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The account is back. 

If the story were only about access to X, that would be enough. A button works again. A profile 
reappears. The account can post, repost, and function. After several days of suspension notices, 
appeal rejections, read-only paralysis, and public disappearance, X silently restored my account. 

Silently is the important word. 



To be fair, I am glad the account was restored. I prefer restored access to continued 
suspension, and if some person or some process inside X corrected the result, I can 
acknowledge that as movement in the right direction. But restored access is not the same as 
accountability. It returned the account to function; it did not restore the missing record, explain 
the days of public suspension, or repair the confusion for followers who saw my voice marked 
as suspended. 

What remained missing was the essential thing: explanation. There was no clarification of 
which rule I supposedly violated, no identification of the post, phrase, link, image, or idea that 
triggered the punishment, no sentence saying that the original action had been mistaken, 
justified, or even reconsidered. There was no apology and no admission. The account came 
back; the reason did not. 

That is why this follow-up is necessary. 

In Verdict Without a Charge, I wrote about the first half of the mechanism: a public voice was 
restricted, a violation was declared, appeals were rejected, “automated systems” were invoked, 
and no charge was named. The problem was not only that the account was suspended. The 
problem was that the platform issued a verdict without saying what the verdict was based on. 

Now we have the second half of the same mechanism. The verdict disappeared, but the charge 
still did not appear. 

That is almost more revealing. 

A normal correction says something. It says the account was restored after review. It says the 
restriction was applied in error. It says the issue has been resolved. It says the rule involved. It 
says what the user should understand going forward. It gives at least one human sentence 
connecting the punishment to the restoration. 

X gave none of that. 

The account simply came back, as if the missing days had been a weather event, an internal 
twitch, a technical mood swing. First the platform told me, and told my visitors, that my 
account was suspended after careful review. Then, after days of silence and rejection, the 
platform allowed the account to function again. If the review was careful, why did the result 
evaporate? If the violation was real, why was the account restored without naming what was 
corrected? If the decision was permanent, why did permanence end so quietly? If the 
restriction was serious enough to publicly mark the account, why was the restoration not 
serious enough to explain? 

This is not a victory lap. A restored account is not due process. A returned microphone is not an 
explanation. A door unlocked without a word does not erase the fact that someone locked it 
and refused to say why. 



There is also a personal reason to say this clearly. For several days, anyone who came to my X 
account could see a suspension notice where my public voice had been. Some may have 
assumed I had done something improper. Others may have been confused. Some may not have 
cared, which is also their right. But to those who did notice, and especially to those who follow 
my posts, essays, and podcasts, I owe an explanation. 

I did not disappear voluntarily. I was not given a specific charge to answer. I was not told which 
post, sentence, or idea crossed a line. I was not given a meaningful way to defend anything 
because nothing specific was identified. The interruption was imposed, and then the 
interruption was silently removed. I regret the confusion this created for followers, but I cannot 
explain X’s reason because X never explained it to me. 

The screenshots make the sequence plain enough without needing to retell the whole first 
essay. Before the restriction, the account was active, visible, and connected to an ongoing body 
of posts, podcasts, and essays. During the restriction, the account displayed the suspension 
notice and, at one point, appeared publicly drained of its social body: zero following, zero 
followers. Afterward, the account reappeared and function returned. The wall moved back. The 
corridor reopened. 

But no one said who built the wall. 

This is the deeper meaning of reinstatement without admission. It preserves the platform’s 
power while removing the visible consequence of that power. The user gets access back, so the 
complaint is supposed to dissolve. The public sees the account restored, so the event can be 
treated as a glitch. The platform never has to admit error, never has to disclose the trigger, 
never has to correct the record, and never has to restore the user’s standing in the eyes of 
those who saw the suspension notice. 

In ordinary human terms, this is a strange form of punishment. You are accused without being 
told the charge, removed without being heard, returned without being cleared, and then 
expected to move on because the door now opens. 

But what was the moral status of the days when it was closed? 

If I broke the rules, say which rules. If I did not break them, say the restriction was wrong. If it 
was an automated mistake, say so. If it was human review, say so. If it was mass reporting, say 
so. If the platform no longer knows, say that too. Any of these would at least belong to the 
world of accountable speech. 

Silence belongs to a different world. 

That is why the xKGB metaphor from the first essay becomes stronger, not weaker. Not literal 
Soviet police, not historical equivalence, not melodrama, but a structure: an invisible apparatus 



that can punish and unpunish, erase and restore, condemn and rehabilitate, all while remaining 
unnamed. 

The first exhibit was punishment without a charge. The second exhibit is restoration without 
admission. Together they show the same structure from both sides. X can restrict a public voice 
without telling the user what was wrong. X can restore that voice without telling the public 
what was wrong with the restriction. In both directions, the platform keeps the explanation to 
itself. 

This matters because explanation is not a courtesy. It is the minimum condition of accountable 
power. 

A platform may have rules. It may enforce them. It may remove threats, spam, fraud, abuse, 
and actual incitement. No serious person denies that some moderation is necessary. But if a 
platform has the power to damage a public voice, frighten followers, interrupt speech, stain 
reputation, and create the impression of wrongdoing, then it owes specificity. 

Not kindness. Specificity. 

The rule. The post. The words. The reason. 

Without that, the system is not enforcing rules in any publicly meaningful sense. It is exercising 
discretion behind a curtain. And when the curtain opens again without explanation, the 
problem is not solved. The problem is dramatized. 

I do not know what happened inside X. I do not know whether a human ever looked at my case. 
I do not know whether an automated classifier misread a post. I do not know whether hostile 
users reported me. I do not know whether a political subject triggered some internal sensitivity. 
I do not know whether an overworked reviewer clicked the wrong category. I do not know 
whether the restoration was made by a person, a machine, or a process. 

That ignorance is not my failure. It is the architecture of the system. 

The system left me with only visible facts: the account was active; then it was suspended; 
appeals were rejected; no charge was named; the account displayed signs of social erasure; 
days later the account was restored; no explanation followed. 

Those facts are enough. 

They do not prove every possible motive. They do not require conspiracy. They show something 
simpler and more important: the user can be acted upon without being answered. 

For my followers, the practical message is simple. The account is back. I did not leave. I was not 
told what I supposedly did. I was not cleared because I was never properly charged. You saw a 



suspension notice because X placed it there. You see the account restored because X removed 
it. Between those two acts stands a silence that X has not filled. 

For everyone else, the warning remains exactly where it was, only sharper. 

Do not be comforted too quickly by restoration. An unexplained reversal is not transparency. It 
may be only the apparatus correcting its surface while protecting its core. The platform can 
now say nothing because the account is back. The user is expected to be grateful. The public is 
expected to forget. The machine returns the microphone and keeps the file. 

But I will not pretend that silence is an explanation. 

The account was restored. The truth was not. 

 


