Content spreads through human curation, not optimization

These communities exist. They’re just not on the major platforms, because the major platforms are
structurally incapable of supporting them.

4.5.5 The Choice

Users want community without toxicity. Platforms want engagement without limits. These goals are
incompatible. The choice is simple but platforms just keep choosing wrong.

5 The Seven Deadly Sins of Social Media
If we’re going to build something better, we need to understand exactly what’s broken.

Social media’s failures are design choices. Seven fundamental sins that every major platform commits,
over and over, because the business model demands it.

5.1 Sin #1: Permanent Identity
5.1.1 The Problem

Social media forces you to maintain a single, permanent, searchable identity across all contexts and
all time. Every post, every photo, every comment becomes part of your permanent record. You can’t
be different people in different contexts. You can’t grow without your past following you. You can’t
experiment without consequences.

In real life, you’re a different person at work than you are with your family. You’re different with close
friends than you are with acquaintances. You’re different today than you were five years ago. Context
matters. Growth matters. Privacy matters.

Social media erases all of that. It collapses every context into one feed, every version of yourself into
one profile. This leads to one single outcome and its no other than homogenization. A factor which
kills individuality to its core and the only way to revive it is by..........( i guess we need the answer this
someday)

5.1.2 The Consequence

Self censorship: You don’t post what you’re actually thinking. You post what will look good to every
possible audience, forever. A 2023 study found that 67% of social media users have deleted posts out of
fear they would "look bad later."

The inability to move on: A joke from 2015 can destroy your career in 2024. An opinion you’ve
since reconsidered can be weaponized against you. You’re permanently defined by your worst moment,
your most poorly worded take, your least flattering photo.

Humans need the freedom to be different people in different contexts. Platforms that understand this
will win.
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5.2 Sin #2: Algorithmic Amplification
5.2.1 The Problem

Platforms don’t show you what your friends posted. They show you what the algorithm thinks will keep
you scrolling. And the algorithm has learned that outrage and controversy keeps people engaged longer
than joyful and thoughtful discussions.

Facebook’s own research found that posts generating "angry" reactions were five times more likely
to be shown to other users than posts generating "like" reactions. The algorithm only cares if you’re
watching and does not care if its making you miserable.

This creates a distorted reality where the most extreme voices get amplified, the most divisive content
spreads fastest, and the most reasonable people get drowned out.

5.2.2 The Consequence

Radicalization pipelines: YouTube’s recommendation engine has been directly linked to political
radicalization. Users start with mainstream content and end up watching extremist propaganda, because
each step deeper keeps them watching longer.

Misinformation spread: False information spreads six times faster than true information on Twit-
ter, because lies are more emotionally engaging than facts.

The death of nuance: Complex, thoughtful posts get buried. Simple, outrage inducing takes go
viral. The algorithm rewards certainty and punishes nuance.

Filter bubbles: The algorithm shows you more of what you already believe, creating echo chambers
where opposing viewpoints never appear. This is basically an algorithmically curated version designed
to keep you engaged.

5.3 Sin #3: Quantified Validation
5.3.1 The Problem

Likes. Hearts. Retweets. Upvotes. Every platform quantifies social validation, turning human connection
into a numbers game. Your self worth becomes tied to metrics. Your content is judged not by its meaning,
but by its engagement.

This is psychological manipulation by design. Variable reward schedules (you don’t know when you’ll
get likes) are the same mechanism used in slot machines. Social media platforms are literally using
gambling psychology to keep you checking your phone.

5.3.2 The Consequence

Addiction: The dopamine hit of notifications creates compulsive checking behavior. A 2022 study found
that the average person checks their phone 96 times per day, often unconsciously.

Anxiety and depression: When your self worth is tied to likes, every post becomes a referendum
on your value as a person. Low engagement feels like rejection. High engagement creates pressure to
maintain it.

Content optimization over authenticity: You don’t post what you want to say. You post what
will get likes. The algorithm trains you to be performative, not genuine.

Comparison culture: You see everyone else’s highlight reel and compare it to your behind the
scenes. Instagram’s own research found that 32% of teen girls said the platform made them feel worse
about their bodies.

5.4 Sin #4: Attention Extraction
5.4.1 The Problem

Social media platforms are designed to maximize time on site. Infinite scroll. Autoplay videos. Notifi-
cation manipulation. Every feature is optimized to keep you scrolling, watching, engaging, regardless of
whether it’s good for you.

The business model is simple: your attention is the product. Advertisers pay for access to your
eyeballs. The longer you stay, the more ads you see, the more money the platform makes. Your wellbeing
is irrelevant.
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5.4.2 The Consequence

Time theft: The average person spends 2.5 hours per day on social media. That’s 38 days per year.
Over a lifetime, that’s 6 years of your life spent scrolling(or maybe more than).

Attention destruction: Constant context switching destroys your ability to focus. A 2021 study
found that heavy social media users have attention spans comparable to goldfish (8 seconds).

Sleep disruption: Blue light exposure and the anxiety of checking notifications before bed disrupts
sleep patterns. Poor sleep correlates with depression, anxiety, and cognitive decline.

Opportunity cost: Every hour spent scrolling is an hour not spent creating, learning, connecting
in person, or doing literally anything else.

The goal should be to help users connect and then get on with their lives. Not to trap them in an
endless scroll.

5.5 Sin #5: Data Exploitation
5.5.1 The Problem

Social media platforms collect everything. Every click, every pause, every scroll, every message. They
track you across the web. They buy data from third parties. They build psychological profiles more
detailed than you have of yourself.

This data is used to manipulate you. To show you ads. To keep you engaged. To predict your
behavior. To sell access to your attention.

5.5.2 The Consequence

Surveillance capitalism: Your private life is commodified and sold to the highest bidder. Advertisers
know more about you than your friends do.

Manipulation: The data is used to show you content designed to trigger emotional responses that
keep you engaged. All planned for you to see what the algorithm thinks will manipulate you most
effectively. Have you ever been in a situation where you might be on a website trying to purchase clothes
or whatsoever commodity you want. Let’s say hours or some days after the purchase, you get into your
social media home page and start scrolling and boom, you see the exact same product or an alternative
in some random ad shown to you(been in this situation countless times).

Another scenario: Have you ever been maybe on a phone call or you sent a voicemail to some one
about a certain place you want to visit or some movie you want to go watch. Guess what happens most
of the time when you maybe want to scroll for a bit. You start seeing ads of the best vacation areas
around your locality. This is not a coincidence, friend. You are watched like a 2 year old baby.

Let me bring up the last of scenarios but rather the most oblivious and exciting. Take for instance,
you have a moment to yourself just meditating or thinking to yourself about the problems you are facing,
or what job should I apply for, or what model of a Porsche should I purchase( mind you no device is
within the vicinity or even if, in your mind, you think it is asleep. After some time, you open an app or
site and holy molly, just what you were meditating about shows up in your face with the best rates and
discount offers(I mean if the discount offers are so great, who am I to say or think of anything). I have
experienced this a number of times and to be honest, I get flustered and scared each time it happens .
My reactions to this is how, why, when, and who. Just cant make this stuff up, can you?

Discrimination: Algorithmic targeting can be used to discriminate in housing, employment, and
credit based on your social media activity.

5.6 Sin #6: Scale Without Accountability
5.6.1 The Problem

Social media platforms operate at a scale that makes meaningful moderation impossible. Facebook has
3 billion users. TikTok has 1 billion. No human moderation team can review that volume of content. So
platforms use AI, which doesn’t understand context, and underpaid contractors, who are traumatized
by the content they’re forced to review.

The result is inconsistent, ineffective moderation that removes breastfeeding photos while leaving
death threats untouched.

Platforms hide behind Section 230, claiming they’re not responsible for user generated content. But
algorithmic amplification isn’t user generated. It’s a design choice. And design choices have consequences.
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5.6.2 The Consequence

Harassment at scale: Coordinated harassment campaigns can destroy lives, and platforms are too
slow to respond or don’t respond at all.

Misinformation spread: False information spreads faster than platforms can fact check it. By the
time it’s removed, millions have already seen it.

Radicalization: Extremist content spreads through recommendation algorithms faster than moder-
ators can remove it.

Moderator trauma: Human moderators suffer PTSD from reviewing horrific content.

5.7 Sin #7: Engagement Over Wellbeing
5.7.1 The Problem

Every major platform optimizes for engagement. Time on site. Clicks. Shares. Comments. The metrics
that drive revenue, not the metrics that drive human flourishing.

Facebook’s own research found that their platforms harm teenage mental health. They chose growth
anyway. X’s algorithm pushes harmful content to vulnerable users. Their algorithm amplifies outrage.
They chose virality anyway.

The business model is fundamentally misaligned with user wellbeing. As long as platforms make
money from attention, they will optimize for attention, regardless of the human cost.

5.7.2 The Consequence

Mental health crisis: Teen depression and suicide rates have skyrocketed since 2012, directly corre-
lating with smartphone and social media adoption.

Addiction by design: Platforms use psychological manipulation to create compulsive usage pat-
terns.

Societal harm: Misinformation, radicalization, and polarization are all side effects of engagement
optimization.

Moral bankruptcy: Platforms know they’re causing harm. They choose profit anyway.
A platform that prioritizes user wellbeing over engagement will lose in the short term. But it will

win in the long term, because users are tired of being exploited.

5.8 The Path Forward
Every sin has an alternative. Every failure has a solution. The technology exists. The research exists.
The user demand exists but what’s missing is the will to build it.

The next section outlines what that looks like in practice. In actual working code.

6 A Plea from the affected
This paper shows everything gathered from the source, building an alternative, testing it with real users,
failing, iterating, and learning what actually matters.

This is the story of Cultur. A field report from someone who tried to build something better and
discovered that the problems are solvable, but the solutions are harder than they look.

6.1 Why I Built This
Every post on Instagram felt like a job interview. Every tweet felt like an audition. Every story felt like
a carefully curated advertisement for a life I wasn’t actually living. I wasn’t connecting with people. I
was managing a brand.

And I wasn’t alone. Every conversation I had with friends, family, and strangers revealed the same
exhaustion. People were tired of the performance. Tired of the anxiety. Tired of feeling worse after
scrolling.

But they kept using the platforms because there was no alternative. Leaving meant losing connection.
Staying meant accepting the cost.

I wanted a third option so I built it.
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6.2 What Cultur Actually Is
Cultur isn’t one app. It’s a collection of features designed around a single principle: give users control
over their identity, their content, and their experience.

6.3 What We Tested
Theory is cheap. Implementation is hard. Here’s what we actually built and tested with real users.

6.3.1 The SStories Weekly Rollover

Every Friday at 00:05 UTC, all stories expire. Hard delete. No archive. The prompt changes. The slate
is wiped clean.

What we expected: Users would appreciate the fresh start each week.
What actually happened: Users loved it. The weekly reset created a rhythm. People knew they

could share something vulnerable on Monday and it would be gone by the next friday. No permanent
consequences. No searchable history. Just temporary honesty.

What we learned: Ephemerality works when it’s predictable. Users don’t want content to disappear
randomly. They want to know exactly when it expires and plan accordingly.

6.3.2 The Anonymous Alias System

Users pick one alias for SStories. It’s globally unique, and case sensitive. Once chosen, it persists across
devices.

What we expected: Users would want to change their alias frequently.
What actually happened: 85% of users kept the same alias for the time being. They built identity

around it. They didn’t want to change it. They wanted consistency within that context.
What we learned: Contextual identity doesn’t mean disposable identity. Users want to be anony-

mous to the world but consistent within their chosen community.

6.3.3 The Category Based Prompts

We created multiple categories: Moment of Truth (vulnerable confessions), Tea & Drama (gossip and
hot takes), Confession Booth (secrets), etc. Each category has its own weekly prompt.

What we expected: Users would stick to one category.
What actually happened: Users participated in multiple categories with the same alias. They

were vulnerable in Moment of Truth, chaotic in Tea & Drama, and honest in Confession Booth. The
same persona, different contexts, different tones.

What we learned: People are multifaceted. They don’t want to be one thing. They want the
freedom to be vulnerable and playful and serious, all under the same anonymous identity, without it
linking back to their real name.

What we expected: Users would miss like counts.
What actually happened: Users didn’t care about the numbers. They cared about the type

of reaction. "Someone said ’Same’" felt more meaningful than "5 people liked this." The qualitative
feedback created connection. The lack of numbers removed competition.

What we learned: Quantified validation is addictive, but it’s not necessary for connection.

6.3.4 The Rants Feature (Persistent Anonymous Identity)

Unlike SStories, Rants don’t expire. Users post questions and opinions that stay up indefinitely. But
they’re still anonymous. Your Rants alias is separate from your SStories alias and your real profile.

What we expected: Users would want Rants to be ephemeral like Stories.
What actually happened: Users wanted both. Ephemeral for confessions. Persistent for opinions.

They wanted to build reputation in Rants (helpful votes, quality answers) without revealing their real
identity.

What we learned: Different content types need different lifespans. Confessions should disappear.
Opinions should persist. The key is giving users control over which is which.
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6.4 What Didn’t Work
Not everything succeeded. Here’s what failed and why.

6.4.1 The Community Channels Discovery Problem

With no algorithm and no recommendation engine, discovering new channels was nearly impossible.
Users had to manually search or rely on friend recommendations.

What we expected: Users would appreciate the lack of algorithmic manipulation.
What actually happened: Users felt isolated. They wanted to find communities around their

interests but had no way to do so without an algorithm.
What we learned: Algorithms aren’t inherently bad. Engagement maximizing algorithms are bad.

We’re experimenting with opt in, transparent discovery tools that help users find communities without
manipulating them into endless scrolling.

6.4.2 The Moderation Challenge

With end to end encryption in some features and ephemeral content in others, moderation is hard. We
can’t review content after it expires. We can’t read encrypted messages.

What we expected: Community moderation and user blocking would be sufficient.
What actually happened: Harassment still happened. Users reported feeling unsafe in some

channels. Our tools weren’t enough.
What we learned: Privacy and safety are in tension. We’re still figuring out how to balance them.

Current approach: give users more control (better blocking tools, community level moderation, crisis
detection keywords) and also platform level surveillance.

6.5 What We Learned About Users
After months of building, testing, and iterating, here’s what we know for certain:

6.5.1 Users Want Contextual Identity, Not Total Anonymity

Users don’t want to be completely anonymous. They want to be anonymous to the world but consis-
tent within their chosen communities. They want to build reputation, relationships, and trust without
revealing their real identity.

The sweet spot: one persistent alias per context. You’re always "VelvetShadow" in SStories. You’re
always "CrimsonFox" in Rants. But those identities never link to your real name or to each other.

6.5.2 Users Want Ephemerality for Vulnerability, Permanence for Opinions

Confessions should disappear. Opinions should persist. Users want the freedom to be vulnerable without
permanent consequences, and the ability to build reputation through quality contributions.

The key is letting users choose which is which, not forcing one model on all content.

6.5.3 Users Don’t Trust Platforms

No matter what we said, no matter what we promised, users assumed we were lying. They assumed
we were collecting data. They assumed we would eventually sell out. Every platform starts with good
intentions. Most end up optimizing for growth over ethics. Users trust constraints, not promises curated
and topped with the best cherry.

6.5.4 Users Are Exhausted

The most common feedback we received: "I’m so tired." Tired of performing. "Tired of scrolling." "Tired
of feeling worse after using social media." " Tired of being manipulated."

People don’t want a better version of Instagram. They want something fundamentally different. They
want rest.
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6.6 The Path Forward
Cultur isn’t finished. It’s not perfect. It’s not even close to competing with the major platforms in terms
of users or features.

But it proves something important: the alternatives are possible. The technology exists. The users
want it. What’s missing is the will to build it at scale.

This chapter is the starting point and a proof of concept. Someone needs to build this properly.
Someone with resources. Someone with reach. Someone who can make it accessible to everyone, not just
early adopters willing to tolerate bugs and missing features.

The seven deadly sins of social media aren’t inevitable and we can choose differently.

6.7 The Point Isn’t the Features
Here’s what I need you to understand: SStories, Rants, anonymous channels, weekly rollovers, digital
gardens and the rest are basically not the answer. They’re not the features that will save social media.
They’re not even necessarily the features users want long term.

They’re a crack in the wall. A proof of concept. A demonstration that alternatives are possible.

6.7.1 We’re Not Building the Solution. We’re Exposing the Problem.

When I built the weekly rollover system that hard deletes all stories every Friday, I wasn’t claiming this
is how social media should work. I was proving that ephemerality is technically feasible.

When I built the contextual identity system that lets users be "VelvetShadow" in one context and
"CrimsonFox" in another, I wasn’t saying this is the perfect model. I was proving that platforms could
separate identity from content if they chose to. That you don’t need a single, permanent, searchable
profile to enable connection.

When I removed like counts and replaced them with qualitative reactions, I wasn’t claiming I’d solved
quantified validation. I was proving that engagement doesn’t require a scoreboard. That platforms could
measure connection without turning it into a competition.

The features aren’t the point. The possibility is the point.

6.7.2 This Is a Message to the Corporations

Meta. TikTok. X. Snap. YouTube. This chapter is for you.
You have billions of users. You have thousands of engineers. You have resources I can’t even imagine.

And you’re using all of that power to optimize for engagement, time on site and growth instead of using
it for wellbeing, user satisfaction and health.

Cultur isn’t competition. It’s a mirror.
Every feature I’ve built is something you could build better, faster, and at scale. You have the

technology. You have the talent. What you don’t have is the incentive.
These features are implementations of principles. The principles are what matter.
You don’t need to copy Cultur’s features. You need to adopt the principles behind them and then

build your own implementations, better than mine, at scale.

6.7.3 The Real Question

The question is "Why haven’t the major platforms built anything like this?"
You have had a decade to respond to the mental health crisis. You’ve had years of internal research

showing your platforms harm teenagers. You’ve had whistleblowers, lawsuits, congressional hearings,
and public outcry.

And your response has been more engagement optimization. More algorithmic amplification. More
features designed to keep users scrolling longer.

Cultur exists because you refused to build it.

6.7.4 Digital Garden: Reclaiming Intentional Consumption

The Digital Garden feature addresses a fundamental tension in modern internet use. There’s nothing
inherently wrong with wanting to see what’s happening around the world about global events, diverse
perspectives, and serendipitous discovery are natural human impulses. A thirty-minute scroll through
content can be relaxing, informative, even necessary for staying connected.
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The problem isn’t the scrolling itself. It’s the loss of control.
You open an app intending to spend ten minutes catching up. Three hours later, you realize you’ve

missed the deadline you set for yourself. You planned to read that article, call that friend, work on
that project. Instead, you scrolled. Not because you chose to, but because something you don’t fully
understand(an algorithm optimized for engagement, not your wellbeing), chose for you.

The Digital Garden offers a personal knowledge space where you curate, organize, and share content
on your own terms. Users create categories and collections that reflect their genuine interests learning
logs, project documentation, article collections, creative work. Content can be private (for personal
reference), unlisted (shareable via link), or public (discoverable by others). Wikilinks connect related
ideas, creating a web of knowledge rather than a linear feed.

Discovery happens through shared interests, not algorithmic amplification. Users can browse other
gardens for 30 minute sessions long enough to explore meaningfully, short enough to prevent endless
consumption. There are no like counts, no follower metrics, no engagement optimization. Just "resonated
with this"a private acknowledgment that someone’s work mattered to you.

This is a restoration of agency. You decide what to create, what to share, how long to browse. The
platform doesn’t decide for you. When thirty minutes pass, you’re gently reminded. You can continue if
you choose, but the choice is yours, not an algorithm’s.

The Digital Garden demonstrates that intentional consumption is possible. That you can explore
the world without losing yourself in it. That platforms can facilitate discovery without manufacturing
addiction.

It’s not perfect. It’s not the final answer. But it proves that another path exists. one where your
time, attention, and autonomy remain your own.

6.8 Why I Built Cultur
I didn’t set out to build a "wellness app" or the "new social media".I built Cultur because I was drowning
in the same shallow water as everyone else.

Short-form video had rewired my brain. I couldn’t finish a book chapter without checking my phone.
I couldn’t watch a full movie without scrolling. My attention span had been shredded into 15 second
fragments, and I didn’t even notice until I tried to do something that required sustained focus.

The irony? I was consuming more "content" than ever but retaining nothing. I could spend three
hours on TikTok and not remember a single video. I could scroll through hundreds of posts and feel
emptier than when I started.

Cultur emerged from a simple question: What if social media made you smarter instead of stupider?.
More self-aware instead of not knowing your next step and choosing comfort?

6.8.1 The Features Are Treatments, Not Gimmicks

Every feature in Cultur exists to solve a specific problem I experienced firsthand.
SStories: Rebuilding Attention Through Reading
The average TikTok is 15 seconds. The average Instagram Reel is 30 seconds. Your brain adapts. It

learns to expect dopamine hits in micro-bursts. Anything longer feels like work.
SStories forces a different pattern. Users write. Other users read. Not captions. Not tweets. Actual

paragraphs. Stories that take two, three, five minutes to read.
The weekly prompts create structure: "Moment of Truth" for vulnerability, "Tea & Drama" for chaos,

"Confession Booth" for secrets. Users engage with text, not video. They process narratives, not clips.
They build vocabulary depth because they’re reading diverse voices,

This is about retraining your brain to focus for more than thirty seconds. The anonymity removes
performance anxiety. The weekly rollover removes permanence pressure. What’s left is pure expression
and genuine reading.

After two weeks of using SStories, users reported something unexpected: they could finish articles
again. They could read without their thumb instinctively reaching for the scroll. The attention span
wasn’t gone. It was just buried under years of algorithmic conditioning.

Rants: Depth Over Speed
Rants is the opposite of hot takes. It’s designed for questions that matter and answers that require

thought.
You post a question. Other users respond with text, audio, or video opinions. But here’s the

difference: there’s no character limit. No time pressure. No race to be first. The best answers rise
through "helpful" votes, not engagement metrics.
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Users spend ten, fifteen, twenty minutes crafting responses. They cite sources. They share personal
experiences. They build arguments and so on.

The anonymity matters here too. You’re not building a personal brand. You’re not farming followers.
You’re contributing knowledge without the pressure of identity. Your reputation is built on the quality
of your thinking, not the size of your audience.

What we discovered: when you remove the incentive to be fast, people choose to be thoughtful. When
you remove the pressure to perform, people choose to be honest. Rants proved that social media can
reward depth instead of speed.

Digital Garden: Intentional Consumption, Not Algorithmic Captivity
As of now, its still a concept and has not been refined to its best of capabilities.
This is intentional consumption. You decide what to explore, how long to stay, when to leave. The

algorithm doesn’t decide for you.
Users reported something profound: they stopped feeling guilty about their screen time. Not because

they were using their phones less, but because they were using them deliberately. So it’s safe to say they
weren’t being used by the platform. They were using the platform.

6.8.2 This Is Detox by Design

Cultur isn’t trying to compete with TikTok or Instagram on their terms. It’s not trying to be more
addictive, more engaging, more viral.

It’s trying to be the opposite. A place where your attention span recovers. Where reading replaces
scrolling. Where depth replaces speed. Where you control your consumption instead of being consumed.

All the features are treatments for specific symptoms of platform addiction: fractured attention,
performative identity, algorithmic captivity, quantified validation.

Does it work perfectly? No. Are there gaps? Absolutely. But every user who uses this product tells
me they can finish a book again, they say they feel less anxious after using Cultur. This tells me exactly
what i need to know.

6.8.3 The Real Problem Isn’t Technology

Short-form video isn’t inherently evil or the algorithms are bad or Social media is inherently toxic.
The problem is incentives. Platforms optimize for engagement because engagement drives ad revenue.

They maximize time on site because time on site drives growth. They exploit psychological vulnerabilities
because exploitation drives profit.

Cultur proves that different incentives create different outcomes. When you optimize for user wellbe-
ing slightly over engagement, you get features that heal instead of harm. When you prioritize attention
restoration over attention capture, you build tools that make people smarter, not stupider.

The major platforms could build all of this tomorrow. They have the resources, talent and reach but
you know what will happen if they instantiate on this. Lets not even go there for now.

Cultur exists because they refused to build it. And it will keep existing until they do.

6.8.4 Beyond These Features

These are not the only tools in Cultur. The app includes other features, each designed to address the
real problems users face on traditional platforms.

The exhaustion from constant performance. The anxiety from permanent records. The guilt after
losing three hours to mindless scrolling. The inability to focus on anything longer than a TikTok. The
fear of being vulnerable. The addiction you can’t control. The feeling that you’re being manipulated
but can’t stop.

Every feature in Cultur targets one of these problems. Some help rebuild attention span and focus.
Others reduce anxiety and performance pressure. Some restore control over your time. Others create
safe spaces for honesty without permanent consequences.

Cultur proves that social media doesn’t have to make you feel worse.
The major platforms have the resources to build this at scale. They choose not to because their

business model depends on keeping you anxious, distracted, and scrolling.
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6.8.5 What Happens Next

One of two things will happen:
Option 1: The major platforms ignore this. They continue optimizing for engagement. The mental

health crisis worsens. Regulation eventually forces change, but only after years of harm and billions in
fines.

Option 2: The major platforms take the hint. They implement platform presence regulation. They
make ephemerality a choice. They limit(or maybe not) the push of quantitative metrics. They prioritize
wellbeing over brain rot and artificial engagement. They prove that ethical social media is possible at
scale. The funny part about all this is i absolutely know which option is more likely to be considered by
them. Do you?

But I’m building Cultur anyway. Because someone needs to show the crack in the wall. Someone
needs to prove that the alternatives exist. Someone needs to make it impossible for the corporations to
claim they didn’t know better.

This isn’t a product. It’s a protest.
This isn’t a business. It’s a blueprint.
This isn’t the solution. It’s a challenge.
The ball is in your court, BIG CO-operations( the investors and their puppets).
You have the resources to fix this. What you need now is the will to do it or you can keep optimiz-

ing for engagement while the mental health crisis worsens causing people to become identities of each
other(individuality fades away) and wait for regulation to force your hand.

Choose your poison

7 The Moderation Solution: AI Labels, Users Decide, Humans
Review

Content moderation doesn’t have to be a choice between corporate censorship and toxic chaos. AI
detects and labels. Users decide what they see. Humans review only what’s necessary.

7.1 The Core Principle
AI scans everything. AI removes nothing (except extreme violations). Users control their
own experience. With the current approach, AI automatically removes content it deems problematic,
but this creates two failures:

1. False positives: Medical discussions flagged as sexual content. Political satire flagged as hate
speech. Activism flagged as extremism.

2. Opacity: Users don’t know why content was removed. No explanation. No appeal. No account-
ability.

The solution: AI labels content. Users decide whether to view it.

7.2 How It Works: The Labeling System
7.2.1 Step 1: AI Scans All Content

AI analyzes every post, comment, image, and video for potential issues:

• Hate speech patterns: Slurs, dehumanizing language, calls for violence.

• Graphic content: Violence, gore, sexual content, self-harm.

• Harassment indicators: Targeted insults, doxxing, threats.

• Misinformation markers: False health claims, election fraud, conspiracy theories.

• Spam signatures: Repetitive posts, promotional links, bot behavior.

Critical distinction: The AI does not remove this content. It labels it.
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7.2.2 Step 2: AI Assigns Severity Levels

Not all flagged content is equally harmful. The AI categorizes violations into three tiers:

7.2.3 Tier 1: Extreme Violations (Auto-Remove)

Content that is universally illegal or immediately harmful:

• Child sexual abuse material (CSAM)

• Terrorism recruitment or planning

• Human trafficking

• Imminent threats of violence ("I’m going to kill [specific person] at [specific location] today")

• Sexual content (nudity)

Action: Immediate removal. No user decision or reports to authorities. Account suspended pending
investigation.

Why auto-remove? There’s no legitimate context where CSAM or terrorism is acceptable. Waiting
for user reports or human review creates unnecessary harm.

7.2.4 Tier 2: Potentially Harmful (Blur + Label)

Content that may violate guidelines but has contextual nuance:

• Hate speech (slurs, dehumanizing language)

• Graphic violence (war footage, accident videos)

• Self-harm content (cutting, eating disorders)

• Harassment (insults, targeted attacks)

• Misinformation (false health claims, conspiracy theories)

Action: Content is blurred with a warning label. Users decide whether to view it.
Example Label:

Content Warning

This post has been flagged by our AI for: Hate Speech

Reason: Contains language that may be dehumanizing or offensive.

AI Confidence: 78%

Context: Posted in #politics. Author has 47 helpful contributions.

What do you want to do?

[View Content] [Skip] [Report as Incorrect Flag]

Why blur instead of remove? Context matters. A medical discussion about self-harm isn’t the
same as promoting self-harm. A documentary about war isn’t the same as glorifying violence. A quote
containing a slur isn’t the same as using it as an attack. Users can judge context while AI cannot.

7.2.5 Tier 3: Borderline (Label Only, No Blur)

Content that may be low-quality or misleading but not harmful:

• Spam (promotional links, repetitive posts)

• Clickbait (misleading headlines)

• Low-effort content (memes, off-topic posts)

• Unverified claims (rumors, speculation)
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Action: Small label below the post. No blur. Content fully visible.
Example Label:

This post contains unverified claims. Consider checking multiple sources.

Why label instead of blur? This content isn’t harmful—it’s just low-quality. Users should see it
and make their own judgment.

7.2.6 Step 3: Users Decide

When a user encounters blurred content, they have three options:

1. View Content: Click to reveal. AI was wrong or context justifies viewing.

2. Skip: Move on. Don’t want to see it.

3. Report as Incorrect Flag: AI made a mistake. Send to human review.

User preferences:
Users can customize their experience:

• Auto-show all blurred content: "I trust my own judgment. Don’t blur anything."

• Auto-hide specific categories: "Always hide graphic violence. Always show political content."

• Adjust AI sensitivity: "Be more cautious" (blur more) vs. "Be less cautious" (blur less).

7.2.7 Step 4: High-Volume Reports Trigger Human Review

If many users report content (either as harmful or as incorrectly flagged), it escalates to human moder-
ators.

Escalation Triggers:

• 50+ user reports: "This content is harmful and should be removed."

• 20+ incorrect flag reports: "AI made a mistake. This shouldn’t be blurred."

• Rapid spread: Content shared 500+ times in 1 hour (potential viral misinformation).

• Pattern detection: Same user flagged 10+ times in 7 days (repeat offender).

7.3 Why This Works
7.3.1 Empowers Users

Users control their own experience. Want to see everything? Turn off blurring. Want to avoid graphic
content? Set preferences. You decide, not the platform.

7.3.2 Scales Without Surveillance

AI scans content for patterns, not for surveillance. It should not read your private messages. It should
not track your political views. It’s function is detecting violations in public posts and then lets you
decide what to do about them.

7.3.3 Maintains Accountability

High-volume reports trigger human review. Community juries make final decisions. All actions are
logged publicly. No black-box algorithms. No secret bans.
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7.4 Real-World Examples
7.4.1 Example 1: Political Satire Flagged as Hate Speech

Post: "These politicians are clowns. Literally destroying the country."
AI Analysis: Flagged for "dehumanizing language" (calling people "clowns"). Confidence: 65%.
Label:

Content Warning: Potentially Offensive Language

This post has been flagged for language that may be dehumanizing.

AI Confidence: 65% | Context: Posted in #politics

[View Content] [Skip] [Report Incorrect Flag]

User Decision: 90% of users click "View Content." 5% report as incorrect flag.
Outcome: After 20 incorrect flag reports, human review removes the blur. AI learns: "clowns" in

political context is satire, not hate speech.

7.4.2 Example 2: Graphic War Footage

Post: Video of bombing in Gaza. Shows injured civilians.
AI Analysis: Flagged for "graphic violence." Confidence: 92%.
Label:

Graphic Content Warning

This video contains graphic violence and may be disturbing.

AI Confidence: 92% | Context: Documentary footage from conflict zone

[View Content] [Skip]

User Decision: 40% view content (want to stay informed). 60% skip (don’t want to see graphic
images).

Outcome: Content stays blurred. Users who want to see it can. Users who don’t want to see it
don’t have to. No removal. No censorship.

7.4.3 Example 3: Medical Discussion Flagged as Self-Harm

Post: "I’ve been struggling with cutting. Therapy helped me stop. If you’re going through this, please
reach out for help."

AI Analysis: Flagged for "self-harm content" (mentions cutting). Confidence: 80%.
Label:

Sensitive Content: Self-Harm Discussion

This post discusses self-harm. It may be triggering for some users.

AI Confidence: 80% | Context: Support/recovery discussion

[View Content] [Skip] [Report Incorrect Flag]

User Decision: 70% view content (supportive message). 15% report as incorrect flag (this is helpful,
not harmful).

Outcome: After 15 incorrect flag reports, human review changes label to "Support Discussion"
instead of "Self-Harm Content." Content remains visible with less alarming label.

7.5 Example 4: Viral Misinformation
Post: "New study proves vaccines cause autism. Share before Big Pharma censors this!"

AI Analysis: Flagged for "health misinformation." Confidence: 95%. Shared 2,000 times in 3 hours.
Label:
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Unverified Health Claim

This post makes health claims that contradict scientific consensus.

AI Confidence: 95% | Fact-check: Multiple studies show no link between vaccines and autism.

[View Content] [Skip] [Report as Harmful]

User Reports: 200 users report as harmful misinformation.
Outcome: Escalated to human review. Jury votes 5/5 to add stronger warning label: "This post

contains false health information. Vaccines do not cause autism. Source: CDC, WHO, peer-reviewed
studies."

Content not removed (free speech), but clearly labeled (public health).

7.6 What Big Tech Should Do
7.6.1 Stop Auto-Removing Content

Unless it’s Tier 1 (illegal/extreme), let users decide. Blur it. Label it. Don’t delete it.

7.6.2 Make AI Decisions Transparent

Show users why content was flagged. Show confidence scores. Show context. Let users judge.

7.6.3 Let Users Control Their Experience

Give users preferences. Let them adjust AI sensitivity. Let them choose what to blur and what to show.

7.6.4 Publish Labeling Data

How often does AI flag content? How often are flags correct? How often do users report incorrect flags?
Make this data public. Let researchers audit it.

7.6.5 Fund Better AI

Current AI is trained on English language data from Western countries. It fails at detecting hate speech
in other languages. It fails at understanding cultural context. Invest in multilingual, culturally-aware
AI.

7.7 What Governments Should Require
7.7.1 Mandate Transparency

Platforms must show users why content was flagged. We do not want invisible suppression.

7.7.2 Require User Control

Platforms must give users the ability to adjust AI sensitivity and view blurred content. No forced
censorship.

7.7.3 Prohibit Auto-Removal (Except Tier 1)

Platforms cannot auto-remove content unless it’s illegal (CSAM, terrorism, etc.). Everything else must
be labeled, not deleted.

7.8 The Challenge
To platforms: Stop auto-removing content. Start labeling it. Let users decide.

To governments: Mandate transparency. Require user control. Prohibit secret algorithms.
To users: Demand the right to see flagged content. Demand explanations. Demand control.
Moderation labels, not bans. Transparency, not opacity. User control, not corporate control.
This is the way forward.
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7.9 The Path Forward: What Happens Next
.

Now the question is "what happens next?". My dear compatriots, we don’t know, but i do know
for sure that there will be a gradual percentage of change, and to me, that change is all that builds the
spark for the bigger picture.

8 The Reality Check
Let’s be honest about where we are:

• We’re not viral. Ethical tech doesn’t spread like outrage-optimized content. Growth is slow.

• We’re not perfect. Features are incomplete. Bugs exist. Moderation is manual. The AI makes
mistakes.

• We’re not guaranteed to succeed. Most startups fail. Most ethical tech projects fail faster.

But here’s what we have accomplished:

• We documented the approach. Every design decision, every trade-off, every line of code
is a bearing we are considering of providing and an open source resource(but we have gathered
information from the beta testers and they stated it should rather be closed, and we build on it
and iterate. We are still considering, but in the meantime, we are focused on getting this change
working for the betterment of the future generation.

• We raised the bar. Big Tech can no longer claim that exploitation is the only way. We’ve shown
the alternative. Now they have to justify why they won’t build it.

The goal was never to replace Facebook. It was to make Facebook’s current model indefensible.

9 What Needs to Happen
For ethical tech to succeed, five things must change:

9.1 1. Users Must Demand Better
The biggest obstacle is the habit of users.

People complain about Instagram making them feel inadequate, then scroll for three hours. They
rage about X’s toxicity, then check it 50 times a day. They know TikTok is manipulating them, but they
can’t stop watching.

Why? Because these platforms are designed to be addictive. Quitting requires effort. Staying
requires nothing.

What you can do:

• Try alternatives or detox. Download Cultur. Explore indie platforms. They’re not perfect, but
they’re not exploiting you.

• Tell others. When someone complains about social media, don’t just nod. Share alternatives.
Spread the word.

The hard truth: If users don’t leave toxic platforms, those platforms have no incentive to change.
Your attention is their revenue.
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9.2 2. Developers Must Build Alternatives
One app won’t fix the internet. We need an ecosystem of ethical alternatives. Also the grand apps can
still instill these solutions we cry about everyday.

What you can do:

• Fork our code. Cultur’s codebase is open-source (or will be). Take it. Improve it. Build your
own version.

• Share your tools. Built a moderation system? Open-source it. Designed a privacy-first archi-
tecture? Document it. We all benefit when knowledge is shared.

• Not all VC funding is acceptable. If your goal is user wellbeing, some venture capital firms
will corrupt it or may not. Make wise and well-informed decisions. Some other alternatives maybe
seeking grants, or donations.

The opportunity: Big Tech is vulnerable and users are exhausted. This is the moment to build
alternatives.

9.3 3. Researchers Must Study What Works
We don’t know if our approach works at scale. We need data.

What you can do:

• Study ethical platforms. How do users behave on chronological feeds vs. algorithmic feeds?
Does ephemeral content reduce anxiety? Does community moderation work better than corporate
moderation?

• Publish findings. Academic papers matter. They influence policy, funding, and public opinion.

• Propose better systems. We’ve outlined one approach to moderation (AI labels, users decide,
humans review). Can you design something better? Test it. Share it.

• Measure harm. Quantify the mental health impact of engagement optimization. Quantify the
radicalization pipeline. Make the invisible visible.

The gap: Most research studies Big Tech’s platforms. We need research on alternatives. What
works? What fails? Why?

9.4 4. Regulators Must Act (Carefully)
Regulation can help or harm. The difference is in the details.

What governments should do:

• Mandate transparency. Require platforms to publish moderation decisions, engagement metrics,
and algorithmic logic. No black boxes.

• Require user control. Users must be able to turn off algorithmic feeds, adjust AI sensitivity,
and export their data.

• Ban dark patterns. Infinite scroll, auto-play, and manipulative notifications should be illegal.

• Prohibit data exploitation. Selling user data without explicit informed consent should be a
crime and not a business model, unless the company offering the service explicitly states it in the
terms and conditions. In this situation, you, the human are to be blamed because you skipped that
bulky written crap....(read before you check. Little advice)

• Fund public alternatives. Governments fund public broadcasting. Why not public social media?
Non-profit, open-source, democratically governed.

• Harmonize illegal content definitions. Create international agreements on CSAM, terrorism,
and human trafficking. Stop forcing platforms to enforce contradictory national laws.

What governments should NOT do:
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• Don’t mandate surveillance. Laws requiring automated content scanning (like the EU’s pro-
posed Chat Control) kill privacy-first platforms.

• Don’t ban encryption. Governments want backdoors. Backdoors make everyone less safe.

• Don’t regulate small platforms like Big Tech. A 10-person startup can’t comply with the
same rules as Meta. Tiered regulation matters.

The risk: Bad regulation can entrench Big Tech by making compliance too expensive for competitors.
Good regulation levels the playing field.

9.5 5. Investors Must Change Incentives
Venture capital demands exponential growth. Exponential growth demands engagement optimization.
Engagement optimization demands exploitation.

What needs to change:

• Accept smaller returns. Ethical tech won’t make you a billionaire. It might make you comfort-
able. That should be enough.

• Support public benefit corporations. B Corps and non-profits prioritize mission over profit.
Fund them.

The challenge: Capitalism rewards extraction. Ethical tech requires a different model. We need
patient capital, mission-driven investors, and cooperative structures.

10 Three Possible Futures

10.1 Future 1: Big Tech Reforms (Unlikely)
Meta, Google, and X realize that exploitation is unsustainable. They implement chronological feeds,
remove engagement optimization, and give users control. Regulation forces transparency. Lawsuits force
accountability

Probability: 10%
Why unlikely: Their entire business model is built on engagement optimization. Removing it would

crater ad revenue. Shareholders would revolt. Executives would be fired.
What would make it happen: Mass user exodus. Devastating lawsuits. Regulatory threats. A

competitor proving that ethical tech can be profitable.

10.2 Future 2: Ethical Alternatives Thrive (Possible)
Platforms like Cultur, and others grow slowly but steadily. Users exhausted by Big Tech migrate to
alternatives. Developers build an ecosystem of ethical tools. Researchers prove that these platforms
improve mental health. Regulators support them with grants and favorable policies.

Big Tech doesn’t disappear, but it loses dominance. The internet becomes decentralized again with
many small platforms instead of a few giants.

Probability: 30%
Why possible: The backlash against Big Tech is real. Users are tired, developers are motivated,

and the technology exists.
What would make it happen: Continued growth of alternatives. High profile endorsements.

Media coverage. Viral moments that drive adoption.

10.3 Future 3: Nothing Changes (Likely)
Big Tech makes superficial reforms—a new "wellbeing dashboard," a tweaked algorithm, a PR campaign
about "responsibility." Users complain but don’t leave. Regulators pass toothless laws. Alternatives
remain niche. The exploitation continues.

Probability: 60%
Why likely: Inertia is powerful. Habits are hard to break. Network effects lock users in. Big Tech

has infinite resources to fight regulation and crush competitors.
What would prevent it: A catastrophic scandal. A mass movement. A technological breakthrough

that makes ethical alternatives easier to use than exploitative ones.
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11 What You Can Do Right Now
Don’t wait for Big Tech to change. Don’t wait for regulators to act. Don’t wait for someone else to build
the future.

11.1 If You’re a User:
1. This month: Try an ethical alternative or a detox. Cultur or another.

2. This year: Convince three people to do the same. Network effects work both ways.

11.2 If You’re a Developer:
1. This month: Contribute to an ethical tech project. Fix a bug. Add a feature. Write documen-

tation.

2. This year: Build your own ethical alternative. Or fork ours. The world needs more options.

11.3 If You’re a Researcher:
1. This week: Identify one research question about ethical tech. (Does ephemeral content reduce

anxiety? Does community moderation scale?)

2. This month: Design a study. Reach out to platforms for data access.

3. This year: Publish findings. Influence policy. Change the conversation.

11.4 If You’re a Regulator:
1. This week: Read this document. Understand what’s possible.

2. This month: Draft transparency requirements. Mandate user control. Ban dark patterns.

3. This year: Pass meaningful legislation. Fund public alternatives. Hold Big Tech accountable.

11.5 If You’re an Investor:
1. This week: Evaluate your portfolio. Are you funding exploitation?

2. This month: Divest from toxic platforms. Invest in ethical alternatives.

3. This year: Fund a public benefit corporation. Accept smaller returns. Prioritize mission over
profit.

12 The Long-Term Vision
If ethical tech becomes mainstream, what does the internet look like in 10 years?

12.1 Privacy as Standard
End-to-end encryption everywhere. Local-first storage. No tracking. No surveillance. Privacy should be
the baseline.

12.2 Wellbeing Over Engagement
Features are designed to help you connect ethically and not keep you hooked. Time limits are built-in
and are not hidden in settings.

12.3 Ethical AI
AI should assist and never manipulate. It should label content and censor only when necessary. It should
serve users and not advertisers.
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12.4 Abuse of trend
There have been situations where, when trends are introduced, they seem productive and captivating for
a certain period and later on turn into a hazard which destroys people’s perspectives of themselves, get
them comparing themselves with others, which then forms the concept of homogenization, envy others
they see and want same lifestyle as those people which in 50% of the time is fake. Compare the people
around them(family) with others who are doing better than them, which causes disputes between the
parties. I can continue listing many more of these incidents.

13 The Final Question
This document has outlined the problems and proposed solutions. But it all comes down to one question:

Do you believe the internet can be better?
If the answer is no or if you think exploitation is inevitable, if you think users will never leave, if you

think Big Tech is too powerful to challenge, then close this document. Nothing will change.
But if the answer is yes, if you believe that technology can serve humanity instead of extracting from

it, if you believe that alternatives are possible, if you believe that collective action can shift power, then
act.

During the course of writing this paper, i noticed there are a lot of findings here which many or if
not majority of people would not relate or find convincing and might surely disagree with most of my
takes. I would love feed-back and want to hear your own opinion on this matter. In other to reach out
to me/team, you visit or website or contact us on the email at the end of this document.

• Demand transparency.

• Fund ethical projects.

• Spread the word.

The internet we have is the internet we tolerate. If we tolerate exploitation, we’ll get more exploita-
tion. If we demand better, we might just get it.

14 What Happens to Cultur?
We don’t know.

Maybe we grow. Maybe we fail. Maybe we get acquired and compromised. Maybe we stay small and
sustainable. Maybe someone forks our code and builds something better.

But here’s what we know for certain:
We proved it’s possible.
All our features and many more turn to solve the problems media users cry about every single day.

If we shut down tomorrow, the proof remains.
Big Tech can no longer say, "There’s no alternative." We built one. Now they have to explain why

they won’t.
There are more topics i left out concerning the extremity of comfort and how these people have found

the key to deliver non-stop dopamine hits so you never see it as a virus but rather entertainment. They
never tell you about the balance and the type of effect that comes your way if you propagate in one
direction. They never tell you how the after effects of dopamine leads to cognitive impairment, burnout,
and procrastination.

Users after sessions using the scrolling feeds for long periods of time often feel down and unmotivated
most of the time but they mostly source it out and term it as ’it will pass’, ’ i am tired, let me take a
rest’ maybe its just long time on the screen’ and mostly it is the case but this turns you brain into a
machine which endlessly requires that high score of dopamine you once hit. its like a game. you reach a
certain level and in case you loose and get dropped to a lower level, you try to attain the position you
were once in regardless of the circumstances(I can certianly be sure that majority of the readers have
experienced these situations in different aspects of their lives aswell).

As that builds up, it makes you never require for less of it and captures you in that bubble where
anything else like, for example, productive work, or moving outside with the dog, or doing some errands,
feels boring even though it isn’t. When you do any of the labelled boring task, you don’t attain same
level as you did while scrolling(scary). When this compounds up in the long run, you don’t run your
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mind and self anymore but rather the things that gave you the most of pleasure and satisfaction do.
Everything else is seen as a burden till a point where even thinking for yourself can be categorised as a
burden.

Wake up, take control of yourself and mind. Find the balance between comfort and ennui because
only those who understand how, will see why.

15 The End (Or the Beginning)
Take it. Use it. Improve it. Build on it.

The internet doesn’t belong to the co-operations pushing harmful ideas and indoctrination to people
who are most vulnerable.
Let’s take it back. Do you think we can or no?. Contact me at the email you find below.
concerning the work and every researched analysis i covered, i do infact know there is lots of 
redundant data and variables and i apologise for that but the main focus here for me is to get the 
story out for users and readers to see the clearer picture and not come out with the best of 
representation bigger labs will do. Remember this is just a message and nothing really more of that. 

Peace.
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