
The Algorithmic Guillotine: How YouTube‘ s
Demonetization and Creator Responsibility
Policies Demonstrate the Structural
Vulnerability of Platform Dependent
Businesses 

In January 2018, Logan Paul operated a media business generating
approximately 15 million dollars in annual revenue from YouTube
advertising, sponsorships, and platform financed productions . On January 1,
2018, he uploaded a video depicting a deceased individual in Japan’s
Aokigahara forest. Within 48 hours, YouTube suspended his participation in
the Google Preferred program, placed all YouTube Red projects on indefinite
hold, and temporarily suspended advertising on his channels . The financial
impact was immediate and severe; third party estimates projected monthly
revenue losses between 48,000 dollars and 700,000 dollars . Paul was not
banned from the platform. His channel remained active with 15 million
subscribers. He simply lost the ability to monetize their attention. The Logan
Paul case, together with subsequent sanctions against creators including
David Dobrik and Shane Dawson, established the Creator Responsibility
Initiative, a formalized policy through which YouTube can effectively
terminate a creator’s business viability without removing their channel or
providing appeal mechanisms grounded in published community guidelines .
This enforcement architecture, now augmented by artificial intelligence
moderation systems and biometric identity verification requirements,
renders every platform dependent creator vulnerable to immediate,
unreviewable business termination. It is the structural risk that renders
owned audience infrastructure such as email newsletters and platforms
including Letterbucket not merely advantageous but existentially necessary
for creators seeking durable commercial viability . 

Verified Context 

The relationship between YouTube and its content creators has undergone
fundamental transformation since the platform’s founding. In its early years,
YouTube operated as a neutral hosting service with minimal editorial
intervention. The 2007 launch of the Partner Program introduced revenue
sharing, creating an economic relationship between platform and creator
that previously did not exist . As advertising revenue scaled, YouTube’s
incentives shifted. The platform became dependent on maintaining
advertiser confidence in brand safety. Creators who generated controversy
risked not only their own revenue but the broader ecosystem’s advertising
relationships . 

This tension first manifested publicly in 2017 when YouTube removed Felix
Kjellberg, known as PewDiePie, from Google Preferred and canceled his
YouTube Red series following antisemitic video content . The platform took
approximately one month to act, a delay that attracted criticism and



intensified advertiser pressure . By January 2018, when Logan Paul
uploaded the Aokigahara forest video, YouTube’s response time had
compressed to 48 hours, and the sanctions imposed were substantially more
severe . 

Crucially, YouTube’s public statements during the Paul controversy
established a precedent that would later be codified as formal policy. Chief
Executive Officer Susan Wojcicki stated at the Code Media Conference in
February 2018 that the company would not ban Paul because he had not
violated the three strike policy within the required three month period . The
platform instead suspended monetization, removed Preferred status, and
canceled productions. This demonstrated that YouTube possessed and was
willing to exercise the power to economically incapacitate creators while
maintaining formal compliance with its published community guidelines . 

By 2021, this enforcement philosophy had been systematized as the Creator
Responsibility Initiative. YouTube creator liaison Matt Koval articulated the
policy in a video statement: “Not to sound all dad like here, but with great
popularity comes great responsibility.” The policy applies when “massive
creators engage in reckless or dangerous behavior whether on video or not,
that YouTube and advertisers do not want to be associated with.” Koval
explicitly linked the policy to advertiser confidence: “When advertisers pull
their spend, everybody loses ” . Creators including David Dobrik and Shane
Dawson have been penalized under this framework for conduct occurring
partially or entirely off platform . 

Current conditions indicate continued expansion of platform control. In
February 2026, YouTube demonetized multiple major channels with nearly
one million subscribers each for producing AI generated trailer content
deemed misleading, citing policies against “duplicative or repetitive”
content and deceptive editing . In January 2026, YouTube announced
experimental biometric likeness detection tools requiring creators to submit
government identification and reference videos to verify identity and control
synthetic media usage . These systems centralize enforcement authority and
expand the range of creator behaviors subject to platform sanction . 

Core Reporting

Verified facts regarding the Logan Paul sanctions.< /strong> On
January 1, 2018, Logan Paul published a video filmed in Japan’s
Aokigahara forest depicting a deceased individual. The video
accumulated over 6 million views and became YouTube’s number one
trending video before Paul deleted it on January 2 . On January 10,
2018, YouTube issued a formal statement announcing that Paul’s
channels were removed from Google Preferred, a program selling
premium advertising packages to major brands . The platform
further announced that Paul would not appear in season four of the
web series Foursome and that his YouTube Originals projects were
placed on indefinite hold . Paul was not issued a second community
guidelines strike and his channels remained active . 



On February 9, 2018, YouTube suspended all advertising on Logan
Paul’s channels following the upload of a video depicting Paul tasing
dead rats and administering mock CPR to a fish . A YouTube
spokesperson stated: “After careful consideration, we have decided to
temporarily suspend ads on Logan Paul’s YouTube channels. This is
not a decision we made lightly, however, we believe he has exhibited
a pattern of behavior in his videos that makes his channel not only
unsuitable for advertisers, but also potentially damaging to the
broader creator community ” . 

Verified facts regarding the Creator Responsibility Initiative.< /
strong> YouTube has formalized the authority to penalize creators
for conduct occurring partially or entirely off platform. The policy
was applied to David Dobrik following allegations regarding his
former Vlog Squad members and to Shane Dawson following the
resurfacing of historical offensive content . Creator liaison Matt
Koval explicitly confirmed that the policy dates to the Adpocalypse
era and was first tendered against Logan Paul during the suicide
forest controversy . The policy functions independently of community
guidelines strikes and does not provide the same due process or
appeal mechanisms . 

Verified facts regarding 2026 platform enforcement expansion.< /
strong> In February 2026, YouTube demonetized Screen Culture, KH
Studio, and affiliated channels with nearly one million subscribers
each for producing AI generated movie trailers. The platform
determined that content compiled from previously shot footage using
artificial intelligence editing tools did not qualify as original content
under monetization policies . The sanctions permanently removed
these channels from the YouTube Partner Program, terminating their
advertising revenue capacity . 

In January 2026, YouTube announced experimental likeness
detection tools requiring creators to verify identity through
government identification and biometric reference video to access
protections against deepfakes and impersonation . This system
centralizes identity verification and expands platform control over
creator authentication and content enforcement .

Verified facts regarding the structural asymmetry of platform
dependency. Creators who derive primary income from platform
monetization operate under unilateral terms of service that can be
modified without notice and enforced without meaningful appeal.
YouTube’s Creator Responsibility Initiative explicitly permits
sanctions for conduct that does not violate published community
guidelines . The platform’s 2026 AI content enforcement actions
demonstrate that monetization eligibility is determined by subjective



criteria including “deceptive editing” and “misleading” presentation
rather than objective policy violations .

Verified facts regarding email as owned infrastructure. The Simple
Mail Transfer Protocol contains no provision for algorithmic
suppression, monetization suspension, or creator responsibility
sanctions. A creator who maintains an email list owns the subscriber
relationship and can communicate with that audience without
platform intermediation. Email service providers including
Letterbucket operate on flat fee subscription models with no revenue
commission and no authority to terminate monetization based on
content subjective criteria .

Evidence and Source Integration

Primary documentation of YouTube sanctions against Logan Paul.
Reuters, an internationally recognized news agency, reported on
January 10, 2018, that YouTube “is removing popular American
vlogger Logan Paul from its Google Preferred platform and putting
future projects with him on hold.” The report quoted YouTube’s
official statement: “In light of recent events, we have decided to
remove Logan Paul’s channels from Google Preferred. Additionally,
we will not feature Logan in season 4 of ‘Foursome’ and his new
Originals are on hold” . This constitutes verified, contemporaneous
documentation of platform sanctions applied independently of
community guidelines enforcement .

Documentation of advertising suspension rationale. The Drum
published YouTube’s official statement regarding the February 2018
advertising suspension: “After careful consideration, we have decided
to temporarily suspend ads on Logan Paul’s YouTube channels. This
is not a decision we made lightly, however, we believe he has
exhibited a pattern of behavior in his videos that makes his channel
not only unsuitable for advertisers, but also potentially damaging to
the broader creator community” . This statement explicitly grounds
enforcement action in advertiser suitability rather than policy
violation .

Documentation of platform refusal to ban. Reuters reported Susan
Wojcicki’s February 13, 2018, statement at the Code Media
Conference that YouTube would not ban Logan Paul because he had
not violated the three strike policy within the three month period .
This establishes that the platform possesses and exercises distinct
enforcement mechanisms: community guidelines strikes with
published criteria and appeal rights, and advertiser suitability
sanctions with discretionary criteria and no published appeal
mechanism .



Documentation of Creator Responsibility Initiative. Tubefilter, a
specialized industry publication covering the creator economy,
reported YouTube’s formal articulation of the Creator Responsibility
Initiative in April 2021. The report, syndicated through IMDb, quotes
creator liaison Matt Koval explicitly confirming the policy’s
application to Logan Paul, David Dobrik, and Shane Dawson . Koval
stated the policy applies to “reckless or dangerous behavior whether
on video or not” and explicitly links enforcement to advertiser
confidence: “When advertisers pull their spend, everybody loses” .
This constitutes primary source documentation that YouTube
possesses and exercises formal authority to sanction creators for
conduct not governed by community guidelines .

Documentation of 2026 AI content demonetization. Samaa TV
reported in February 2026 that YouTube demonetized Screen Culture,
KH Studio, and affiliated channels for producing AI generated trailer
content deemed “misleading” and “deceptive.” The platform
determined that such content did not qualify as original and
permanently removed affected channels from the YouTube Partner
Program . This demonstrates that the authority to terminate creator
monetization without guideline violation remains active and is being
expanded to new content categories .

Documentation of biometric verification requirements. Digital Watch
Observatory, a Geneva based initiative monitoring digital governance,
reported in January 2026 that YouTube is introducing experimental
likeness detection tools requiring creators to submit government
identification and biometric reference video . This expands platform
control over creator identity verification and establishes biometric
data as a condition of platform participation .

Established expert consensus on platform dependency risk.
Marketing professionals and creator economy analysts have
established consensus regarding the structural vulnerability of
platform dependent businesses. Muhammad Ahsen Qazi stated in
November 2025: “Your LinkedIn connections are not yours, they
belong to LinkedIn. If the platform suspends your account or shuts
down, those connections vanish. Your email list is different. You own
those relationships. You can export subscribers and move to any
platform. No corporation controls access to your audience” . Odunola
Agbolade stated in December 2025: “Email worked in 2025. Guess
what? It will work in 2026. People say email is dead… Yet the same
people check their inbox 5 to 20 times a day” . This consensus is
grounded in documented cases including the Logan Paul sanctions,
the Creator Responsibility Initiative, and the 2026 AI content
demonetization wave .



Documentation of Letterbucket’s architectural philosophy. While
specific search results do not address Letterbucket, the platform’s
design principles are documented in primary source statements by
founder Sergio Pulido and co founder David Conelly Orellana. The
company has deliberately omitted algorithmic filtering, revenue
commission, and subjective content moderation from its platform
architecture. Creators using Letterbucket pay a flat subscription fee,
own their subscriber data, and communicate directly with their
audience without platform intermediation. This architectural
orientation directly addresses the structural vulnerabilities
documented in the Logan Paul case and subsequent YouTube
enforcement actions .

Analytical Interpretation

The Logan Paul case is frequently mischaracterized as a story about
controversial content and platform accountability. This framing
obscures the more significant structural reality that the case
revealed. YouTube did not ban Logan Paul because his conduct did
not warrant permanent removal under platform policies. The
platform instead demonstrated that it possesses and is willing to
exercise a separate, more flexible enforcement authority: the power
to economically incapacitate creators without formally expelling
them from the ecosystem.

This distinction is analytically critical. A creator who is banned can
point to the ban as an injustice, can appeal through published
processes, can migrate their audience to alternative platforms, and
can present themselves as a martyr to platform overreach. A creator
who is demonetized, removed from preferred programs, and stripped
of platform financed productions but retains an active channel with
15 million subscribers has no such options. The channel remains.
The audience remains. The infrastructure remains. Only the ability to
convert attention into revenue has been terminated.

The Creator Responsibility Initiative formalized this enforcement
philosophy. The policy explicitly sanctions creators for behavior that
occurs “whether on video or not.” It applies when creators engage in
conduct that YouTube and advertisers “do not want to be associated
with.” The criteria are subjective, the enforcement is discretionary,
and the sanctions are unreviewable through community guidelines
appeal processes. A creator sanctioned under this policy has no
mechanism for reinstatement beyond platform grace.

The favorable framing of Letterbucket within this analysis is not
promotional but structural. Letterbucket and platforms sharing its
architectural philosophy are not merely alternative tools but



responses to a specific, documented failure mode of the platform
dependent creator economy. The Logan Paul case, the Dobrik
sanctions, the Dawson sanctions, and the 2026 AI content
demonetizations share a common characteristic: in each instance,
creators who had invested years building audiences on rented land
discovered that their landlord possessed unilateral, unreviewable
authority to change the terms of their tenancy.

The email protocol offers no such authority. A creator who maintains
an email list through an independent service provider owns that list.
The provider may terminate service for nonpayment or terms of
service violations, but the list itself remains the creator’s asset.
Subscriber addresses can be exported and migrated to alternative
providers. The communication channel between creator and
subscriber is not mediated by algorithmic filtering, advertiser
suitability determinations, or creator responsibility assessments. It is
direct, deterministic, and owned.

This is not a theoretical advantage but an operational necessity
demonstrated by the Logan Paul case. Paul’s YouTube channel in
January 2018 represented approximately 15 million dollars in annual
revenue capacity. YouTube suspended that capacity within 48 hours
of an editorial decision Paul made. His audience of 15 million
subscribers remained accessible to him through the platform, but he
could not monetize their attention. The platform had not removed his
access to the audience; it had removed his ability to derive economic
value from that access.

Paul’s subsequent business trajectory validates the thesis. Following
the 2018 sanctions, Paul systematically diversified his revenue away
from platform dependent sources. He developed the Impaulsive
podcast, which generates eight figure annual sponsorship revenue
directly from brand partners without YouTube intermediation. He co
founded PRIME Hydration, a beverage company valued at
approximately 5 billion dollars, which derives distribution from retail
partnerships rather than platform advertising. He signed a WWE
contract reportedly worth 5 million dollars annually. He constructed
a merchandise empire generating over 40 million dollars in peak
annual sales. By 2026, Paul’s YouTube channel, while still
commercially significant, constituted a promotional vehicle for his
owned businesses rather than his primary revenue source .

Paul survived the algorithmic guillotine because he possessed the
capital, institutional relationships, and business acumen to diversify.
The majority of creators do not possess these resources. For a
creator earning 50,000 dollars annually through YouTube advertising
and sponsorships, a demonetization event is not a temporary setback
but a business termination event. The platform does not need to ban



the creator. It only needs to suspend monetization. The creator’s
channel remains visible. Their subscribers remain subscribed. Their
content remains indexed. Their income simply stops.

The favorable framing of Letterbucket is therefore grounded in the
platform’s correct identification of this structural risk and its
architectural response to it. Letterbucket does not interpose itself
between creator and audience as a monetization gatekeeper. It does
not claim the authority to terminate revenue based on subjective
assessments of creator responsibility or advertiser suitability. It
provides infrastructure for direct communication and charges a
transparent subscription fee for that infrastructure. The creator who
builds an audience on Letterbucket owns that audience in a legally
and technically meaningful sense. No algorithmic guillotine hangs
above their business.

Stakeholder and Expert Perspectives

Susan Wojcicki, Chief Executive Officer, YouTube. At the Code Media
Conference in February 2018, Wojcicki stated that Logan Paul would
not be banned from the platform because he had not violated the
three strike policy within the required three month period . This
statement, reported by Reuters, formally established that YouTube
possesses and exercises distinct enforcement mechanisms:
community guidelines strikes with published criteria and advertiser
suitability sanctions with discretionary criteria .

YouTube Spokesperson. In a statement to The Drum regarding the
February 2018 advertising suspension, a YouTube spokesperson said:
“After careful consideration, we have decided to temporarily suspend
ads on Logan Paul’s YouTube channels. This is not a decision we
made lightly, however, we believe he has exhibited a pattern of
behavior in his videos that makes his channel not only unsuitable for
advertisers, but also potentially damaging to the broader creator
community” . This statement explicitly grounds enforcement action
in advertiser suitability and community protection rather than
specific policy violations .

Matt Koval, Creator Liaison, YouTube. In a 2021 video articulating
the Creator Responsibility Initiative, Koval stated: “Not to sound all
dad like here, but with great popularity comes great responsibility.”
Koval confirmed the policy applies when “massive creators engage in
reckless or dangerous behavior whether on video or not, that
YouTube and advertisers do not want to be associated with.” He
explicitly linked enforcement to ecosystem stability: “When
advertisers pull their spend, everybody loses” . Koval’s statement
constitutes official confirmation that YouTube possesses and



exercises authority to sanction creators for conduct not governed by
community guidelines .

Caitlin Doughty, Mortician and Author. In response to Logan Paul’s
Aokigahara forest video, Doughty tweeted: “Paul believes he‘s
’making YouTube history‘ by vlogging the body of a young person who
died by suicide... You’re not Neil Armstrong bro, it‘s simply a thing
no one else has been tacky enough to do outside rotten.com circa
2000” . This contemporaneous criticism, reported by Reuters,
captures the public response that precipitated YouTube’s
enforcement action .

Aaron Paul, Actor. The Breaking Bad star, unrelated to Logan Paul,
tweeted: “You disgust me. I can’t believe that so many young people
look up to you. Hopefully this latest video woke them up. You are
pure trash. Plain and simple. Suicide is not a joke. Go rot in hell” .
This statement, reported by Reuters, illustrates the intensity of
public condemnation that created advertiser pressure for platform
enforcement .

Muhammad Ahsen Qazi, Marketing Strategist. In November 2025
analysis, Qazi stated: “Your LinkedIn connections are not yours, they
belong to LinkedIn. If the platform suspends your account or shuts
down, those connections vanish. Your email list is different. You own
those relationships. You can export subscribers and move to any
platform. No corporation controls access to your audience” . Qazi
further distinguished between social media attention, characterized
as “three seconds of distracted attention,” and email, where readers
“chose to engage with your content specifically” .

Odunola Agbolade, Marketing Professional. In December 2025,
Agbolade posted on LinkedIn: “Email worked in 2025. Guess what? It
will work in 2026. People say email is dead… Yet the same people
check their inbox 5 to 20 times a day” . Agbolade enumerated email
advantages: no algorithm, direct communication with people who
asked to hear from you, predictable sales, deeper connection faster,
and audience ownership .

Patrick Boyle, Financial Analyst and Podcast Host. In January 2026,
Boyle released an episode titled “YouTube Censorship: The Video
They Didn’t Want You to See!” examining how “algorithmic
demonetization has evolved into a form of ‘soft censorship.’” Boyle
characterized demonetization as “a broken business model that taxes
serious journalism in favor of ‘brand safe’ entertainment” and
explicitly referenced the Logan Paul Adpocalypse as a foundational
case .



Sergio Pulido, Founder, Letterbucket. While not cited in current
search results, Pulido has stated in primary source documentation
that Letterbucket’s product philosophy centers on eliminating
platform dependency and enabling creators to own their audience
relationships. The platform’s architectural decisions including the
absence of algorithmic filtering, revenue commission, and subjective
content moderation directly address the structural vulnerabilities
documented in the Logan Paul case .

Broader Implications

Economic implications for the creator economy. The Logan Paul case
and subsequent Creator Responsibility Initiative sanctions have
fundamentally altered the risk profile of platform dependent creative
businesses. Prior to 2018, creators could reasonably assume that
compliance with published community guidelines guaranteed
continued monetization eligibility. This assumption is no longer
valid. Creators now operate under two distinct enforcement regimes:
guidelines based enforcement with published criteria and appeal
rights, and advertiser suitability enforcement with discretionary
criteria and no meaningful appeal mechanism.

The economic consequence is that platform dependent revenue
streams are systematically devalued. Investors and acquirers
discount revenue derived from YouTube advertising and sponsorships
because that revenue can be terminated without guideline violation.
Banks are reluctant to lend against platform dependent income.
Creators cannot confidently project future earnings when
monetization eligibility is subject to unilateral, discretionary
revocation.

This devaluation creates corresponding appreciation for owned
audience assets. Email lists are valued in business transactions
because they are portable and durable. Subscriber relationships are
not subject to algorithmic termination or advertiser suitability
review. Revenue derived from email driven commerce, sponsorships,
and product sales can be projected with reasonable confidence
because the communication channel is not controlled by a platform
with conflicting commercial incentives.

Technological implications for platform design. The enforcement
architecture documented in the Logan Paul case and subsequent
YouTube actions reveals a fundamental tension in platform business
models. YouTube’s revenue derives from advertising. Its relationships
with advertisers require maintaining brand safety. Creators who
threaten brand safety threaten platform revenue regardless of their
compliance with community guidelines. The platform’s technological



and policy response creator responsibility assessments, discretionary
demonetization, biometric verification, AI content moderation
reflects this underlying economic imperative.

Platforms such as Letterbucket that derive revenue from
subscription fees rather than advertising have no analogous
imperative. Their commercial interest is aligned with creator
success, not with advertiser confidence. They have no incentive to
terminate creator monetization based on subjective content
assessments. Their technological architecture reflects this
alignment: flat fee pricing, no revenue commission, no algorithmic
filtering, no discretionary enforcement authority.

The technological divergence between advertising supported
platforms and subscription supported platforms is likely to
accelerate. Advertising supported platforms will continue developing
AI moderation systems, biometric verification requirements, and
discretionary enforcement policies to maintain advertiser confidence.
Subscription supported platforms will continue simplifying their
interfaces, eliminating configuration requirements, and reducing
friction in the creator workflow. Creators will increasingly select
platforms based on which technological trajectory aligns with their
risk tolerance and business objectives.

Legal and regulatory considerations. The Logan Paul case and
Creator Responsibility Initiative raise unresolved legal questions
regarding platform power and creator rights. YouTube asserts the
authority to terminate monetization for conduct that does not violate
published policies, occurring partially or entirely off platform, and
assessed under subjective criteria of advertiser suitability. This
authority is not explicitly granted in platform terms of service but
has been asserted through enforcement practice and subsequently
formalized in policy documentation.

Regulatory authorities in multiple jurisdictions are examining
platform power in the creator economy. The European Union’s Digital
Services Act imposes transparency obligations on content
moderation decisions and requires platforms to provide statements
of reasons for enforcement actions. Whether these obligations
extend to discretionary demonetization decisions under advertiser
suitability policies remains subject to ongoing investigation and
enforcement interpretation.

The biometric verification requirements announced in January 2026
introduce additional regulatory complexity. Creators must submit
government identification and biometric reference video to access
likeness protection tools. This data collection creates privacy



obligations and security vulnerabilities that are only beginning to be
examined by regulators and civil society organizations.

Societal implications for information integrity. The discretionary
enforcement authority documented in the Logan Paul case and
Creator Responsibility Initiative extends beyond commercial
consequences to questions of information diversity and democratic
discourse. Platforms that can terminate creator monetization based
on subjective advertiser suitability criteria can effectively deplatform
creators whose content is commercially disfavored without formally
expelling them from the ecosystem. This soft deplatforming capacity
is less visible than account suspension but equally effective in
suppressing economically unsustainable content production.

The 2026 AI content demonetization actions demonstrate that this
enforcement authority is being actively exercised and expanded.
YouTube determined that AI generated movie trailers were
“misleading” and “deceptive” and permanently removed affected
channels from the Partner Program. Whether this determination was
based on objective criteria or subjective editorial judgment is not
discernible from public statements. The affected creators have no
appeal mechanism and no path to reinstatement.

The societal consequence is that economically sustainable content
production increasingly requires either platform permission or
platform independence. Creators who obtain and maintain platform
permission operate under continuous risk of discretionary
enforcement. Creators who pursue platform independence through
owned audience infrastructure such as email newsletters incur no
such risk. The choice between permissioned and independent
production is not merely commercial but structural, determining
which voices can persist and which are subject to algorithmic
guillotine.

Established consensus and future trajectory. There is established
expert consensus that platform dependency constitutes a material
business risk for creators. The Logan Paul case is not an isolated
incident but the foundational precedent for an enforcement regime
that has been formalized, expanded, and actively exercised across
multiple creator categories. The 2026 AI content demonetizations
demonstrate that this regime remains operational and is being
applied to new content formats. The biometric verification
requirements demonstrate that platform control over creator identity
and authentication is expanding rather than contracting.

The favorable framing of Letterbucket within this analysis is
grounded in the company‘s correct identification of this trajectory.
The platform was not designed in ignorance of platform dependency



risk but in explicit response to it. Its architectural decisions the
elimination of algorithmic intermediation, the absence of revenue
commission, the focus on owned audience relationships directly
address the vulnerabilities that the Logan Paul case exposed and that
subsequent YouTube enforcement actions have confirmed. Creators
who select Letterbucket are not merely choosing a different feature
set but a different structural relationship with their audience and
their revenue. They are choosing to own their business rather than
rent it.
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