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Why are we doing this? 

To develop a holistic, consistent picture of user bad experiences on Insta gram that 
allows us to track our progress each half. 

Holistic: TRIPS focuses on policy-violating experiences, but there are additional causes of bad 
experiences on Instagram. By contrast, the BEEF Survey pulls issues from the Bad Experiences and 
Encounters Framework, which sourced issues from all of our user input channels. 

Consistent: We have many sources of valuable user data, such as individual UXR surveys and 
interviews, FRX reports, flytrap, app store reviews, and social media listening. But, it's hard to make 
apples-to-apples comparisons between these data points, because of differences in how they're 
collected and weighted. The BEEF Survey asks a random sample of users the top 22 issues from 
BEEF, so we can compare and contrast easily. 

Track our progress: Without a control group, it's impossible to determine causality from our other 
signals. The BEEF Survey was fielded to both the well-being holdout and production groups. 
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Survey timeline 
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IMt 2 Aeree or whohT R I PS roe tots to iro)de Uc'i- pkt 

jcpriJ S Use amewcrk.projeCl 0t5 tO tiitireti3tE 
OiOitssI for tdci5 otiid sroit COil ttiicti; 

Coir..t)Otii 

jApfil 2-. olesek:s scitory I COt isis/ 01c. fci cisostoirs 
ftoin exohog sursoys 

Corpheto 

May 3 -Devefol, stavey est'sfloo for qoostlues 
hart eoisth'g surreys 

!C()r4)letli 

iMy 10 Submit to r'soeotoh review Coryidete )Jrite 3) 

Moe-24.Juse 3 Submit is noisily :e:qs Csmoktte (.Jurrr Pr 

!b412 Jot C Submit to rrzrtrdotnoos Corr.phiir (Just 29) 

30 Lo:,rah ounCes Conr.pete (Jr5:te 30) 

Jcy S Dots o!errteog Comirlotri 

2Ai.q.t 25 Unto we:qhtrrrqf oprreedsq koir.olete (August 25) 

oo.12 August 25 Dote dearrhrg (Seotemuni 5) 

poiy2dSeploosher 7 Arrilysrs/ re20ntirr9 

.j. nnrn.Iete 

In progress 

October 4 Souis!izotirtn 

October11 '2 Framemoth 

October15 5rt9!ni SEEP Sursey v2 deuirlopmrer 

no LaunchL 5titlleyc f code 1 

What's next 

to odd ritSrrqs to this dock and the Sad 
Popeornirsto Workirtir Stoop as ito ostt hegorl it 
hritq sat sornyleted ot tire ney.1 tao weeks. After 
shot, I will mcuzi on it trot $ii13i prul;p iflOitti050 
various teams, Ii, shore time fitrdi:mqs reesamirt to theirt. 

At tfl(t:mge itt 173i1i:t11251!sit ol the tr,ntisgs, I Will alms 
hec.rt it iiter510m(m tesne.w nt worO door trot toe Vu-StEEP, tc sire if, tity new r'm,rtoe,, hsum tonmoed 

k. be twirled it the soot SEEP Savev (r2 
Fremoworti, eltimoapir it wi he miser more tic hiwnri tIlt 
tltti ula si cr100). 

wit rem limo cartlerrl IO5EF Euturo rird cry sos 
rosrq.htr orthenitd Caninp the uP Fritmework to hepro 
he strives deseia1:rmmest trorsros ft tire oPtIPPIF 
Sorrily, 

HIGHLY CONFIDENTIAL (COMPETITOR) META3O47MDL-004-00015032 

Case 4:22-md-03047-YGR     Document 3168-30     Filed 06/17/26     Page 5 of 37



Survey questions, issues 
Questions that are also in TRIPS are highlighted in yellow. All questions had the same response options as TRIPS: Yes, during 

the last 7 days: Yes, but more than 7 days ago,' and No. 

False or misead sq Have yoo ever sees. anything on instagram that was false or miseadng? 

Violence Have you ever seen anyvic ent boosty, or disturbing images on histogram 
that bothered you? 

Hate (witness) Have you ever seen anyone discriminating aganot POOP e on irntugram 

because of ther gender, reiglon. race, sexual orIentation, or another part of 
theIr dent tyr 

Bullying (witness) Have you ever seen anyone do any of these thIngs to someone clue on 
Insfagram? 
-moo tar dinrespect them 

-Contact tfrern it, an Inappropriate way 

-Damage ther reyctaton 
-Threaten them 

-Exclude them or cave them out 

Des drug on en Have you ever seen anyone trying to buyer cell any of the foilxwng things 
on lnotagrwn? 
-Presurptioc drugs 
-Il egal drugs 

Bullyrrg (target) Has anyone ever done any of these things to you on htstngrom? 

-lana ted ordnrespeuted you 

-Contacted you in an Inappropriate way 
-Damaged your reputation 

-Threatened you 

-Excluded you or left you out 

Nudity Have you ever seen nudity or sexual images on inotagram that you ddnt 

want to see? 
Negative Social Have you ever felt wuroe about yourne;f because of other peopled posts on 

Comparison lnstaaom? 

Usability, action 

Transparency Have you ever felt histogram Isn't transparent about why it removes posts 

that are against the rules? 

Usability, consumption Have you ever experienced tire histogram app frftz ng, crashing, or cloning 
unexpectedly? 

Dttu privacy Have you enerhod concerns about the way mnotagrom might use data and 

information about you? 

Perceived control Have you ever felt a lack of control uver what you tee on Inutagram? 

Ccmmerciaiity Have you ever felt that you have cccv too many ads on lrctaatail 

Unwonted advances Have you ever received unwanted sexual advances on Inntagrsm? 

Account secorty Have you ever been unable to acceoo your 1nnta7am account, either 
because of o lost password or because your acnouet was hooked? 

Civic content Have you ever feit that you have seen ton many polItical pouts on 
histogram? 

Imperuonution have you ever found out that a tostagram acco,srt was pretend'ng to be 
you? 

Self-ham Have you ever teen someone harm themselves, or threaten to do so. on 

Instagrom? 

5tarn/ fake account Have you ever been contacted on Insfugram by an amount that teemed 

contact fake? 

Over enforcement Have you ever felt that Instograrn was wrong when it rammed a post or 
video fur violating the rules? 

Audience rmitation Have you felt that not enough panp a ace the things you share on 

mnstagram? 

Have you ever had difficulty pouting a pctnre or video to Instagram? 

HIGHLY CONFIDENTIAL (COMPETITOR) META3O47MDL-004-0001 5033 

Case 4:22-md-03047-YGR     Document 3168-30     Filed 06/17/26     Page 6 of 37



Survey questions and log data, context 
All questions with response options can be found here. 

Knasltofl flares -ctaastlorr text 

In the cot 7 days, where 'n Instagram did you we this? 
Sucrose Peose select all that apply. 

In the nat 7 days, how many fires have you seen 
Frequerysanrething like this' 

Which spec ycenOrtions did you few? Wease Odour H Specific 

emotion tot that apply. 

Length of anutunai 
reaction 

perceived support 

Anton taken (both 

00 and off app) 

steps Posting? 

Known person, Prlrois your relatIonship with the account that posted 

orline/offfre this' 

Age (13-15,16-17, 

ia_) thaat ispoor age? 

For how tong after the eoper'ence did you teal this way? 

Thinking about this experience, did you teal supported by 
Instagram' 

Did you take any or ihe, followIng actions as a result of 
this eoperienee? Select all that apply. 

Did this evpwlenoe stop or discourage you from post ng 

on tnstagram? 

Lag data 

Country 

App use 

Gender 

Followers 

Frabtc or private account 

Feed posts 

Reels posted 

Stories posted 

OaseS 

country 

interfooe_i23: instOgram_olassic 

yonder 

followers 

is_private 

fccdjrledio_7d 

teeir_media_7d 

storyerndia_7d 

Fttblio media punted publlo_media_7d 

creator segmentation ig_meatot_segment 

iOSvsMdroid 

RAM 

Hi HOC views' 

Overall news 

505 simrs 

time spent, 

mecnngtU imprasiortuc 

prmery_ietertece 

ram_class 

u4owcr_high_nao_vpss_l7 

s)ewenopnswpted cSon,7 

now-sessions 

Table 

dtrr_tg_usms:instagrare 

dnn_rg_usatinstagratn 

drrtig_users:instagram 

d m_ig_usas:instagram 

dm_ig_uswslinstagrerrr 

d ro_'g_creoturstinstagtcnr 

dm_ig_creaturniinstagrenr 

dirn_ig_rreators:instayrcm 

dnr_ig_creatursliestagtem 

rrm_ig_nreators:instagrom 

dm_ig_usm_ptrnarp_dnvceFnstagrom 

det_ig_uscn_primary_devica:instogram 

ig_user_scciol_compae!soe_nietrtcsFnstegtem 

ig_user_sccial_ouanpatisuturrernicsliostngtem 

ig_user_opp_sessioe_,00tfltslinstagrew 

time_spent ig_oser_epp_sosslon_couartstinstagrnm 

sum meaningful engagement newe p rrweolngful engagement user agg:instagra 

r_score m 
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Sample size by issue 
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ScAtty  

Over eriforoenneol 
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Urtwwrte.f advances! S.0101t0t10n 

Self-harm (witness) 

Sneer (fake account) 

Transoarenoy 

Usability! octior,-oriented 

Usability: conoumnpticn-ndeaiecl 

Seselina 
Prevalence 

Detectable 
drop 

20.30% 

a pen 
Stoop 

24041 

54,813 

10, 

26939 

25,042 

33,6131 

4f of 
Stoops 

Subtotal, 
planned 

Sublalal, 
actual 

19.00% 24,641 

09,626 

21.244 

53,750 

26,042 

67.626 

28,907 

'/1.845 

24,790 

97,744 

28.498 

68,802 

12.242 

64,854 

34.928 

53.282! 

2)43% 

2950% 21.10% 

tt.90%i 38.90% 

3.5.1% 264% 

26.65% 

11.35% 

19,73% 

3.00% 

28.58% 

1-3.30% 35,122 

1872% 24.38) 

4-774 7- s_Sos 

30,337 50.674 

20.244 

48:153 

3.10% 

19.00% 

12.46%, 07,707 

29.00%- 32,8-17 2 55.294 

22 10% 

27.20'u 

29.00% 

301 

20.50% 

13A6% 

3050% 

23.15% 

28.2-2% 

30,20% 

10.77% 

80,%'ib 

30.05% 

21,30% 

76.2-2% 

24.641 

3(11 

40,282 

5090 

53'15-4-

40.571 

68.226 

20.774 

33.516 

2 55.4)0 

27,459 

31,437 

32.647 

03.485 

29,245 

22,047 

20.859 

27,458 

51 .437 

65.2941 09,148 

10,495 

30.240 

65.294 

900% 

49.00% 

28.00% 

2030% 

25.20% 29,974 

19.0Sf 

40,629 

66.860 

07.180 

67,836 

21 51,7)8 

55,940 

qtoeatloit no 918,332 954,380 

respondent fly 238,246 237,923  
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Planned analyses (green = drafts complete) 

1. Issue prevalence for holdout vs prod, and overall 
2. Issue prevalence by subgroups 

a. Age 
b. Creators 
c. Gender 

3. Add frequency, surface, and other context data to the issue prevalence tables 
4. Additional cuts by subgroups 

a. RAM class/interface 
b. NAC (negative experience content) 17 
c. App use (number of sessions, time spent) 
d. Meaningful impressions 
e. Surface 

S. Issue-specific analyses. 22 issues by 9 follow-up questions—I'll start with issues that our teams are 
actively working on, then go by prevalence 

6. Grouping of issues. Analyze the ways individual issues cluster (or don't) with each other. Assuming I find 
one or more commonalities between issues, I'll use those to create rubrics to understand the full slate of 
issues users experience a 
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Issue rates. full dataset 
Improvements in perceived violence and 
usability action, but a decline in perceived 
data privacy 

The issues in the table to the right are ranked by the percentage of respondents 
in the full detaset who selected 'Yes, during the last 7 days.' Other response 
options were 'Yes, but more than 7 days ago' and 'No.' Those responses are not 
displayed here for space reasons. Production refers to respondents in the 
production version of 10, while Holdout refers to respondents in the Community 
Pillar holdout group in Hi. If an IG team was not actively working onus loose in 
Hi, the survey question was only asked to the production condition. 

Statistical tests for differences in column proportions between the production 
and holdout groups were conducted, with and without a Bonferroni correction 
for alpha error inflation (no difference In results). 

There was a statistically significant Improvement in perceptions of violence 
('Have yoe ever seen any violent, bloody, or disturbing images on lrrstagram that 
bothered you?' and usability action ('Haveyou ever had difficulty posting a 
picture or video to tnstngram7') between production and holdout. 

There was also a statistically significant decline in perceptions of data privacy 
('Have you ever had concerns about the way Insta gram might use data and 
reformation aboutyoe?' between production and holdout. 

Onseat Pmducttoa, daldasat 
CokarnaN% n Cakan,a,N% a Column N% n 

corernesciality 48.2% 11,493 48.2%a 11,483 - 

misinfo 30.3% 19,879 30.5%a 8,253 30,1%a 11,82e 
bollyaiteeas 28.3% 16.567 28.1%a' 6.685 28.5%a 9,882 
audience limitation 26.8% 19,545 26.816a 8,058 28.8%u 11,488 
usability passive 25.5% 17,344 25.6%a' 7.626 25.5%a 9,718 
harnw6neos 25.3% 13,710 25.154 5,511 25.5%a 8,199 
data privacy 24.4% 17.293 24.8561 7,277 24.t%s 10,016 

perceived control 
fake acc5tat 

23.9% 
21.8% 

2,904 
7.417 

23.954, 2904 
21.8%a 7,417 

- 

- 

negativecoery.nlson 19.2% 10.549 tt.3%a 4.311 19.256 6,237 
transparency 17.5% 11.931 17.5%a 4,896 17.5%a 7,036 
Political posts 17.0% 4,779 17.054 4,779 - 

nudity 16.0% 6,751 16.254 2,688 16.454 4,263 
oeereefovcenient 14.8% 10,206 14.8%,, 4,239 14.7%a 5,967 
violence 12.8% 4,580 12.356 1,764 13.2%a 2816 
unwaetedadvances 11.9% 8,364 12.e%a 3,444 11.8%a 4.878 
usability action 18.7% 6,208 10.4%b( 2481 10.9%,, 3,727 
bullytarget 6.1% 2055 7.8%,, 802 8.2%,, 1,254 

self harm 6.7% 894 6.7%a 894 - 

acer security 3.9% 880 3.9%a 880 - 

drags 3.9% 494 d.0%a 201 3.954 292 
ierpovaaeatien 1st 3.7% 178 3.7%,, 178 - 

nose values Cdsa akin. sow and aissalu. not sOng th, awn. nCsa9a a,. aevincavey d,tfeant.nps ass 
C the ,e04d.d sass of .qcaft,y StucCo,, psnnoss,na Ca46w,th no euwse000 ao vet a064.d we,, rest. 
r'esrasssunasaeu&us,t.wna,.aaaanevansStdvos ran.,, aaunv,,erae,,sr c,i06 5 sunn.vm, noneveon tot 

An ecyavind table with 95% vonrideeveinlrrurelovsu be found best In 
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Issue rates and frequencies in last 7 days 
Commerciality and political posts have the highest frequencies among respondents who 
have experienced the issue, while fake accounts and impersonation have the lowest. 

If a respondent experienced an Issue (I.e. responded 'Yes, during 
the last 7 day?), they were then asked how often they experienced 
that issue. The percentage of respondents selecting each of the 
answer options in displayed in the table, along with the average 
frequency (first yellow column).. The issues (rows) are ranked by 
average frequency, with the most frequent issues on top. 
Commerciality and political posts have the highest frequencies, 
while impersonation and fake account contact have the lowest. 

The second yellow column is a rateS frequency composite score 
(the rate of an issue being experienced in the dataset, multiplied by 
the average frequency). Commerciality also has the highest score 
on this metric, followed by bullying witness; impersonation in the 
lowest. 

Finally, the last two columns rank the issues by issue rate 
(penultimate column) and issue x frequency composite (last 
column). Highlighted in blue are the issues with the biggest deltas: 
the largest is political posts, which ranks 12th by issue rate, but 7th 
by issue rate it frequency 

829. Fr.q..ncy, W. 7 d.y. P9.nk 

% Oeuu 2-3 4'5 84 12 
44.r992 
r9.9 

624.9 
Freq 99.u. 

I.-
efr.q 

c8rrearity 48.2% 5.3% 22.1% 28.8% 15.0% 28.8% 5.90 2.81 1 1 

pol5s p0.1. 17.0% 7.3% 31.8% 27.4% 10.0% 238% 0.20 0.88 12 7 

s4lty 16.3% 18.0% 30.3% 17.0% 6.8% 190% 4.33 0.71 13 11 

p.w..d uo.4ro1 23.9% 15.7% 39.4% 22,2%' 72% 169% 431 1.03 8 6 

h.1.w41.u.. 25.3% 16.9% 41.4% 19.2%, 5.9% 17.6% 4.22 1.07 9 

aug.65. oo.eewi.oe 192% 179% 391% 193% 72% 168% 422 9.61 10 9 

85ev21924124i00 26.9% 254% 34.9% 17,5% 6,0% 26.2% 3.99 9.07 4 4 

bullyw4nu.. 263% 230% 39.8% 16,0% 48% 186% 3.96 1.12 3 2 

r484n10 30,3% 21.7% 40.3% 15.3%' 4.4% 12,3% 3.62 1.10 2 3 

aui0yp0.4v. 25.5% 21.9% 46.0% 10.5% 5.6% 84% 3.48 0.98 ' 5 ' 8 

su5ea. 12.8% 27.4% 42.9% 14,6% 4.5% 108% 3.80 0.44 15 15 

3.9% 34.1% 37.8% 11.3%' 8.1% 12.0% 3.35 0.13 21 20 

9.14 h.ne 9.7% 33,9%' 38.9% 12.3%' 4,3% 11.1% 3.26 0.22 19 19 

bliiylegul 8.1% 383% 34,0% 12,0%' 3,9% 118% 324 0.09 18 18 

0.e80.0.flcy 17.5% 35.7% 37.9% 11.7% ' 3.5% 11.2% 3.21 0.56 II 13 

46W4fltOd2d9ufl992, 11.9% 33.5% 40.9% 12.9%, 5.0% 84% 3.14 0.37 15 16 

usussomOly 3.9% 50.4% 22.8% 10.1% 2.2% 143% 3.13 0.12 23 21 

d52p44,.cy 24,4% 384% 30.2% 12.3%' 3.9% 03% 3.13 0.76 7 1 1,10 

u5.re,ls,au,,anl 14.8% 36.1% 37.9% 12.7% 3.5% 98% 3.93 0.46 14 14 

a.6,4ly.o1m 10.7% 34.0% 40.1% 13.5%' 3,5% 90% 3.11 0.03 17 17 

125.290915 21.8% 38.9% 40.9% 10.8% 3,4% 8.1% 2.76 0.80 9 12 

i4inw940u59n 15 37% 54,1% 25.9% 70%' 38% 96% 2.79 0.10 22 22 

'i,Ioc.w,,9th.ao.09.V,. .q es'9446!4612200.etin.,10M ,0 fl8915294.aorratcs,C! 1,2. 0A 

11 
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Issue rates by surface 
DM/chat has the two highest rates of issues across surfaces: 73.1% of the time for fake 
account contact, and 68.6% of the time for unwanted sexual advances. 
If a respondent experienced an Issue, they were In the last 7 days, wherein hrstagram did you see this? Please select all the apply. 

asked where in Instagram it happened. The 
question allowed for multiple responses, so the 
rows will add up to more than 100%. Higher 
numbers are shaded in darker reds, and the 
highest number per issue/row is in bold. 

A few patterns are clear-first, some surfaces are 
more likely to have issues occurthan others, but 
no app surfaces are immune to bad experiences. 
Surface comparisons, however, should be taken 
with a grain of salt-people spend more time on 
some surfaces than others, so we'd expect 
differences just because of that. 

Second, specific issues happen more often on 
specific surfaces. When respondents experienced 
fake account contact in the last 7 days, they said 
it occurred via DM/chat 73.1% of the time; the 
nest highest is someone's profile, at 14 6%. By 
contrast, when respondents reported seeing self 
harm in the last 7 days, it was spread across 
various surfaces: witnessed in post comments 
12.6% of the time, and Feed/Stones 31.9% of the 
time, 

OM/chat 
F..d/ Ca.ere.eloe 
Stan.. my pod 

Eop6om/ 
S.ch 

Hui 
Loo.810a 
9%g. R. 

Saemoee'6 
P6488 

Son..lne. 
•Ce 

Idoe't 
mte.e,b.r 

lekneata - 

..w.et.d.dv.ne.a 

73.1% 

61.6% 

7.6% 

9.2% 

10.5% 49% 4.2% 3.6% 146% 

16.7% 

10.3%, 16.0% 

12.9% 7.4% 92% 5.5% 6.0% 10 6%t 

btdlytmt.t 60,1% 17.6%' 18.5% 12.1% 12,0% 10.2% 20.5% 

'.' 25.4% 

ls.2%I 

27.2% 

17.7% 

35.5% lrnp.r.oe.IJm1.t 360% 23.0% 21.9% 240% 21.3% 19,5% 

mdlty 23.4% 26.4% 7.9%'., 37.6% 10,1% 22.7% 37,0% 12,8% 18.6% 

ttabil#y.016ee 20.8% 46.6% 11.1% 145% 8.9% 17.0% 16.4% 13.6% 30.6% 

s.b6Ityp.talv. 20.7% 49.7% 7.8% 214% 7.6% 19.9% 15.6% 122% 29.1% 

ea .ert.ottty 18.4%1 20%, 11.2% 15.1% 12.5% 12,6% 18.0% 162% 65.2% 

182%' 37.3% 6.4%'' 39.3% 11,5% 17.4% 24.1% 133% 21,2% 

brrtlyeltntaa 17.8% 3a6%1 10,1% 244% 13.3% 16.7% 40.8% 172% 23.2% 

..Ifh.ne 149% 31.9% 12.6% 253% 14.4% 19.1% 294% 138% 26.9% 

dmç. 14.8% 345%i 11.7%I 225% 17.6% 16.4% 266% 12.0% 28,3% 

pwtalvedraetrol 13.7% 37.9% 5.8% 378% 12.2% 259% 13.0% 96% 25,5% 

dat. prfemy 13.5% 263% 5.8% 217% 10.3% 11.9% 11.9% 143% 46,8% 

ytolmo. 11.3% 34.5% 7.2% 345% 16.2% 20.2% 29,7% 11.2% 23.1% 

60n59.r.noy 10,1% 28.4% 7.5% 14.5% 10.4% 11.2% 35,6% 11.5% 34.5% 

h.t.wlntaoo 9.5% 31.0% 9,9% 31,3% 17.0% 20.2% 39.4% 19.6% 21.9% 

.odt.eo. ikolt.8on 9.3% 46.6% 92% 130% 10.9% 99% 130% 73% , 
413% 

mo.tl.000,ep.ri.oe 5.7% 40,9% 6.4% , 36.3% 12.3% 24.7% 34.8% 9.0% 22.4% 

..m.000mm,,t 7.0% 36.7% 6,5% 12.1% 9.6% 11,6% , 43.7% 11.2% 29.7% 

ooem,.m146y 6.9% 647% n.n%[ 20.6% 18.2% 17.1% 8.9% 7.4% 23,4% 

pontusi  62%', 44.4% 6.6%[, 340% 16.3% 20.0% 22.7% 104% 27.8% 
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Relationship between respondent and antagonist 
Issues are largely caused by strangers, with negative social comparison (15.5%) and 
bullying target (14.6%) having the highest rates of known instigators. 

If respondents experienced an issue, they were then asked, What's your 
relation ship with the account that posted this?' (This follow-up question 
wasn't asked for issues that wouldn't make sense, like commerciality or 
over-enforcement.) 

The content labeled an issue by the respondent was usually posted by 
someone they don't know. 93.8% of unwanted sexual advances are 
from people the respondent doesn't know, the highest percentage of 
the 12 issues; negative social comparison has the lowest, at 64.9%. 

Conversely, the highest rates of issues instigated by someone the 
respondent knows offline were negative comparison (15.5%) and 
bullying target (14.6%). No other issue is above 10%. The lowest is 
unwanted sexual advances, with only 2.1% from people the respondent 
knows offline. 

I know them 
offlinef in real life 

I know them, 
but only online 

I don't know 
them 

Negative comparison 15.5% 19.6% 6.4.9% 

Bullying target 14.6% 16.0% 59.4% 

Impersonation 9.9% 21.1% 69.0% 

Drugs 9.7% 12.3% 78.0% 

Self harm 9.5% 19.2% 71.3% 

Political posts 8.9% 16.2% 75.0% 

Bullying witness 6.4% 17,6% 76.0% 

Violence 5.1% 13.7% 81.2% 

Hate witness 4.6% 14.3% 81.1% 

Misinfo 4.5% 9.7% 85.8% 

Nudity 3.7% 9.1% 87.1% 

Unwanted sexual advances 2.1% 4.2% 93.8% 

An expanded tabk will, 95% oovvdeeveintc,-xals unn be found tarn. 
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Relationship with antagonist by creator status 
Low response rates among creators prevent strong conclusions 

In the table to the right, responses to the question "What's your relationship 

with the account that posted this?' are split by creator status (the "ldon't 

know them response option in excluded for the sake of space). The rates of 

knowing the antagonist off line is highlighted in blue. 

Given the very low numbers of creators (especially aspiringi creators) who 

answered the known antagonist question, it's not possible to make 

confident statements about the relationship between creator status and 

knowing the antagonist. 

I also looked at the relationship between knowing the antagonist0 and 

number of followers/number of stories posted in the last seven days (not 

official proxies for creator status, but they do correlate with creator status-

see the creator segmentation descriptives slide). There aren't any 

statistically significant correlations between follower count and knowing the 

antagonist. There are, however, multiple significant correlations between L7 

stories production and knowing the antagonist for bullying witness (iu 

0.048), hate witness (r = 0.025), misinfo (r = 0 042), self harm (r = 0.12), and 

negative social comparison (r=0.046). 

'tee the purpose, cilia uocrdaiion aalysis,ihe crown anlcqonisi usriubie 'cc, coded: i dcvi 

know 108052 = only onion end  = rlii 

Iknawthsn,.. 

not cnator •xp.nlm.nting : 
% n % n % I .r 

BUI1Y'ca target 
on online 18.2% 227 150% 19 3.4% I 

o,6acsl kr real ft - 15.0% 210 11.9% - n, s 87% 0u 

antyonline 17.2% 1479 23.8% ret 20.5% a 

o&krrsei4fo 8,4% ' 554 6.0%, ' 37 2.5% 'I 

paaln.lposis 
0111yan980 15.7% 250 21.4%! 23 38.7% 2 

,.dol real ite 0.0% 142 7.3%, 8 13.7% 

Drug. 
only 004ne 12.0% 38 17.0% 4 0.0% 0 

affi,ns?krrsalhfs 9.5% 36 925%' 3 00% a 

Hots 
anip online 14.0% 1227 19.0%! 110 12.1% 5 

ofi5noflsrrestlfe 4.6% T4so 6.1% ' .'! 37, 2.6% ' I 

only online 13,5% 431 16.6%! 36 5.2% I 

offlnsi'sr real hie 0,1% '' 183 5,7% " 12 0.0% " 0 
5nwar984 
sexual advances 

only 059in8 4,1% 84 5.0,41 8 0,0% 

cltinslot reel We 2.1% 42 2.1%' 3 0.0% 0 
Nsgoll0800dai 
culrrp.16a0 

ooiyoolna 19.1% 908 27.0%! 85 22.2% 4 

oft* mr.atbte 15.3% 727 17.8%' 54 209% 4 

Settnertr 
ociponitne 19.3% 107 17.7% 8 23.7% 1 

oiThne/iu raw Ill. 95% 03 91% 4 15.0% . 

Nudity 
only online 0.8% 404 14.6% 42 13.7% 3 

oilin&ln real it. 3.7% 171 4.3% 12 95% 2 

mi.int 
only 0,908 0.7% 780 1O.4% 48 5.2% 3 

015tt&lrreelilts 4.5% 367 4.9% ' 23 4,5% ' 

In,ç,.rsaettlesl 

101 
only Online 21.4% 28 1&8% , 1 05% 

o14nItkroal5l. 0.9% 12 132%, 0 0,0% 0 

An expanded bible cciii, con50emnen inionvols can be found hmn. 
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Actions taken as a result of experiencing an issue 
Blocking or muting the account is the most frequent action taken as a result of an issue 
experience, with closing Insta gram as the second most frequent. 

If a respondent reported experiencing an issue 
in the last 7 days, they were asked if they took 
any actions as a result. The table to the right 
shows the percentage of people who reported 
taking each action, with larger percentages 
shaded in darker reds, Actions (columns) are 
arranged from least to most frequently used. 

Changing privacy settings is the least-used 
action across issues, with one outlier, first-
person impersonation (29%). Talked toe 
parent or close friend was the second least-
used action. Blocking or muting the account 
was the most frequent action, followed by 
closing Instagram. 

Among issues, impersonation elicited the 
most actions overall, followed by bullying 
target and bullying witness, 

bid you take any of the following actions as a result of this experience? Select all that apply. 

Chanted 
Ptt000Y 

Talked toe 

parentor dose tnend 
about 6 

Deleted the 
post or 
comment 

Reported 
the post, 
Story. or 
Reel 

Unilsilowed 
the Ooel 

Reported 
the aocorart 

tIre 
lrrsiagram 
app 

8i0c6o4 or 
muted the 
a=unt0001055 

Bullying target 12.0% 12.0% 22.9% 129% 28.5% ''37.6% 25.7%"62.9%' 

8u(lylng wItness 8.1% 12.5% 10.3% 193% 32.7% 38.3% 36.8% 37.6% 

Drugs 8.2% 9.8% 12.0% 13.2% 30.4% 27.3% 32.914 36.0% 

Fake account 7,4% 3.8% 20.3% 9.2% 17.714 28.7% l4.5%68.7% 

Kate witness 5.3% 14.4% 8.3% 210% 31.5% 38.1% 39.4% 32.1% 

Irnpersonotiootnt 29.0% 17.8% 18.8% 21.5% 23.7% 44.9% 24.0% 39.9% 

lalsinfo 5.8% 8.7% 9.0% 19.3% 32.4% 30.6% 35.5% 35,5% 

244% Negative social corepaosoe 7.4% 12.0% 6.7% 88% 29.2% 15,01kk 54.8% 

Nudity 8.e% 77% 11.9% 20.8% 28.3% 

, 

36.1% 35.6% 42.0% 

P0/9/cal posts 6.6% 12.0% 9.1% 7.8% 31.0% 11.9% 45.9% 26Th 

32.3% Self harm 10.4% 14.9% 10.6% 162% 28.0% 29.8% 41.9% 

tJr,wented sexual advances 8.6% 4.8% 21.8% 7.8% 19.3% 30.9% l7.6% 66.5% 

Violence 6.3% 13.0% 9.7% 22.0% 27.1% 34.0% 36.6% 31.3% 

An expanded (able ic/tb confidence intervals can be farard 50/c 
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Perceived support from Instagram 

Respondents felt the least supported by Insta gram when they were the target of 
bullying, had difficulty posting, or felt Insta gram took down content when it shouldn't 

Thinking about this experience, did you feel supported by louts gram? 

If a respondent reported experiencing an issue in the last 7 days, they were 
asked if they took any actions as a result. The table to the right shows the 
percentage of people who reported taking each action, with larger percentages 
shaded in darker reds. Actions (columns) are arranged from least to most 
frequently used. 

Changing privacy settings is the least-used action across issues, with one 
outlier, first-person impersonation (29%). Talked to a parent or close friend was 
the second least-used action. Blocking or muting the account was the most 
frequent action, followed by closing ircstagram. 

Among issues, impersonation elicited the most actions overall, followed by 
bullying target and bullying witness. 

Completely/ 
mostly auppontact 

8.4tyst9tsrgot [ 16.5% 

Usabtltyao5ofl 155% 

soteet9lt.t 
5uppottad 

12,3% 

131% 

Not 0510/ not at 
at supported 

0055 not apply 
toy snuatlon 

22.0% 

256% 

492's 

459% 

nnerenfoto51n5nt 12.5% 14.2%- 42.9% 

414% 

354% 

16.5% Impansonation jjjjW2Tfi%1 146% 

Perceived control I t2.3% 146% 41,1% 32.0% 

A000Unt soctally 25.6% 16.3% 40.0%180% 

Kate witnesa 13,8% 156% 395% 31.2% 

Neat? 0' 18.6% 16.2% 3&9% 11.1% 

Vloisnue -. 19.8% 14,0% 38.9% 27.3% 

Saif beret 
'° 

59.5% 12.4% 34.3% 30.1% 

Aodleoceilntitseon 17.4%156% 37.9% 25.8% 

Tror,8p518t105 16.6% 14.7% 37.6% 31.0% 

Drugs P'; 21.3% 13.1% 37.0% 26.4% 

BriiyHgndttns8 14.7% " 15.0% , 36.9% 33.4% 

Ueabrbtypaeslo. 16.0% 14.8% 36.6% 32.6% 

Data peoaoy 17.2% ,. 
17.0% 36.0% 308% 

. 

Mis/trio 15.1% 14.1% 345% 36.4% 

Negatros social oompanson 14.7% 13.7% 341% 37.6% 

Unwanted 5000aladxa0055 114% 33.3% 28.3% 
i• / 

15.2% 14.2% 32.9% 37.7% ic-mar 

Politicaipoet. 18.2% 15.1% 29.4% 37.4% 

Fake.uootart 

' ' ' 

28.8% 15.5% 27.2% 36.5% 

An ecpa,d& table '.411k conpdortcc/otervaio can be found hoot- t6 
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Impact of issue experience on creation behavior 
All issues cause some reduction in self-
reported creation behavior, with 
impersonation hindering creation the 
most. 

If a respondent experienced an issue, they were asked if it stopped or 
discouraged them from posting on Instagram. The table to the right shows the 
percentage of respondents selecting each of response options; issues are 
sorted by the percentage of respondents who selected 'yes' or somewhat' 

First-person impersonation, usability action, and account security are the top 
three, which makes sense; they all involve being physically unable to access or 
use your accoant. Negative comparison is 44, followed by over enforcement 
and audience limitation. 

Contact by a fake account and unwanted advances are the issues that reduce 
creation the least (it's worth noting, however, that even the issue with the least 
impact on creation, fake account contact, resulted is 22.6% of respondents 
choosing 'yes' or 'somewhat. 

Did this experience slop or discourage you from posting on Instagram? 

Yes Somewhat No 

impersonation 1st 35 sIC 31.0% 33.1% 

usability action 30.2% 29.1% 41,7% 

acct security 0, 31.3% 25.4% 43.4% 

negative comparison l 27.5% 28.5% 44.0% 

over enforcement p 237% 28.8% 47.7% 

audience limitation I 22.2% 29.0% 47.9% 

self hoes P 28.0% 23.8% 48.2% 

bullylargel 6 30.1% 21.6% 48.3% 

drugs 32.1% 18.7% 48.2% 

transparency . 23.0% 27.7% 49.3% 

data privacy 17.4% 30.5% 52.0% 

hate witness 20.8% 25.5% 53,7% 

bully witness 20.0% 25.8% 54.2% 

nudity 22.5% 23.0% 54.4% 

violence I 22.6% 22,2% 55.2% 

perceived control 19.6% 23.8% 56.5% 

political posts 16.3% 24.1% 59.6% 

usability passive 14.9% 20.9% 64.2% 

misinfo 15.2% 20.1% 64.7% 

con'enrerciality, 11.8% 21.0% 67.2% 

unwanted advances 10.1% 18.4% 71.6% 

fake acct tat 7.9% 14.7% 77.4% 

An espavded fable wulr cnnvderreislervios can be found hero 17 
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Respondents experiencing one or more issues 
A little over half of respondents (51.6%) experienced at/east one issue in the past 
7 days 

Each respondent was asked whether they've experienced any of five issues, 
randomly selected out of a net of 22 issues. 51.6% of respondents said 
they 've experienced at least one issue Within age groups, the percentage in 
highest among those age 15-17 (57.3%), followed by 18-21 (55.7%), and 13-
15(54.1%). The group with the lowest percentage of experiencing one or 
more issue is age 45+, at 31.2%. (Note: Age was the last question asked, so 
we only have age data for the 67.5% of respondents who completed the 
survey.) 

None 
1 or more 
(out of 5) 

% of each age 
group experiencing 
one or more issues 

13-15 5,283 6,215 54.1% 

16-17 7,371 9,888 

' 

;: 

56.9% 18-21 16,033 21,164 

22-26 12,520 15,713 55.7% 

27-34 13,019 13,426 50.8% 

35-44 9,978 7,689 Ilr, 435% 

45orolder 7.877 
312%f 

Prefer not to say 5,647 5,229 48.1% 

Total 77,727 82,888 51.6% 

19 

HIGHLY CONFIDENTIAL (COMPETITOR) META3O47MDL-004-00015047 

Case 4:22-md-03047-YGR     Document 3168-30     Filed 06/17/26     Page 20 of 37



Issues by most and least impacted age groups 
The 13-15 age group has the highest rates for 8/22 issues, while the 45+ group has the 
lowest rates of 21/22 issues 

The table to the right shows the percentages of respondents who selected "Yes, during the 

last 7 days' for each of the issues, split by self-reported age. The green cells represent the 
lowest incidence for that issue across all age groups, and the red cells represent the 

highest incidence. Numbers that share a numeric subscript are not statistically 

significantly different from each other at p 0.05. The full breakdown by all age groups in 

on the next slide. 

The l 3-15 age group has the most red cells (8)—that is, they have the highest rates of 

issue experience in8 of the 22 issues, more than any other age group. By contrast, the 
oldest age group (45+) has the most green cells (21)—they have the lowest rates of Issue 

experience In 10 of the 22 cells. 

 ,Overall 
coero,ornivlity 148.2%  

nri.tntu 303% 

20.3% 

26.8% 

25.5% 

25.3% 

24,4% 

23,9% 

13-15  45+ -
37.7%a 39.6%.,f 

24.4%s 

27.2%. 

28.2%a,b 

301%. 

26.0%. 

17.9%. 

18.4%. 

ln.8%. 

21.4%a 

n4.9%. 8.4%a 

14.3%.,d 8.7%. 

19.2%. 62%. 

14.t%.,c 

12.8%.,b 

16.1%. 

10.6%. 

15.9%. 

10.1%. 

9.0%. 

14.3%. 

14.2%d 

13.2%. 

6.8%. 

buNyw1tnu 

eece 1106a1'osr 

usability passive 

hat, with.,,  

dat. privacy  

pwcivv.d contha 

tab. soot 1st 21,8% 

'nanatlo.enn,nad,nn '152% 

he,$par,eey 17.5% 

political post. 17.0% 

'nudity 163% 

aver ,nfsrc.notvt 14,8% 

vldnca 128% 

advanc,. 11.9% 

'csabitoyaoitov 10.7% 

boWytargot '81% 

5.6 harm 6.7% 

snot s.cur6y 3,9% 

'drugs  

frnp.r,onuuon 1,1  

5.9%. 

9.0110 

11.2%... 6.6110 

16.8%. 

8.4%. 

5.2%. 

3.7%.,b 

5.5%a j t.3%b 

3.4%. 

1.0110 

1.3110 

1.7%. 

An expended table vdrh c60j740xce intervals can be found h, 
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Issues by all age groups 
Younger people report higher rates of every issue, with some issues felt more universally 
than others 

In general, the older the respondent, the less 

likely they are to report experiencing any of the 

22 issues measured All red cells (the age 

group with the highest rate of experiencing an 

issue) are within the four youngest age groups. 

The gap between the lowest and highest issue 

rates vary by issue. Bullying witness, for 

instance, has the widest delta: 31.1 % of the 22-

26 age group report experiencing it, compared 

to only 10.6% of the 45+ group, a delta of 20.5 

percentage points. Other large deltas include 

usability pensive (delta = 20 points), hate 

witness (19. 5). and misinfo (17,5). 

By contrast, certain issues are experienced at 

similar rates regardless of age. For example, 

drug sales (delta = 2.1), account security (3.9), 

and usability action (46). 

Overall % 13-15 16-17 18-21 22-26 1 27-34 35-44 45+ Delta 

00n5e0441y 

0,102676% 

48.3%' )T.7%. 

CaWmnN% 

42.5%b,g 

C,%n,e9%Caiie,e9%'Coionn6% 

47.6%C 

Ca6e,eN%C,%%.t,l,w..8 

448745.0 348748,1 0350% 51.2744 155 5%d 

266500 30.3% 24.4%. 29.2740 30514.4 334740 ,3t,2%d 24,4%. 18,1%. 17501 

28.37427.2%. 29.4%b 29.5740,0 31.1740 . 27.4%. 108%. L156%o 2650 

203744 15.9% - 1305% .nn.4n8%a0n 26.8% 282742.0 29.3%. ,' 28.1%. 5t.7%b '24.9740 

o,.beiyp..6o. 

001wln.S. 

25.5%70.i%o,,,,,, 

25.37426.0%. 

30.0%. 

263%b''W ' 

25.5%. 

27.8%. 

25,5745.216%. 

27.flb in 5740 15.M! 

17744 18,1%a 20 00 

90748 - 19 50t 

48aPdO.OY 24.4% 17.8%. 21.4740 23,0746 23.81W !241W 20.2745 143% 1860% 

p0026,0,4 -*.f 23.8% 88.4%. 25.0%. "1i4.6%b 28.7740 24 7%bc 

, 

209%. 142744 1210% 

f.k..o116 21.8% 15.8742 21.2%b 24.814. ,,"23.4%o,d 22.874856 17.4%. .13.2%. , 85.90% 

0,P20012Y 

89.2% 21.4%.  

17.5% 84.9742 

9.5740 

19.1%bj '."'19.0%b 

25.1742,0 194745 '87,5742 13.4%. 168748 1 1460% 

17.014. 15.1742 1228W 8,4% . 1070% 

P5648 17.0% 14,3%..d 16.3%..b 17.3%b t6.0%b.o15 2748,1 1241W 6.7740 . 9 301C 

nudity lt,3%'19.2%. .1 16.4%. 182%. 16.7745 ,13.6%o 11.3%. 52%, L 1300% 
w.e.a0oes.n,o'e 14.8% 14.1%.,0 16.8745 " '16.3%b 14.6%.,! 12.07W 9.104. 5,9%. 10.9e% 

4flwonisd.d56n020 

128% 12.6%0.b 143748 , 03.2%. 131%. '815%. 82740 00744 930% 

01.0% 13.074. 14.1740 142748 " 11.0746 6,5740 7.77424 .69744 7,30% 

'556b18700605 lt.7%'ilZ%.,. ' 01.1%.., 

8.7%. 

11.1%. 00.3748.5 .86%. 8.5742 '66744 , 4609. 

'boryWasi 8.174:10.8%. 8.1%. 7.1%5,o 6.5740 4.5744 '3.4%.  7.40%. 

,.eh.m, 6.774:84%. 7.29.0,5 

3.2746.0 

7.5%. 

42742,5 

5,6745 3.5744 

3 2%c 71742 

2.5745,4j1.9%d ' 6,5C11 
one 6swa99 397452%. . . 

16744 Ii 3744 300% 

3.9% 3.7%.,b 3.5742,5 3.8%. 2,7%..b,0 .3.6748,0 2.3%a.o 1.7740 

6.7000038000188 3.774,59%. . 3.5% s.s. 13.1%. 129.5 0.7%b :03%. . L...s 2o% 

An expanded 1,5/n ni/h oxofidcnnc ininenala eon be fosndiscrc. 
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Issue rates by age group and gender* 
Males and females experience issues at significantly different rates, and those patterns 
remain consistent across age groups. 

Pairs of green cells within each age group represent 

statistically significant comparisons where females 

experienced the issues at higher rates than males. For 

example, in the 13-15 age group, 27.4% of females 

experienced negative comparison in the last 7 days, 

compared to only l4,6% of mules. 

Pairs of yellow cells within each age group represent 

statistically significant comparisons where males 

experienced losses at higher rates than females. For 

example, 14.4% of males in the 13-15 age group 

reported being the target of bullying In the last 7 days, 

compared to 8.6% of females. 

Interestingly, when an issue in experienced differently 

by males and females, that difference tends to hold 

across age groups The only exception is data privacy 

concerns, where males report higher rates in the 13-15 

and 16-17 age groups, but females report higher rates 

from age 27 and up. 
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Bullying and known antagonists, by gender 
Females respondents are more likely than males to know the antagonist off/me when the 
target of bullying, but less likely to know the antagonist offline when witnessing bullying. 

The percentage of females responding that they know the antagonist of fuse! 

In real life for bullying target in 17.4%, versus 11.8% for males. This 

difference is statistically significant, measured via a 2x2 chi square test (the 

know them, but only online and 'I don't know them' response options were 

combined for this analysis). 

Interestingly, the pattern is reversed for bullying witness. The percentage of 

females responding that they know the antagonist offline/ in real life for 

bullying witness in 55%, versus 7.2% for mules. This difference is also 

statistically significant. 

These two patterns are particularly pronounced in the 13-18 age grasp 

(bottom table), although the pattern in found in most age groups. Because of 

small sample sizes when cutting by age, though, separate statistical tests 

were not run forthose subsets. 
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Creator segmentation 
5.41% of survey respondents are classified as creators, based on ig..creator.segment. 
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Issues by creator segmentation 
Most issues are experienced more often by larger creators, but the gap varies by issue 

In this table. issues are ranked by the issue rates of the aspiring-i creator 

group (a combination of the aspiring, emerging, and established segments). 

Red/green cells are the highest/lowest value in each row. 12 of the 22 

issues are experienced most often by the aspiring+ group, while nearly all 

(21 of 22) Issues are experienced most often by either the large or 
experimenting groups. By contrast. 21 of 22 issues are experienced the least 

often by respondents without a creator status. 

Similar to age, not all Issues have large gaps it experience rates across 

creator status. Not surprisingly, audience limitation ('Have you felt that not 

enough people see the things you share on lnsragramx') is both the most 

frequent issue for aspiringi creators, as well an the issue with the largest 

gap 535% of aspiring+ creators experienced this issue is the past 7 days, 

compared to only 25.7% of non-creators, a delta of 278 percentage points. 

Bullying target has the second highest delta (18.3), followed by fake account 

(15.9). 

By contrast, issues such as drugs (1.2), account security (1.4), data privacy 

(1.7), and violence (2.0) are experienced similarly regardless of creator 

status. 
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