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a b s t r a c t 

Social media has captured a large share of the public sphere at a pace far quicker than any other means of 
communication did in the past, but the initial techno-optimism that marked this ascent has recently started 
giving way to critical assessments of its wide-ranging effects. In this article, we argue that just as there is a 
need to assess and highlight its many ills, there is also an urgent need to foster and expand discussion on what 
a healthier version of social media could look like. We examine social media from the perspective of its three 
constituent parts, namely social networks, communication within these networks and the platforms that enable 
them. Subsequently, we argue that social media as an idea should be reimagined independently of the limited 
group of platforms that currently monopolize it. To that end, we discuss alternative models such as federated, 
blockchain-based and public-service social media platforms, and the measures required to ensure a level playing 
field for their emergence. 
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Social media, heralded in its infancy for giving a voice to the voice-
ess, for connecting the world as a whole, and as a multiplier for democ-
acy and truth [1–4] is now derided by many for facilitating the spread
f disinformation [5 , 6] , acting as a tool for radicalization [7–9] , hijack-
ng user attention [10 , 11] , and for using a business model built on inva-
ion of user privacy [12 , 13] . There is thus an urgent need to foster and
xpand discussion on what a healthier version of social media could be
14] . Such a discussion has to start with an evaluation of social me-
ia’s lofty initial promise that needs to be maximized and its recently
ncovered harms that need to be minimized. 

he promise of social media 

There are manifest and clear benefits to using social media that ac-
rue to individuals and society at large [15] . For individual users, social
edia can serve as a link to both local and international communities,

mprove their sense of connectedness, help them to build social capi-
al and profit from the resources of their own social networks [1 , 4 , 16] .
t can provide access and communication tools for cultural movements,
dvocacy groups, political parties, and even governments. See, for exam-
le, social media effects on Arab spring [17] or the umbrella movement
n Hong Kong [18] . See Singer & Brooking [19] for a detailed discussion
n the political power of social media and its impact on society. Addi-
ionally, social media can also be of help to disaster management and
mergency services [20] . At the moment of writing, more than four bil-
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ion people use a social media service [21] . The sheer number of users
nd the countless hours being spent on these platforms [21 , 22] under-
ine the notion that people find value in using social media. 

A variety of psychological and sociological research has examined
hy people use social media. One prominent approach is the ‘uses and
ratification’ theory. This theory finds its origin, among others, in Herta
erzog’s observations on why people listened to radio shows in the
940s [23] and was formalized later in the 1970s [24] . The key idea
f uses and gratification theory is as follows: humans have basic needs
hich can be satisfied by technology use (gratification through tech-
ology use). It has been observed that using social media can result
n gratification of basic social needs and also gratification of needs to
elf-promote own projects and so forth [25–27] . Several works have pro-
osed varying lists of usage motives [27–29] . The gratification of social
eeds represents a powerful usage motive, because social media, at its
est, allows meaningful communication between people and helps to
stablish social capital [2 , 4] . Establishing social capital helps users to
ave wider outreach on the social media platforms, which falls in line
ith another gratification/usage motive, namely using social media as a

ool to experience utilitarian gratification likely linked to power motives
28] . 

Related ideas come from personality psychology: here, scientists
ave tried to understand if and to what extent certain personality traits
re linked to using social media. For instance, it has been shown that
ocial media users are a bit more extraverted than non-users [30–32] ,
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nd extraverted persons are also known to have higher needs for social
nteractions [33] . Thus, more extraverted individuals are likely to use
ocial media to satisfy their need of having social interactions suggest-
ng an overlap between theories from personality psychology and the
ses and gratification theory [34] . In summary, it is clear that social
edia helps to build social capital [35] and offers a number of benefits

o individuals [1 , 4] , organizations [36 , 37] and social movements [2 , 3]
hat are worth preserving. 

he blight in the business model 

Social media has grown much too fast, and the initial techno-
ptimism has recently started giving way to critical assessments of its
ide-ranging drawbacks. Much of this critique can be traced to mone-

ization of surveillance capacities [13] as the prevalent business model
nderlying most social media companies. This model entails that users
xchange their personal data for usage allowance of a platform. The data
hus collected is used to predict manifold psycho-social characteristics
n a fine granular level, which in turn is used for advertisements that
ain in value by employing microtargeting and personalized persuasion
38 , 39] . For empirical insights into the effectiveness of psychological
argeting see exemplary works by Matz et al. [40] and Zarouali et al.
39] . Monetization of the deep insights into the lives of social media
sers gained from their digital footprints has made tech-giants such as
eta (formerly known as Facebook) among the richest companies in the
orld. The platforms’ vested interest in maximizing both the collection
f a user’s personal data and the display of advertisements has led over
any years of AB-testing to highly immersive online-platforms designed

o foster long online stays and high engagement on the part of the users
41] . 

The dark side of the data business model behind social media services
as become apparent over time. For instance, design elements such as
ersonalized news-feeds might not only lead to addictive use of social
edia services, but might also create political filter bubbles among some

f the users [14] , thus putatively narrowing the world view especially
f those users who get news exclusively via social media [42] . This busi-
ess model also pays little regard to widely treasured notions of privacy
nd abuses it as a matter of course [38 , 43] . Additionally, it has been ob-
erved that algorithms driving engagement can enrage people [11 , 44]
nd it is well known that fake news represents a tremendous problem
n social media platforms [45 , 46] . Recent political ramifications such
s the storming of the US-capitol in the aftermath of the last US presi-
ential elections [47] , where social media is known to have played an
mportant role [48] , have put the spread of fake news under even greater
potlight. Lastly, as social media is controlled by private corporations,
ndependent researchers have only very limited or no access to data and
lgorithms that they require to study other dangerous tendencies in so-
ial media usage [49–51] 

The only way forward seems to be to expand discussion on what
 healthier and better version of social media could be. This could be
imed at pushing, through suggestion and legislation, the currently as-
endant platforms to adopt better practices. At the same time, any such
iscussion also has to aim at the creation of a truly competitive environ-
ent that allows new startups trying out new ideas to flourish. 

ncoupling social media networks, communication and platforms

We find it helpful to examine social media from the perspective of
ts constituent parts, namely networks, communication that happens
hrough those networks, and the platforms that enable them. Social me-

ia networks refer to the community of people linked together through
nline tools. Social media communication includes not only the messages
xchanged between people but also the user-generated content and the
ngagement with this content by other users. Social media platforms refer
roadly to the set of companies and tools that enable online social net-
orks and communications. We use these three dimensions as they were
2 
ound to be the most helpful in organizing the issues under discussion
n this article. However, we consider this neither to be an exhaustive
or the only possible ontology of the various facets of social media. The
arger point we wish to make is that examining social media as a whole
ften becomes a nebulous exercise and splitting the discussion into its
onstituent (interdependent but dissociable) parts provides a better van-
age point on its myriad problems. 

ocial media networks are small world networks, we need to limit the 

utreach! 

Social media platforms profess that their ultimate goal is to connect
veryone together in a social network (with the aim to harvest a maxi-
um of digital footprints) but there are some perils that may be intrinsic

o connecting large groups of humans [52] . The graph that results from
he “friendship connections ” in social networks can be described as a
small world network ” [53] . This leads to the effect that everybody is
onnected to everyone else with just a few steps and, importantly, some
odes (users) in the network come to have far more edges (connections)
han the average user. But this also means that the whole network struc-
ure is dependent on these hyperconnected users with disproportionate
umber of edges, who are often also hyperactive, and are therefore cen-
ral to the flow of communication [11] . Having such power over in-
ormation flow is one reason why so many people want to become in-
uencers and why hyper-active users are causing so much problems in
ocial networks [11] . For instance, the spread of fake news has been
ttributed to only a few highly connected and hyper-active users [54] .
n contrast to the early vision of web 2.0 that was aimed at allowing
verybody to speak out, today only few have the power to be heard on
ocial media. 

While the content distributed on social media is very fluid and
hanges quickly, social networks are quite slow and stable. The friend-
hip connections change over time but without any action by the user,
he network of friends and followers will be the same today as they were
esterday. One solution to change the existing power structures that are
onopolized by a few hyperactive users and to distribute the control

ver information flow across many users is to make the network more
ynamic. This can, for example, be achieved by limiting the outreach
i.e., the number of edges/connections) a single user can have. To guar-
ntee that everybody can still connect to everyone else, connections be-
ond this limit should be made dynamical – in the resulting constantly
hanging cascade networks, the sub-graphs could be reconnected. 

ocial media communication is an echo-chamber, we need more diverse 

iscussions! 

If we see social media from the perspective of flow of information,
here are clear and well-studied negative effects that result from the
ay communication happens on social media [55 , 56] . Users can end
p in interconnected echo chambers where they reinforce each other’s
re-existing attitudes by seeing and discussing similar, attitude-aligning
ontent over and over again [56] . Different opinions are presented but
ostly filtered through partisan comments of other accounts from the

ame echo-chamber. Additionally, what goes “viral ” in the end is the
ost simplistic version of any public opinion carefully tailored with

motional triggers [57] . Surely, sometimes virality caused by the rec-
mmendation systems can be desirable, e.g., when the best cat meme
eaches everyone who is interested in cats. But such viral content is
lso competing with, and presumably reducing the outreach of all the
ther relevant content because it is put into one’s ‘personalized feed’ or

timeline’. In political settings, it has been shown that these dynamics
an lead to polarization [56] . Social media communication, as curated
y the major platforms, has thus become very similar to the rainbow
ress, transferring everything in simple and often scandalous messages.
s a possible solution, instead of recommendation systems pushing vi-
al content, social media communication could be explicitly tailored to
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a  
rioritize content for diverse interests differentiated by topics, regions
nd consciously chosen preferences. This could be done by including
iversity as a necessity in recommendation algorithms and giving users
etter and meaningful control over what appears in their feed. 

ocial media platforms are over-fitting recommendation systems, we need 

o change the optimization target! 

As discussed previously, many of the problems caused by social me-
ia platforms can be traced to their business model. The incentive to
nd out which advertisements fit to which user has meant that platforms
ry to maximize interaction at all costs. Social media platforms are us-
ng machine learning algorithms to predict which content will likely be
most relevant ” for the user. But relevance here falls down to a simple
etric: interaction. Social platforms count all the likes, shares, retweets

tc. and try to match the content to the users in a way that the fre-
uency of interaction is maximized – an approach coined “meaningful
nteraction ”. From the companies’ perspective, this approach maximizes
evenue – more interactions reveal more preferences of the user and
lso lead to more time to show advertising. From the user perspective,
meaningful interaction ” seems to present content that might capture
ttention at first glance but is essentially shallow – fast reactions are
ncouraged over thoughtful replies; content that triggers the user seems
o be highlighted. The final result of this “meaningful interaction ” is,
nnecessary and often negative, excitement, arousal, and commotion
55] . 

It is also important to note that the automated recommendation sys-
ems used by the social platforms are producing these results without
ny human intervention. Especially deep learning has been very effi-
ient in finding complex patterns in content and users’ meta-data that
an be harvested without even understanding what the pattern is. Algo-
ithms from the field of computer vision can label pictures and videos
nd find similarities. Big models like GPT-3 and BERT from the field of
atural language processing are capable of revealing very subtle patterns
n written or spoken content [58] . The better these algorithms work to
rigger the users, the more obvious it becomes that these systems seem
estined to follow a vicious cycle – they are trained on the interactions
f the users that were already manipulated by the recommendation sys-
em [11] . This reinforcement loop makes these algorithms very efficient
n maximizing user interaction in the interest of the platform’s business
odel. Using a term from the machine learning community, social plat-

orms are massively “over-fitting ” the signal of users’ preferences. In-
tead of focusing on the so-called “meaningful interaction ”, algorithms
ould instead be trained to present content that triggers “healthy behav-
or ” [14] like long-reads, lasting friendships, and nontoxic debates. 

lternative approaches to social media 

While the currently dominant platforms can and should reform them-
elves, it is doubtful whether a healthier social media could ever be built
hile keeping the structures and incentives under which their parent

ompanies operate. A more effective alternative could be to emancipate
he idea of social media from the currently prevailing companies, take
 new path and look for alternative models of running and structuring
ocial media networks and platforms. Below, we list some of the alter-
atives that incorporate a range of structural solutions for the problems
f social media networks, communications and platforms. 

ederated social networks 

Federated Social Networks (FSNs; sometimes also referred to as De-
entralized Online Social Networks, or DOSNs) are decentralized, open-
ource, ad-free, community owned online social media platforms that
ave emerged as the most favored alternative form of social media
59] . They differ from the prevailing social media platforms in multiple
nd meaningful ways [60–62] . Firstly, their decentralized nature does
3 
way with dependency on any single, centralized entity. Secondly, they
re based on open-source protocols and software which ensures trans-
arency and gives a far wider range of developers the opportunity to
nnovate and try newer models and ideas. Importantly, the underlying
ode being open-source also means that algorithms that decide what ap-
ears in a user’s feed are not secret and proprietary but open for anyone
o examine. Thirdly, they tend to be crowdfunded and ad-free and hence
re able to provide better control and ownership of personal data to the
ser and of creative content to the creator. Fourthly, they tend to be
ommunity owned and put the responsibility of operation and content
oderation on the community of users. 

A range of standards, software and services have been developed
o facilitate FSNs. Fediverse refers to the ensemble of interconnected
ervers and services used for social media, microblogging, and other web
ctivities [63] . These services, while independently hosted, can commu-
icate with each other using open standards and protocols. The domi-
ant open standard used in the Fediverse is ActivityPub [64] , which is
he official W3C (World Wide Web Consortium) recommended protocol
or decentralized social networking. It provides a client to server API for
reating, updating and deleting content, as well as a federated server to
erver API for delivering notifications and content [64] . 

Arguably the best iteration of FSNs that implement ActivityPub is
astodon [62 , 63] , which is an open-source decentralized social media

latform. Importantly, Mastodon doesn’t function as a single web entity
ut instead as interoperable code deployed across multiple websites. De-
elopers are free to create and run their own server of their own version
referred to as an ‘instance’) of Mastodon. Every instance is owned, op-
rated and moderated by the people that created it. Most instances tend
o be crowdfunded, ad-free and community-owned. A user can create
nd store their account on any of the instances, and still freely commu-
icate with users of other independently-owned instances. How decen-
ralization affects the emergent dynamics of the social network has only
ecently become an active subject of research. It has been shown, for in-
tance in the case of Mastodon, that this federated nature gives a unique
tructure to the resulting social network and the social interactions that
ollow [61 , 62] . 

eb 3.0 and blockchain based social networks 

A federated approach to internet is not novel. The first iteration of
nternet, termed Web 1.0, was an entirely decentralized affair — an in-
erconnected multitude of computers and servers that could communi-
ate with each other using various open protocols and standards without
he need for centralized and walled structures. However, interaction be-
ween the static, read-only webpages of Web 1.0 was mostly limited to
yperlinking. Web 2.0, the next and current iteration, enabled users to
nteract with and produce content for the web, which in turn enabled
ctivities such as online shopping and social media. However, much of
eb 2.0 has come to be captured by centralized walled gardens such

s Meta, Google, Amazon and Netflix [21] with their control and man-
gement vested in a small group of people whose only incentive is the
aximization of shareholder profits. 

The problem remains as to how the affairs of an internet service be
anaged and decisions taken without appointing private companies or

ny centralized group of humans as the ‘custodians of truth’. Web 3.0 (or
eb3), the proposed third iteration of the internet, suggests a powerful

lternative for control and management of internet services with the use
f blockchain and cryptographic technologies [65] . The technology be-
ind blockchain and cryptocurrencies relies on a decentralized network
f computers that can validate and record transactions without human
udgement or oversight by a centralized intermediary. This can be built
nto internet services to enable them to function in a trustless (with-
ut the need of a trusted intermediary) and permissionless (without the
eed of a controlling governing body) manner [66 , 67] . 

A social media platform can be built as a decentralized app (termed
 DApp) based on a blockchain system [68] . While the associated soft-
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are can provide typical social media functionalities, the control of the
App can be automated through smart contracts pre-written into the
lockchain. For instance, such a DApp might issue tokens that repre-
ent ownership to the actual users of the system in accordance with
heir participation and adherence to the pre-written rules of the system.
t suggests a model for a truly decentralized platform that runs with-
ut human intervention or control by any single entity and puts user
overeignty and transparency as its primary goals [67] . 

Steemit [69] offers a partial example of what a Web 3.0 social media
latform looks like in practice. It is a decentralized app (or a DApp)
or social media and blogging based on the Steem blockchain, and uses
he STEEM cryptocurrency to reward users for their activity and the
ontent they generate. Upvotes given by the community of users to a
pecific media post decide the payout of those posts. Steemit’s ‘curation
ewards’ (rewarding users for finding relevant content that gets upvoted
y others) also offers a promising option for decentralized community
oderation. 

The other major impact of blockchain in the social media domain is
ikely to be for authentication of the original creator of a digital good
70 , 71] , whether that’s a text, an image or a video. Automated contracts
such as Non-Fungible Tokens) attached to a digital good that do not
equire any central authority to approve their terms and execution, have
merged as a unique form of digital rights management [70] . Pre-agreed
ules can be written into the contract for a digital good which can then
ove freely between various social networks or streaming sites, while,

or instance, the original content-creator gets compensated for every sale
r reuse. 

Similarly, Web 3.0 offers new solutions for authentication of users
nd the verification of the origin of a specific social media post which
ecomes all the more important in an idealized future where users
nd their posts move freely between various decentralized social media
latforms [65 , 70 , 71] . This would further aid FSNs because the means
hrough which a social media post was received can be separated from
he capacity to check the veracity of its origin. 

ublic service social networks 

Social media platforms remain free for the users, but as the internet
ruism goes, “if it’s free, you are the product ”. Much as the monetiza-
ion of surveillance is not desirable [13] , money and resources required
eeded for running social media platforms have to come from some-
here. Alternative payment models are hence an important part of any
iscussion to restart social media. WhatsApp, in its initial years, offered
 fair and exemplary monetary model. It was free for the first year,
ith a quite minimal $0.99 fee charged once every subsequent year.
he company neither showed advertisements, nor sold data to private

nterests. The fee was fair and affordable for users and sustainable for the
ompany. But soon after the company was acquired by Meta in 2014,
his model was predictably discontinued. At the same time, there are
ownsides to alternatives that require direct payment by users. It re-
ains unclear, now that users are used to social media platforms being

free’, how many would be willing to pay directly with their own money
72 , 73] and how many would rather keep paying with their personal
ata. It does not seem desirable to split the public into those who can
fford digital privacy and those who can’t. 

One possible solution might be to expand the definition of public
ervice media to include social media [74 , 75] . If social media can right-
ully be seen as a public utility essential to democratic functioning, it
tands well within the stated objectives and mandates of public service
roadcasting laws in most liberal democracies [74] . Public broadcasters
re funded in a variety of ways, which allow them to work solely for
ublic service, from an obligatory television license fee, individual con-
ributions, government funding and limited advertising. As discussed
arlier, many of the problems associated with social media arise from
he business model of maximizing engagement and selling surveillance
o advertisers. A public digital social network would not have many of
4 
he problems of private social media companies simply by the virtue of
ot having their business model – no advertisers to maximize engage-
ent for and sell data to, and no investors pushing for growth at any

ost. 

nsuring a level playing field for new services 

In practice, realization of any idea for restarting social media would
rst require a well-functioning marketplace of ideas that ensures that
ew services are given a fair chance in their competition with the es-
ablished players. However, as things stand, the idea of social media
as been captured by a handful of monopolies, which renders the larger
andscape hostile to emergence of new iterations of what social media
ould be. There is an urgent need to weaken monopolistic network ef-
ects and data silos enjoyed by existing platforms. A number of concrete
athways exist to achieve this. 

reaking up the monopolies 

In the United States, in late 2020, the Federal Trade Commission and
6 state attorney generals launched an antitrust lawsuit against Meta
eeking to break up the monopolistic conglomerate by forcing the com-
any to divest from Instagram and WhatsApp [76] . It is, however, ex-
ected to take a long time to come to fruition. Besides, breaking up the
onopoly in this case would do little to solve the problem of data si-

os and network reinforcement effects as each of the separating entities
Facebook, Whatsapp, Instagram) is already large enough on its own. 

etting free the flow of users and data 

The more potent way out might be to emancipate the idea of social
edia – as a dialogic media form that allows people to gather online

or shared interests – from social media companies (Facebook, Twitter,
tc.) by breaking the walled gardens of private platforms and encour-
ging data and users to flow between different platforms [77] . This can
e done by requiring data portability, platform interoperability and del-
gatability, which in turn would ensure a level-playing field for newer
ervices and a wider range of choices for users. 

Data portability refers to the right of users to take their social identity
nd the social content they created and move it to a competing network.
his lowers the cost of switching platforms as the users don’t have to
tart from scratch on a new network [78] . 

Platform interoperability , as defined by the UK Competition and Mar-
ets Authority (CMA) is “the ability of platforms to exchange data and
ifferent forms of functionality across their services. ” Put simply, it aims
o open up live exchange of information across platforms by requiring
 dominant platform to let users of a competing startup to interact with
ts own users and services, and share content across both networks [77] .
n practical terms, most existing social networks share a core set of fea-
ures which might differ in branding but are essentially the same. The
latforms could be required by regulators to maintain this core set of
eatures in commonly-agreed standard formats that would work on any
latform allowing user-generated content to move across platforms as
er the wish of the user [79 , 77] . 

Delegatability refers to the ability of users to use a third-party custo-
ial service to manage their privacy settings, content, and online inter-
ctions across multiple platforms [80] . 

The initial steps in this direction have already been taken in many
ountries. The ACCESS (Augmenting Compatibility and Competition by
nabling Service Switching) act, a bill introduced by a bipartisan group
f senators in the United States Senate, takes several important steps
owards portability, interoperability and delegatability [81] . The legis-
ation directs public bodies (such as the Federal Trade Commission and
he National Institute of Standards and Technology) to establish reg-
lations for verifying user portability and interoperability and publish
odel technical standards to achieve them. 
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None of these suggestions is without precedence in the realm of com-
unication and its regulation. Before the very recent fragmentation of

nternet into a few big companies, it was historically the norm in com-
unication. For example, a Yahoo mail user is able to send emails to a
oogle mail user, a T-Mobile user is able to place a phone call or send an
MS to a Vodafone user. Or, for example, governments across the world
equire Telecom operators to provide mobile number portability, the
bility to take your phone number with you when changing providers.
here’s little reason why the concept of free flow of information and fair
ompetition should not be extended to social media [79 , 77] . 

eimagining social media 

It would be futile, if not vain, to want to imagine a simpler world
ithout social media. Social media and its platforms remain immensely
opular, have daily users in the hundreds of millions who seem to be
etting more and more hooked and not less [21] . Not to mention that
ocial media remains an intriguing, fast evolving and meaningful mode
f communication that helps people connect to each other, at both per-
onal [1] and professional [36] levels, and create social capital [4] . 

One way forward is to push, through suggestion and legislation,
he existing platforms to reform and adopt healthier design principles
uided by interdisciplinary research [57 , 82] and as discussed here.
hile many of the problems associated with social media could pos-

ibly be solved by such reforms, it is doubtful whether any meaning-
ul change would actually come while keeping the business model (ad-
riven surveillance capitalism) and incentives (maximizing interaction)
nder which the existing platforms operate [13] . The argument is not
hat these platforms cannot make these changes, but that they likely will
ot. Hence, reform of existing networks, while possible, is not a reliable
olution. 

The other way forward would be to adopt the principle of ‘letting
 hundred flowers bloom’, and facilitating the emergence of multiple
ew models of what social media could be [59] . This would allow the
xploration of a much larger solution space and hasten its optimization
or public good. We discussed several alternative approaches to social
edia that offer a range of solutions to existing problems: 

First, existing social media networks provide frictionless reach to
very user resulting in power structures that get monopolized by a
ew hyperactive users [11] . Decentralized or Federated Social Networks
FSNs), on the other hand, are envisioned as a collection of multiple
nteroperable networks with each network using different recommen-
ation algorithms and governing policies [60–62] . While their interop-
rability guarantees that everyone can still connect to everyone else,
heir decentralized structure, with each network using its own governing
olicy and differently incentivized recommendation algorithms, would
imit the outreach any single user can have. This would add some nec-
ssary friction to the network and offer a natural defense against hyper-
entralization. 

Second, social media communication, as it is structured today, hap-
ens, in part, in interconnected echo chambers that can contribute to
olarization in democratic societies [56 , 57] . A significant presence of a
ublic service social network within a collection of FSNs would incen-
ivize social media communication and content along ethical principles
iscerned by a public authority such as including diversity as a necessity.
n a number of countries, legal frameworks already exist for traditional
ews media that are aimed at enhancing media plurality and to limit
edia concentration [83 , 84] . A public service network could, in princi-
le, function along similar lines and be structured to ensure diversity of
deas and opinions within itself and similarly influence other forms of
nterconnected and interoperable social networks. 

Third, social media platforms earn profits by showing personalized
dvertisements and this business model comes with a range of inher-
nt problems such as the need to maximize user interaction at all costs
13 , 55 , 82] . In contrast, FSNs tend to be community owned and ad-free
61 , 62] , and public service social networks [74 , 75] would rely on public
5 
unds such as the broadcast fee. They can thus avoid many of the prob-
ems of existing platforms simply by the virtue of not sharing the ad-
nanced business model. Moreover, their recommendation algorithms
re open-source and transparent for anyone to inspect [61] and preclude
ptimization for hidden and unstated commercial motives. 

The ideal scenario for the future of social media that we envision is a
iverse collection of networks (Privately owned, Federated, Blockchain
ased, Public Service networks) that are interconnected and interoper-
ble. In such a scenario, a significant portion of the landscape will be
ublic or community-owned and will optimize itself solely for public
ood and would broadly influence the whole landscape towards adopt-
ng better standards. 

We believe that the current models and problems of social media are
ath-dependent (i.e., the current outcomes have resulted from having
ollowed a specific path of previous outcomes and incentives) and are
either inevitable nor the only models available. Social media remains
 relatively new phenomenon of which only a few possible iterations
ave hitherto been tried and tested. Legislative, academic, and commu-
ity driven efforts to ensure that alternatives can emerge and thrive can
elp social media fulfill its promise as a medium of communication that
ot only connects everyone together but one that also brings everyone
ogether. 
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