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Executive Summary

Finding: Meta Platforms (Facebook, Instagram, WhatsApp) operates a
business model that structurally extracts economic value from content
and behavioral data generated by minors (ages 13-17) without
compensating those minors and without securing meaningful informed

consent.

Mechanism: Teens create posts, photos, videos, and reactions. These
are algorithmically amplified. Engagement metrics generated by minor
users directly fuel ad targeting and revenue extraction. Adult-minor
content visibility exists by design. Teens lack the legal and cognitive

capacity to consent to this data monetization.

Severity: This constitutes systemic economic and ethical exploitation,

creating measurable risks to minor safety, privacy, and autonomy.



1. Conclusion: Meta's platform architecture is designed to
profit from minors under conditions where meaningful
consent is impossible, and where existing safeguards are

reactive, incomplete, and easily circumvented.

1. Background & Regulatory Context

1.1 Platform Demographics

Meta Platforms officially permit users aged 13 and above to create accounts and post
content on Facebook and Instagram. As of 2025, minors represent approximately 25—
30% of daily active users in developed markets (varying by region). The company
actively markets to younger demographics through TikTok-like features (Reels) and

algorithmic feeds designed to maximize engagement.

1.2 Legal Framework of Minor Consent

Under contract law in the United States, Canada, the European Union, and most

common-law jurisdictions:

e Minors lack the legal capacity to enter binding contracts without parental or

guardian consent.
¢ Contracts entered into by minors are voidable at the minor's discretion.

¢ Clickwrap agreements (terms of service) are not uniformly enforceable

against minors.

¢ Informed consent requires: (a) disclosure of material terms, (b)

comprehension by the consenting party, and (c) voluntary, uncoerced



agreement. Minors cannot provide informed consent to complex data

monetization schemes.

Regulatory Reality: Children's Online Privacy Protection Act (COPPA, 13
U.S.C. § 1303) explicitly restricts collection of personal information from
children under 13. However, COPPA's safe harbor expires at age 13, creating a

regulatory vacuum for ages 13—17. Meta exploits this gap.

1.3 Current Platform Safeguards (Insufficient)
¢ Teen Accounts: Offer limited visibility controls (posts visible only to friends
by default). However, these are easily overridden by teen users themselves.
¢ Parental Controls: Optional, limited, and inconsistently enforced.
* Age Verification: Minimal. Self-reported age at account creation.

¢ Adult—Minor Interaction Barriers: None. Adults can follow teens,

comment on posts, and send messages (depending on privacy settings).

e Data Monetization Transparency: Absent. Teens are not informed that their

behavioral data directly fuels ad targeting and revenue.

2. Mechanism of Systemic Exploitation

2.1 Content Creation & Algorithmic Amplification

Minors ages 13—17 post content (photos, videos, text, reactions). Meta's algorithmic
ranking engine prioritizes content that maximizes engagement, regardless of the

creator's age. The algorithm predicts which other users (adults and peers) will interact



with teen-generated content, then amplifies that content accordingly.

Key Evidence: Meta's Internal Research

Leaked documents (2021-2023) from Meta's own researcher, Frances Haugen,
and subsequent congressional testimony revealed that Meta's algorithms are
designed to maximize engagement, not user safety. The company internally
acknowledges that this harms teen mental health and creates compulsive use
patterns. [Ref: 1, 2]

2.2 Behavioral Data Harvesting

Every interaction by a teen user (likes, comments, time spent, video watched duration,

shares, clicks) generates behavioral data. Meta aggregates this data and uses it to:

* Build detailed psychological and interest-based profiles of each teen.
¢ Predict teen purchasing behavior, vulnerabilities, and persuadability.

¢ Sell targeted advertising to third-party advertisers.

2.3 Revenue Extraction Without Compensation

Meta's revenue model depends on advertising. Advertisers pay for impressions (ad
views) and actions (clicks, conversions). Minors' engagement drives ad impressions.
A teen's profile, behavioral data, and engagement history directly increase the price

advertisers will pay for targeting that user.

Economic Reality: Meta generates an estimated $100-150+ per annual user (in
developed markets). Teens contribute to this revenue equally as adults. Teens receive

zero compensation.

Data Monetization Flow: Teen Engagement — Behavioral Profile — Ad



3. Visual: Teen Content Exploitation Flow
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Teens are neurologically incentivized to post more content to receive dopamine hits (likes,
comments). The system is designed to be psychologically addictive.

CRITICAL RISKS:

m Lack of Meaningful Consent
Teens cannot legally consent to data monetization

m Adult—-Minor Exposure
By design, not accident

m Compulsive Engagement Loops
Targeting cognitive vulnerabilities of minors

m Zero Compensation
Teens generate value; Meta captures it all

m Inadequate Safeguards
Age verification nonexistent; controls optional
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Evidence 1: Frances Haugen Whistleblower Documents (2021-2023)

Meta's own researchers documented that: (a) The company prioritizes

engagement metrics over user safety; (b) Algorithms deliberately amplify

sensational, often harmful content; (c) Internal impact analyses show Instagram

harms teen mental health, yet the company continues optimizing for

engagement. Meta executives ignored safety recommendations. [Ref: 1, 2]



Evidence 2: Meta's Own Internal Guidance on Teen Targeting

Meta's advertising documentation explicitly states that advertisers can target

teen users by psychological characteristics (e.g., "insecure about their bodies,"

nn

"interested in weight loss,
feature. [Ref: 5, 16]

vulnerable to influence"). This is marketed as a

Evidence 3: Peer-Reviewed Research on Algorithm-Induced Addiction

Multiple studies document that social media algorithms are designed to trigger
dopamine responses and compulsive behavior, particularly in adolescents. This

is not incidental; it is intentional. [Ref: 6, 7]

Evidence 4: NCMEC/Law Enforcement Reporting

The National Center for Missing & Exploited Children reports 32 million
CSAM reports in 2023, with Meta accounting for the highest volume.
Facebook/Instagram facilitate grooming because the platform permits adult—

minor interaction. [Ref: 9]

Evidence 5: FTC Consent Decree & GDPR Enforcement

The FTC imposed a $5 billion fine on Meta (2019) for privacy violations. The
GDPR has issued multiple enforcement actions for unlawful data processing.
[Ref: 12, 13]

4.3 Structural Weaknesses

* No Meaningful Age Verification: Users self-report age. No identity

verification. Widespread under-13 account creation.



* No Hard Age Separation: Minors and adults are algorithmically mixed in

shared feeds. No firewall between minor and adult content.

* Minimal Parental Oversight: Teen account controls exist but are optional,

often ignored by teens themselves.

* No Data Monetization Transparency: Teens do not receive clear disclosure

that their behavioral data is being sold to advertisers.

* Monetization Incentives Override Safety: Any feature that reduces
engagement (e.g., hard age-based separation) is not implemented because it

would reduce advertising revenue.

* Reactive, Not Preventative Safeguards: Moderation and removal of

predatory content occurs after harm. No proactive barriers.

5. Legal & Ethical Analysis

5.1 Consent Doctrine Violation

Principle: In contract and privacy law, consent must be: (1) informed, (2) voluntary,

and (3) given by a party with legal capacity to consent.
Application to Meta:

¢ Informed? No. Terms of Service are opaque. Teens do not understand that
their behavioral data is being monetized. The specific economic value

extracted is not disclosed.

* Voluntary? Questionable. Algorithmic design is compulsive. Teen users are
psychologically manipulated into continued engagement and content

generation.

¢ Legal Capacity? No. Minors lack the legal capacity to consent to data



monetization contracts. Any consent given is voidable.

5.2 Exploitation Doctrine (Labor/Economic)

Exploitation occurs when: (1) a party extracts economic value from another's labor or
data, (2) without fair compensation, (3) under conditions where the exploited party

lacks meaningful choice or protection.
Meta's Practice Meets All Criteria:
e Meta extracts behavioral data (value) from teen engagement (labor).

e Compensation to teens: zero. Meta's revenue per user: $100—150+ annually.

¢ Teens lack legal capacity, alternative platforms are monopolistic, and

algorithmic design is compulsive.

5.3 Child Protection Standards

The UN Convention on the Rights of the Child (ratified by most nations except US)
establishes that:

¢ Children have a right to protection from economic exploitation.
¢ Children have a right to privacy.

* States must regulate business practices that harm children.

Meta's Practice Violates These Standards.

5.4 Regulatory Gaps

COPPA (Children's Online Privacy Protection Act, 15 U.S.C. § 1303): Prohibits
collection of personal information from children under 13 without verifiable parental

consent. Explicitly permits data collection from ages 13+ with minimal restrictions.



This creates a regulatory vacuum that Meta exploits.

GDPR (General Data Protection Regulation, EU 2016/679): Requires higher
consent thresholds for minors under 16 (or 13, per member state). However,

enforcement is weak and fines are often negotiated downward.

UK Online Safety Bill, DSA (Digital Services Act): Newer regulations, but lack

clear enforcement mechanisms for age-specific protections.

Regulatory Reality: There is no comprehensive legal framework preventing
Meta from exploiting minors ages 13—17. The company operates in a

deliberate regulatory gap.

6. Policy & Enforcement Recommendations

6.1 Immediate Regulatory Actions

1. Strengthen Age Verification Requirements

Mandate government-issued ID or equivalent verification for all accounts

claiming to be under 18. Self-reported age is insufficient and widely falsified.

Implementation: FTC / equivalent regulatory body issues rule requiring

documented age verification within 180 days.



2. Hard Age-Based Content Separation

Require Meta to implement technical barriers preventing minors' content from

appearing in adult feeds and vice versa. Make this a non-negotiable default.

Rationale: Reduces predatory exposure, eliminates adult-minor algorithmic

mixing.

3. Mandatory Data Monetization Transparency

Require Meta to disclose to teen users (and parents/guardians): (a) what
behavioral data is collected, (b) how it is used, (c) estimated economic value

extracted, and (d) how revenue is distributed (answer: teens receive zero).

Format: Annual statement, clear language, presented at account setup and

annually thereafter.

4. Prohibition of Psychological Targeting of Minors

Ban Meta from using psychological or vulnerability-based targeting for ads
shown to minors. This includes targeting by: insecurity, susceptibility to

influence, interest in harmful products (weight loss, etc.).

Enforcement: Audit ad targeting systems; impose substantial fines for

violations (minimum $1B+ for first offense).



5. Mandatory Parental/Guardian Oversight (Ages 13-16)

Require parental consent and oversight for all accounts claimed to be under

16. This includes:

* Parental ability to view contact lists and messaging history.
¢ Parental veto of certain content types or interactions.

¢ Platform notification to parent/guardian if child receives concerning

contacts from adults.

6. Algorithmic Audit & Engagement Limits

Require independent third-party audits of Meta's algorithmic ranking system
(every 12 months). Audit must assess: (a) whether algorithm deliberately
maximizes teen engagement, (b) psychological harms induced, (c) predatory

exposure facilitated.

Consequence: If algorithm is found to deliberately induce compulsive use in
minors, require Meta to redesign the algorithm to prioritize user autonomy

over engagement.

6.2 Longer-Term Structural Changes

7. Revenue-Sharing Model (Teen-Directed Ad Revenue)



Require Meta to distribute a percentage of ad revenue generated by teen
engagement directly to minor users or their families (via trust accounts,

educational accounts, etc.).

Model: 20-30% of revenue generated by teen-targeted ads flows to teens.
This incentivizes Meta to reduce predatory targeting and coercive

engagement loops.

8. Interoperability & Open Standards

Require Meta to support interoperability standards, allowing teens to port
their data and social graphs to alternative platforms. This breaks monopolistic

lock-in and allows teens to choose safer platforms.

9. Public Interest Alternative (Non-Profit Social Media)

Fund development of public-interest, ad-free social platforms designed
specifically for minors. These platforms would prioritize user autonomy,

privacy, and safety over engagement metrics.

6.3 Enforcement & Penalties

¢ Regulatory Authority: FTC (US), DCMS/Ofcom (UK), or equivalent bodies

in each jurisdiction.

¢ Enforcement Mechanism: Rulemaking + consent decrees (if negotiated) or



civil penalties (if contested).

e Penalty Structure: Minimum $1-5 billion per violation, with escalation for
repeated infractions. Consider temporary operational restrictions (e.g.,
prohibition on new feature launches targeting minors) until compliance is

demonstrated.

¢ Private Right of Action: Consider allowing affected minors to sue Meta
directly for damages (unfair enrichment, privacy violation, etc.). This creates

a bottom-up enforcement mechanism.

7. Conclusion

Summary of Findings:

e Meta Platforms operates a business model that systematically extracts

economic value from the content and behavioral data of minors ages 13—17.

* This extraction occurs without meaningful informed consent (minors lack

legal capacity to consent to data monetization).

e Teens receive zero compensation despite generating an estimated $100—150+

per annum in advertising value.

¢ The platform is algorithmically designed to maximize engagement,

deliberately inducing compulsive use patterns in minors.

* Adult-minor visibility exists by design, creating documented grooming and

predatory exposure risks.

¢ Existing safeguards are insufficient, optional, and easily circumvented.

Characterization: This constitutes systemic economic exploitation of minors under

conditions that are ethically indefensible and legally vulnerable to challenge.
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