
 
Case No.: 4:22-md-03047-YGR 

MDL No. 3047 
In Re: Social Media Adolescent Addiction/Personal Injury Products Liability Litigation 

 

 

 

 

AMENDED Exhibit 109 

 

PLAINTIFFS’ OMNIBUS OPPOSITION TO 

DEFENDANTS’ MOTIONS FOR SUMMARY 

JUDGMENT 

 

Case 4:22-md-03047-YGR     Document 2885-40     Filed 03/26/26     Page 1 of 33



Case 4:22-md-03047-YGR     Document 2885-40     Filed 03/26/26     Page 2 of 33



TL;DR - IG

To advance our understanding and 

measurement of potential problematic 

use (PU) on our platforms, this 

workstream:

1) Developed and validated new survey 

measurement of users’ perceived 

control of their use of Facebook and 

Instagram

2) Surveyed ~30K youth and ~30K adult 

users of IG in 12 countries

3) Identified on-platform behaviors 

associated with perceived low control

Findings Takeaways

These survey items can be adapted for use in product 

evaluations (designed on a case-specific basis) to 

understand perceived impact of products.

While there are no objective cut-offs for defining 

‘low’ control, we see that this is a general issue 

experienced by both youth and adults. Youth-first 

products can be explored to extend to gen pop.

Focusing on addressing areas on our platforms where 

users are likely to experience perceived low control is 

a viable strategy for making progress in this space.

We have improved predictive precision by focusing on 

control, but on-platform behaviors likely cannot be used 

to directly measure (or proxy) perceived control.

Our next step is to iterate with the team on appropriate 

cut-offs (e.g., p90 usage) and prioritized behaviors (e.g., 

evening + late night time) to use for heuristics and 

goaling, noting that these are not definitional of PU.

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

Users’ perceived control can be validly measured across 

age cohorts with questions assessing low 

attentiveness around platform use (i.e., spending more 

time, checking, and consuming content without realizing 

it) and low capability to change platform use (i.e., low 

confidence in ability to reduce time, checking, or 

interactions)

Rates of perceived low control are similar for youth and 

adults, with low attentiveness (~34-40%) more common 

than low capability (13-20%)

Perceived low control nearly fully explains the small 

association between on-platform behaviors and 

perceiving that one’s platform use prevents fulfilling 

other responsibilities in life (‘life interference’).

The ability to predict perceived control using logged 

platform behaviors is modest, but improved over past 

PU models: 0.77 AUC for attentiveness (precision/recall 

~0.5/0.7) and 0.80 for capability (~0.4/0.4).

Global behaviors associated with perceived low control 

reflect high usage, evening + late night time spent, and 

specific behaviors, like no engagement repeat sessions 

and video chaining.

Specific product usage associated with perceived low 

control includes content consumption surfaces (Explore, 

Reels Tab, Home) and active engagement (Stories 

creation, Direct). 

Existing or novel control solutions may be provided 

in-context within these products, such as nudges 

within Reels or extensions of Quiet Mode to support 

limits and boundaries around active engagement.

6)

1

2
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1) Measurement approach and rates of perceived low control

2) General behavior patterns (time spent, sessions, time of day) associated with perceived low control

3) Specific product usage associated with perceived low control

Goal of this workstream: Identify on-platform behaviors that are 
associated* with user perception** of low control

*All associations in this report are non-causal, i.e., there can be no conclusions drawn about the direction of how behavior and perception may impact each other.
**All user perception measures come from self-report surveys on the participants’ subjective self-assessment of their experiences with sense of control and their perceptions of the platform.

Outline of results

7
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Measurement 

review of PU 

constructs & 

existing survey 

items

Pilot test and 

cognitive test 

potential survey 

items covering 

key control 

constructs

Identify on-

platform 

correlates of 

low control, 

and identify 

low control 

heuristics

Refine survey 

items and field 

on-platform 

measurement 

survey

December -

February

November -

December

September -

October

August

Lit review

Past surveys 1, 2

Measurement audit 

+ takeaways

List of items

Research plan

Cog testing results

Pilot results + notebook

All items tested

Research plan

Simon FB

Simon IG

Approach: Updated survey measurement of potential problematic use

Focus is on measuring users’ perception of control over their time and experiences on our platforms (see note)

Specify 

constructs for 

‘sense of 

control’: low 

attentiveness 

and low 

capability

December

Results

Analysis notebook

This 

report

Analysis readout

IG Heuristics
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We identified two constructs of perceived control and measured 
them in an on-platform survey

Perceived control capability
(perceived self-efficacy to exert control, if desired)

Low attentiveness around use
(possible unintended, unaware, and/or habitual use)

These two areas of control are consistent with literature suggesting lack of control over social media use may come in two forms - habitual or low attention use; and lack of ability to control use (1, 2, 3). These also 

map to models of self-regulation of behavior that define two systems, an automatic one (akin to low attentiveness) and a conscious, goal-monitoring one (akin to exerting deliberate control) (4). See Appendix for 

details on survey development and item selection.

9
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Results: Instagram

12
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Perceived control explains how platform use may be related to 
perceived ‘life interference’

Previous measurement work has included a focus on ‘life interference’ as an important outcome related to problematic use; 
i.e., perceiving that one’s platform use is preventing the fulfillment of other life responsibilities. 

Here we see that perceived life interference is almost entirely related to actual platform use through perceived low control. 
We don’t see an association between platform use and life interference except through perceived control. 

Platform use (all behaviors)

Perceived [lack of] control
● Low attentiveness
● Low capability

Perceived life interference

For teens: 96% of the relationship is explained by low control
For adults: 91% of the relationship is explained by low control 

Beyond the effects of perceived low control, platform signals 
only explain 0.7% of the variance in teen users reported life 
interference and 1.8% of the variance for adults.

14
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Focusing on control increases our measurement precision

This supports our approach to focus on control: from both a 
conceptual and measurement standpoint, perceived control over 
platform use is more proximal to the actual on-platform experience, 
including behaviors that we can measure and potentially change. 

See 1-pager here

Our overall models predicting perceived control are stronger 
than those that include life interference or other life impact 
measures, likely because there is less noise. Our updated 
heuristics will likely be better as well.

AUCRecallPrecision

0.66 all ages0.73 all ages0.17 all agesFormer PU model on FB

Outcome: low control + 
negative life impact

0.77 youth
0.78 adults

0.70 youth
0.69 adults

0.48 youth
0.51 adults

Current PU model on IG

Outcome: low attentiveness

0.81 youth
0.80 adults

0.45 youth
0.36 adults

0.36 youth
0.50 adults

Current PU model on IG

Outcome: low capability
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DetailCapabilityAttentivenessBehaviorStack 
rank

Time spent and sessions (higher overall use) are top predictorsxxTotal time spent1

xxNumber of sessions2

Whereas past PU research implicated late night time spent (1, 2), this study also identifies 
evening time spent as a predictor of perceived low control, slightly stronger than late night 
time spent.

xxEvening + early night time spent
(7-10 pm; 10 pm-12 am)

3

Whereas past PU research found no association with sessions being more active or 
passive on average (2), certain no engagement sessions (repeat and late night) were 
found (1). Here we see passive sessions in evening and early night associated with 
perceived low control.

xxPassive evening + early night 
time spent
(7-10 pm; 10 pm-12 am)

4

Overall late night time spent, as well as passive time spent (slightly less strong), emerging 
here, consistent with past work.

xxLate night time spent (12am-
4am)
(overall and passive)

5

Consistent with past heuristic work (1) and possibly related to checking behavior. Relatively 
stronger as a predictor for adults

xxNo engagement repeat sessions6

New finding, a behavior specifically associated with perceived low attentiveness. 
Particularly related to frequency of chaining, rather than chaining depth.

xVideo chaining7

New finding, a behavior specifically associated with perceived low capability.xShort sessions8

Specific behaviors associated with low perceived control on IG 
Explanatory power for low attentiveness overall is 2-3x as strong as low capability. Predictors largely consistent across youth and adults.

Associations were evaluated 3 ways to highlight converging signals: unique predictors in a multivariate regression, strongest contributors in a predictive decision trees (xgboost), and correlation

16
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DetailCapability

(Youth and/or 
Adults)

Attentiveness

(Youth and/or 
Adults)

ProductStack 
rank

Y + AY + A1

Y + AY2

Y + A3

Y + AY4

Y + AY + A5

YY + A6

YA7

Specific product usage associated with low perceived control on IG 

Associations were evaluated 3 ways to highlight converging signals: unique predictors in a multivariate regression, strongest contributors in a predictive decision trees (xgboost), and correlation

17
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Takeaways 

1) Many behaviors are associated with both forms of 
perceived low control, and predictors are largely similar 
for youth and adults. 

1) Findings are consistent with the stance around focusing 
on late night use as important to support user control; 
extending to evening use may be a next step. 

1) Expanding solutions to adult cohorts may also be 
beneficial.

1) Specific behaviors like video chaining, particularly on 
passive consumption surfaces like Reels, might be 
opportunities for attentiveness nudges or adjusting 
autoplay settings.

1) New product opportunities may exist in-context for 
specific surfaces or targeting specific behavior patterns -
such as extending Quiet Mode to support limits and 
boundaries around active engagement.

1) Focus this broad list to an abbreviated, non-overlapping list 
of 3-5 specific behaviors with relatively highest 
precision/recall to form updated PU heuristics

● Leverage team priority area around late night use
● Present alternatives and iterate on final set
● Define thresholds

1) Evaluate sensitivity of heuristics: have we seen movement of 
these in experiments to date?

1) Opportunity size the potential impact of using these 
behaviors for additional targeting for Quiet Mode and Take a 
Break (e.g., expansion to evening hours)

● Given a certain targeting threshold, what % of TAM 
is reached? 

● Update behavior change goals based on change in 
% of TAM reached and measured efficacy of the 
feature

Next steps

18
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IG product details

46
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*Associations were evaluated 3 ways to highlight converging signals: unique predictors in a multivariate regression, strongest contributors in a predictive decision trees (xgboost), and correlation
** Tier of strength prediction is relative: Tier 1 = top 3 strongest predictor from regression and/or decision tree; Tier 2 = top 3 strongest predictor from one cohort or one form of low control; Tier 3 = top 10 
predictor

Low Capability
 

 

Low Attentiveness
 
 

Product

AdultsTeensAdultsTeens

Specific product usage associated with perceived low control

Theme: Other

51
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*Associations were evaluated 3 ways to highlight converging signals: unique predictors in a multivariate regression, strongest contributors in a predictive decision trees (xgboost), and correlation
** Tier of strength prediction is relative: Tier 1 = top 3 strongest predictor from regression and/or decision tree; Tier 2 = top 3 strongest predictor from one cohort or one form of low control; Tier 3 = top 10 
predictor

Theme: Other

High Capability
Greater usage of these products associated* with higher perceived 
ability to reduce or limit time spent, checking, and interactions, if 
wanting to

High Attentiveness
Greater usage of these products associated* with less frequently
spending more time, checking more, and consuming more content 
than intended, without realizing it

Product

AdultsTeensAdultsTeens

Share of time spentHome

Specific product usage associated with perceived high control
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CapabilityAttentivenessCorrelations

-0.05-0.12surface_visits

-0.04-0.06engagements

-0.06-0.14time_spent

-0.07-0.14push_notif_session

0.050.06time_to_sess_from_push

-0.02-0.10late_night_ts

-0.05-0.12ts_4_7

-0.05-0.12ts_7_10

-0.04-0.11ts_10_12

-0.04-0.12late_night_sessions

-0.04-0.11no_eng_sessions

-0.03-0.09

late_night_high_surface_switching_sessi

ons

-0.02-0.10notif_checks

-0.03-0.09short_sessions

-0.06-0.12repeat_no_eng_session

-0.03-0.09late_night_no_eng_sessions

-0.04-0.10no_engagement_4_7

-0.04-0.10no_engagement_7_10

-0.03-0.10no_engagement_10_12

Global behavior correlations - FB youth

57
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CorrelationFrequency (of behavior)Gain (marginal effect of 
predictive accuracy)

Feature (Top 10)

photo_ts

notif_ts_share

nf_ts_share

story_ts_share

feedback_ts_share

notif_checks

photo_ts_share

feedback_ts

ts_7_10

nf_ts

reels_ts_share

engagements

ts_4_7

push_notif_session

ts_10_12

feedback_engagement_per_min

no_engagement_4_7

Boosted Decision Tree for Attentiveness - FB youth
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CapabilityAttentivenessCorrelations

-0.04-0.15surface_visits

-0.02-0.07engagements

-0.03-0.15time_spent

-0.06-0.15push_notif_session

0.000.00time_to_sess_from_push

-0.02-0.09late_night_ts

-0.01-0.13ts_4_7

-0.03-0.13ts_7_10

-0.03-0.11ts_10_12

-0.04-0.13late_night_sessions

-0.04-0.14no_eng_sessions

-0.03-0.10

late_night_high_surface_switching_sessi

ons

-0.02-0.10notif_checks

-0.04-0.12short_sessions

-0.06-0.14repeat_no_eng_session

-0.03-0.09late_night_no_eng_sessions

-0.04-0.13no_engagement_4_7

-0.04-0.13no_engagement_7_10

-0.04-0.11no_engagement_10_12

Global behavior correlations - FB adults
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CapabilityAttentivenessCorrelations

-0.11-0.23ts

-0.06-0.10ts_4_7

-0.05-0.07ts_4_7_passive

-0.10-0.19ts_7_10

-0.09-0.14ts_7_10_passive

-0.09-0.18ts_10_12

-0.08-0.14ts_10_12_passive

-0.07-0.14ts_late_night

-0.07-0.11ts_late_night_passive

-0.10-0.14no_eng_repeat_sessions

-0.08-0.11short_sessions_count

-0.07-0.09late_night_no_engagement_sessions

-0.11-0.18sessions

-0.03-0.07sessions_exceed_2hr

0.01-0.04avg_max_chaining_depth

0.00-0.07sum_chaining_depth_max

-0.01-0.08post_impressions_chaining

-0.02-0.09media_impressions_chaining

Global behavior correlations - IG youth

62

 

 

 
 

Case 4:22-md-03047-YGR     Document 2885-40     Filed 03/26/26     Page 28 of 33



CapabilityAttentivenessCorrelations

-0.11-0.22ts

-0.05-0.10ts_4_7

-0.04-0.08ts_4_7_passive

-0.10-0.18ts_7_10

-0.08-0.15ts_7_10_passive

-0.08-0.18ts_10_12

-0.07-0.14ts_10_12_passive

-0.08-0.13ts_late_night

-0.07-0.11ts_late_night_passive

-0.10-0.17no_eng_repeat_sessions

-0.09-0.15short_sessions_count

-0.08-0.10late_night_no_engagement_sessions

-0.10-0.22sessions

-0.02-0.04sessions_exceed_2hr

-0.02-0.05avg_max_chaining_depth

-0.02-0.04sum_chaining_depth_max

-0.04-0.06post_impressions_chaining

-0.05-0.07media_impressions_chaining

Global behavior correlations - IG adults
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Overall behavior patterns - Instagram
Low capability

Strength of associations

Low attention
Strength of associations

havioral signal

Overall predictor strength for linking on-platform signals 
with low control are 2-3x stronger for predicting low 
attention than low capability
Predictors are largely similar across adults and teens

AdultsTeensAdultsTeens

Time spent and sessions (as indices of higher overall 
use) consistently a top predictor

~3.5%~3.5%~9%~9%Total time spent

~3%~3.5%~9%~8%Sessions
(number)

Evening time spent, both overall and passive time, as a 
stronger predictor than late night use (particularly 
stronger than passive late night use)

~3% 7-10
~2.5% 10-12

~3% each~7% each~7% eachEvening time spent
(7-10 pm; 10 pm-
12 am)

~2.75% 7-10
~2% 10-12

~3% each~6% each~6% eachPassive evening 
time spent
(7-10 pm; 10 pm-
12 am)

~2.5% each~2.5% each~5.5% overall
~4.75% passive

~6% overall
~4.5% passive

Late night time 
spent (12 am - 4 
am)
(overall and 
passive)

No engagement repeat sessions relatively stronger as a ~3%~3%~7%~5 5%No engagement 

21
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Focusing on control increases our measurement precision

This supports our approach to focus on control: from both a 
conceptual and measurement standpoint, perceived control over 
platform use is more proximal to the actual on-platform experience, 
including behaviors that we can measure and potentially change. 

See 1-pager here

Alternative model

AUCRecallPrecisionBaseline

0.66 all ages0.73 all ages0.17 all ages~0.11

Former PU model on FB

Outcome: low control + 
negative life impact

0.74 youth

0.69 adults

0.37 youth

0.44 adults

0.67 youth

0.57 adults~0.3-0.35

Current PU model on FB

Outcome: low attentiveness

0.76 youth

0.73 adults

0.25 youth

0.24 adults

0.64 youth

0.46 adults~0.15-0.2

Current PU model on FB

Outcome: low capability
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