Bad Experiences and Encounters
Framework (BEEF) Survey

Data collection: June 27-July 8, 2021




Background

Why are we doing this?

To develop a holistic, consistent picture of user bad experiences on Instagram 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

Date To do Status
April 12 Agree on which TRIPS questions to include Complete
April 19 Use framework project results to generate Complete

proposal for additional survey constructs
April 26 Develop survey questions/ look for questions |Complete

from existing surveys
May 3 Develop survey questions/ look for questions |Complete

from existing surveys
May 10 Submit to research review Complete (June 3)
hay-24-June 3 Submit 1o survey review Complete (June 9)
May-31 June 10 Submit 1o translations Complete (June 29)
June34 June 20 Launch survey Complete (June 30)
Sune-23 July 6 Data cleaning Complete
June-28 August 25 |Data weighting/ appending Complete (August 25)
July- 19 August 26 Data cleaning Complete (September &)
July-26 September 7 |Analysis/ reporting In progress
October 4 Socialization
October 11 v2 Framework
October 18 Begin BEEF Survey v2 development
December 16 ‘I]aun.t:;h BEEF Survey v2 (code freeze Dec 16-

an

Survey questions, issues
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What’s next?

The plan is to add findings to this deck and the Bad
Experiences Working Group as | go, with the goal of
having a draft completed in the next two weeks. After
that, | will fecus on 1:1 and small group meetings with
various teams, to share the findings relevant to them.

As | engage in socialization of the findings, | will also
begin a literature review of work done since the v1
BEEF, to see if any new issues have emerged that
should be included in the next BEEF Survey (v2
Framework, although it will be much mare lightweight
than the v1 effort).

1 will use the current BEEF Survey and any new
insights gathered during the v2 Framework to begin
the survey development process for the v2 BEEF
Survey.

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.”

Falze or mizleading Hawe you ever seen anything on Instagram thet was false or misleading?

Violence

Hate (witness)

Bullying (witness)

SRG drug sales

Bullying (tanget)

Mudity

Negative Social
Comoarison

Hawe you ever seen any violent, bloody, or disturbing Images on Instagram
that bothered you?

Have you ever seen anyone d scriminating against people on Instagram
because of their gender, religion, race, sexusl orientation, or another part of
their identity?

Have you ever seen anyone do any of these things to someone else on
Instagram?

Aingult or disrespect them

-Contact them in an inappropriate way

“Darnage their reputation

-Theeaten them

-Exclude them of leave them out

Have you ever seen anyone trying 1o buy or sell any of the following things
an | nEtagram?

“Prescription drgs

llegal drugs

Has anyone ever done any of thess things to you on Instagram?

Ansulted ar disrespected you

-Contacted you in an (nappropriate way

“Darmaged your reputatian

-Threatened you

“Excluded you or lefi you out

Have you ever seen nudity or sexual images on Instegram that you didn't
want to sea?

Hawe you ever falt worse sbout yourself beceuse of other peaples’ posts an
Imestaaram?

Unwanted advances

Accaunt security
Ciwvic content
Impersanation
Self-harm
Spam/ fake account
contact

Ower enforcement

Audience limitation

Lisahility, action
Transparency

Uzahility, consumption
Data privacy

Perceived cantrol

Commerciality

Have you ever recefved unwanted sewmual advances on Instagram?

Hawve you ever been unable to access your Instagram account, either
becausze of & lost password of because your sccount was hacked?

Have you ever felt that you have seen too many political posts an
Instagram?

Have you ever found out that & Instagram account was pretending 1o be
you?

Have you ever seen someane harm themselves, or threaten to do 8o, an
Instagram?

Have you ever been contacted on Instegram by an account that seemed
fake?

Have you ever felt that Instagram was wrong when it removed & post or
video for vilating the rules?

Have yau felt that not enough peaple see the things you share on
Instagram?

Have you ever had difficulty pasting & pécture or video to Instegram?
Have yau ever felt Instagram |sn't transparent abaut why it remaves posts
that are sgainst the rules?

Have you ever experienced the Instagram app freezing, crashing, or closng
unexpectedly?

Have you ever had concems about the way Instagrarm might use deta and
information about you?

Have you ever felt a lack of control aver what you 2ee on Instagram?

Have you ever felt that you have seen too many ads on Instagram?
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Survey questions and log data, context

All questions with response options can be found here.

[Question name Muestion text

In the [ast 7 days, where in Instagram did you see this?
Surlace [Please select all that apply.

In the [ast 7 days, how many tlimes kave you ssen
Frequency sormething like this?

[Which specific emotions did you feel? Please select all
specilic amatian feitihal apply.

Length of ematianal

reaction [Far how long after the experience did pou feel this way?
Thirking about this experience, did you feel supparted by
Perceived supportfinstagram?
\hction taken (bath  [Did you take any of the following actions as a result of
on and aff app) lthis experience? Select all that apply.
IDid thig experience slop of disGourage you from pasting
Stops posting? lon Inetagram?
Known person, [What's your relationship with the account that posted
jonl ine/offine this?
lage (1315, 1617,
1B6.) Wit ig your age?

Log data
Cauntry

p u=e
Gender
Followers

Puibdic of private account

Feed pinsts
Resls posted
Stories posted

PLibl: media posted
Creaftof segmentation
05 vs Android

RAM

Hi NAL views*
Orwerall vews
Sestionz®

(T Spent®

meaninglul Fnpressions®

Marne
cauntry

Table
dirn_ig_users:inslagram

interface_[28: instagram_classic dirn_ig_usersinstagram

perder dirn_ig_users:instagram
followers dirn_ig_usersinstagram
is_private dirn_ig_usersinstagram
feed_rmedia_Td dirn_ig_creatorsinstagram
reeds_media_Td dirm_ig_creatorsinstagram
siory_media_Td dirm_ig_creatorsinstagram
pubilic_rvedia_Td diFn_ig_ereatons nstagram

ig_creatar_segrment dirn_ig_ereators instagram

prirnary_interface dirn_ig_user_prirary_devicenslagram

rarm_class dirn_ig_user_prirmary_devicenstlagram

viewer_high_nae_vpvs_I7 Bg_user_social_comparizon_meltrics instagram

viewer_vps_w_prediction_I7 Bg_usser_social_comparizon_meltrics instagram

TSRS Ea0n s iQ_USer_Bpp_Sestion_counts.instagram

[Liine_sgenil ig_WSer_app_session_countsinstagram

sum_meaningiul_engagement_viewe ig_meaningiul_engagement_user_agginstagra
r_scare m
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Sample size by issue

The sample size was calculated 1o detect a 1% absolute difference
between the two groups (production and holdout). Part of that
calculation is the baseline prevalence of each issue; past research
was used to provide those estimates. If an issue wasn't actively
being worked on by a team in the IG Community Fillar in H1 2021,
then that issue was only asked in the production group.

Each respondent was asked about five issues (randomly chosen
from the set of 22). If they reported experiencing at least one of
the five isswes, the survey system randomly chose one of the
issues they said yes to and asked a series of follow-up questions.
If they said they didn't experience any of the five issues, they were
asked their age followed by a series of questions unrelated to this
report.

Baseline  Detectable nper |#of  Subtotal, Subtotal,
lssus Prevalence drop group |groups planned | actual
Acoount secuily (sccess) 20.00% 19.00% | 24,641 1 24,641 268,907
Audience limitation 33.70% 3270% | 34813 2| 69,626 71,845
Bullying and harassment, tanget 7.80% 6.BO% 10,627 2 21,244 24,790
Bullying and harassment, witness 22.43% 21.43% | 26,875 2| 53750 57,744
Commerciality 21.50% 20.50% | 26,042 1 26,0432 248,498
Data privacy 31.90% 30.50% 33813 2 47626 69,802
Drugs and Related Goods 3.64% 264% 4774 2 9,548 12,242
False or Misleading 26.68% 2568% 30337 2 60674 64 854
Graphic Violence 11.30% 10.30% | 15122 2 30,244 34,928
Hate Witness. 19.73% 18.73% | 24,381 2 48762 53,283
Imperzonation (fist persen) 3.10% 20% 301 1 301 5,880

gative Social Compari 20.00% 19.00% | 24,641 2 49,282 53,954
Mudity 13.46% 12.46% | 17,707 2 35414 40,571
Cver enforcamant 30.00% 20.00% | 2647 2 65294 69226
Percejved control £ sense of place 23.10% 2210% | 27 4SE 1 27458 29,774
Political posts 28.20% 27.20% 31437 1 31437 33516
Unwanted sdvances / solicitation 30.00% 25.00% | 32647 2 63,294 63,146
Salf-harm (witnass) 10.00% Q00%| 13495 1 13485 15830
Spam (fake account) 50,00% 40,00% | 30,240 1 39240 40,620
Transparency 30.00% 20.00% 32,647 2 65294 66,966
Usability / action-oriented 21.30% 20.30% | 25859 2 51,718 57,160
Usability ¢ consumption-oriertad 26.20% 25.20% | 29974 2 59548 67838

questionn = 016,332 094,381
respondentn = 238348 237923
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Planned analyses (gfeen = drafts complete)

1.1ssue prevalence for holdout vs prod, and overall
2.1ssue prevalence by subgroups

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) |7
c. App use (number of sessions, time spent)
d. Meaningful impressions
e. Surface

5.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 | find
one or more commonalities between issues, I'll use those to create rubrics to understand the full slate of
iSsues users experience
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Issue rates, full dataset

Improvements in perceived violence and
usability action, but a decline in perceived
data privacy

The issuwes in the table to the right are ranked by the percentage of respondents
in the full dataset who selected “Yes, during the fast 7 days.” Other response
optians were “Yes, but move than 7 days ago” and "No_" Those responses are not
displayed here for space reasons. Production refers to respondents in the
production version of IG, while Holdout refers to respondents in the Community
Pill ar haldout group in H1_If an 1G team was not actively working on an issue in
H1, 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 errar infl ation (no difference in results).

There was a statistically significant improvement in perceptions of violence
("Hawve you ever seen any violent, bloody, or disturbing images an Instagram that
bathered you?" and usability action ("Have you ever had difficully posting a
picture or video to Instagram?”) between production and haldout.

There was also a statistically significant decline in perceptions of data privacy
{"Hawve you ever had concems about the way Instagram might use data and
information about pou?” between praduction and hol dout.

Oeverall
CoumaN%| n [CoumnM%| n | ColmnN%  n

cammuerciality 109%[ 11403  48.2%a 11403 -
misinfa 303%[19.879]  30.6%a 8,253  30.1%a 11,828
bully wi 283% 16567  281% 6685  28.5% 9882
audience limitation 268%| 19545  26.8% 8058 26.8%a 11488
bility passive 255%|17344)  25.6% 7626  255%a 9718
hate witness 253%13710]  25.1%a 5511  255%a 8,199
data privacy 244% 17293 24.8%b 7277 24.1%a 10,016
perceived contral 230% 5904 23.9%a 5904 -
fake acct 15t nex| 7417 ewal T - |
negative comparisan 10.2% 10549 19.3% 4311  19.0%a 6237
tranaparency 17.5% 11931 17.5%a) 4896  17.5%a 7036
poltical posts 17.0% 4779  17.0% 4779 - |
rlhﬂlt]' 16.3%| 6,751 16.2%a 2,688 16.4%a 4,063
over enforcernent 14.8%| 10,206 14.8%a 4,739 14.7%a8 5967
violence 12.8%| 4,580 12.3%b 1,764 13.2%8 2E16
unwantad advances 11.9% 8364 12.0%a 34856 11.8%a 4E78
usahility setion 10.7%| 6,208 T04%E 2,481 10.9%a 3727
bully tanget B.1%| 2055 7.B%a B2 B.7%a| 1254
sell harm 6.7% 294 6. 7% B9 -
el Securily 39% 880 3.9%a [:1:1] -
drugs 39% 494 4.0%a 1 3.9%a 292
p n 1st a7s| 178 37%a| 178 -

Hofe: Waluse in the eams row ansd sublsble not sharing the same subscripl sne sigrificantly

i the twi-sided fes of aqualiy for column praportions. Calls with ro subscript aoe nofd included in the beet.
Tests sssume squal vanenoes Al signficant fndings remain signficant when using a Bordemonl cormection for
sipha ereor inflatson.

An expanded lable with 5% confidence infenals can be found fere a
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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 L Rate lasd T days Rank
) T
the Ja_sr 7 days"), they were then asked how offen t_hey- experienced W [ e T T h‘_w m* e :T':q
that issuwe. The percentage of respondents selecling each of the ~ aa2w| 5| 22v%| 200% 15| 200%] 5| 265 n -
answer options i displayed in the table, along with the average - - -
frequency (first yellm column).. The issue'_a (rows) are ranked by :::;ﬂm :;: ‘;g :;: ?;;: '::: f:;:l :: :: :: 17:
average fr_eq_uency, wut_h_lhe mast frequent issues on top. _ — zaow| 157TH| maw| 222% 7o 165% T & )
Cn-_*nn_-um:nalut;.- an_d political posts have the highest frequencies, haie Toww| 169%| ai4%| 826 GEW 1T6% ez 107 8 5
while impersonation and fake account contact have the lowest. = = 1M 179%| 0% 193%  72% 166% 433 081 10 -
dience imitati a%| 28.4%| dd48%| 176%  6.0%| 16.2% 2 asa| 107 4 4
The second yellow column is a rate x frequency composite score bully wilness 3% 23.0%| 305%) 160% 48% 166% 398 112 3 2
(the rate of an issue being experienced in the dataset, multiplied by ‘misinfo TN 21TH| ABA%| 154%  44% 12.3% A&z 10 2 3
the average frequency). Commerciality also has the highest score usabiily passive S5%| 5% 46.0%| 185% 5,“." B.4% 348 o088 5 B
an this metric, followed by bullying witness; impersanation is the wilence 128N 2T.4%| A20%| 144%| 45% 10.6% 340 0a4] 18] 18
lowest. drugs 3% 34.1%| 376%| 11.3% 5.1:.1, 120% 338 o013 =n| =
saf ham 6% saon| asaw| 1zaw] aaw] nwaw  aza| oz 18] 19
Finally, the last twa columns rank the issues by issue rate bully target B1%| 38.3%| 30w 120%) 38w 118% 324| o028 8 18
(penultimate column) and issue x frequency composite (last transparancy 175m| s arem| nw] asw] naw 321 oss[ | 13
column). Highlighted in blue are the issues with the biggest deltas: 5% 306%) a01% | 128%| 5.0%| A%k a4 oar| i8] e
the largest is political posts, which ranks 12th by issue rate, but 7th acct sacurity A9%| B0A%| 22.9% 10.4% 23%  143% 313 oe2f o N
by issue rate x frequency. data privacy Boa%| S84%| 35.2% 122 08% 100% 313 07 IR
overendorcamant | 145%| 381%| 3T.0%| 127%  36% | 98%) 393) 048]  14] 14
usabiity action 107%] 24.0%| ab1%| 13.6% mx.il ao%  an| om| | 17
Taka aost 13t TIE%| 38.9%| A09%| 108%  34%| 61% 276 060 s 12
imperscnation 15t arw| san| o6ew| 7ow] asw| a6% 278 oo 2 @

* in order In calcalste B

areage,
4548 edeTS and 108 =10

Onca=1,23=28
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If a respandent experienced an issue, they were

asked where in Instagram it happened. The Hashisg/
question allowed for multiple respanses, so the DM) Chat | Stories | my post - S—ﬁl Page Reels Prafila presl jen_
rows will add up to more than 100%. Higher Fr— 768 105% a9% azh 38% TaE% 0% 160%
numbers are shaded in darker reds, and the urwanted advances 97Y 7.4% 9.7% 554 eow 16.7% 10.6% 1259%
highest number per issue/row i5 in bold. bally target 176% 165% 121% 120% 10.27% 05% T5.2% 17.7%
st 26.0% 230% 219% 24.0% 21.3% 15.5% A5.4% 1.T% Fh5.E%
A few patterns are clear-first, some surfaces are i YT YT T oy T BT oy 12N T
more likely to have issues occur than others, but FTr— 2068 T 5% el 17 1848 13'“
;u 7pp surfa:eslare |rr|hmunE 1o I:l:cl ﬁ;p:”fn::: bility T 7% e 7% 100 156% 12.5%
LTACH COMPArEOns, Iweved, ahoud De i acect security 184%  240% 11.27% 151% 125%  126% 18.0% 16.2%
with a grain of salt-people spend more time on - e T = YT T R i
some surfaces than others, 5o we'd expect by T A T 13;“ 18R T 1?.’."5
ditferences izt because of that. sell harm 14.9% 31.9% 126% 253% 14.4% 19.1% 29.4% 13.6% 26.9%
. . 148% 348% 11.7% 21 5% 17.6% 16.4% 26.6% 13.5% 20.5%
Second, specific issues happen more often on M -
specific surfaces. When respondents experienced L 12.7% L] L] &N 12281 ahie 13.0% L 585
fake account contact in the last 7 days, they said data privacy 'f:"“ i) :; .7 ‘“; ;;: ;.: "ﬁq
it oecurred via DM/chat 73.1% of the time: the il : ELES 15 i u
next highest is someane’s p[C![i'E. at 14.6%. By Lransparency 0.1% 2EA% T.9% 14.5% 10.4% 11.2% 35.6% 11.5% I.5%
contrast, when respclnden'ls reported seeing salf H:Il’hl"lt- 0.5%) 3.0% 09% 3% 17.5% 20.2% A% 19.6% 21.5%
harm in the last 7 days, it was spread across % e Lt Ut 2 el e SIS
various surfaces: withessed in post comments — 8.7% 40.5% 84% 5% 125%)  347% 4.6% 9.0% 224%
12.6% of the time, and Feed,/Stories 31.9% of the ik L, (0 B5%  121% REL]  116% 2.7% 2% 20.7%
time. commerciality 6.9%) k- Eﬂi 2006% 10.2% 17.1% B.9% TA% 23.4%
political posts 62% Eub% I40% 16.0% 2000% 21.T% 10.4% 278%
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Issue rates by surface

DMY/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.

In the last 7 days, where in Instagram did you see this? Please select all that apply.

An expanded table with 35% configence intervals can be fournd hers,
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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
relationship with the accownt 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
somecne 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 comparizon (15.5%) and
bullying target (14.6%). Mo other issue is above 10%. The lowest is

unwanted sexual advances, with enly 2.1% from people the respandent

knows offline.

I know them | kmow them, | dom't know
offline/ in real life | but only online them
Megative comparison 15.5% 19.6% 64.9%
Bullying target 14.6% 16.0% 69.4%
Imperscnation 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%
Vialence 51% 13.7% 81.2%
Hate witness 4.6% 14.3% B81.1%
Misinfa 4.5% 9.7% B5.8%
Mudity 37% 9.1% 87.1%
Unwanted sexual advances 21% 4.2% 93.8%

An expanded rable with 35% configence intervals can be found here,

12
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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 "1 don't
know them" response option is excluded for the sake of space). The rates of
knowing the antagonist offline is highlighted in blue.

Given the very low numbers of creators (especially aspiring+ creators) who
anzswered the known antagonist question, it's not possible to make
confident staterments about the relationship between creator status and
knowing the antagonist.

lalso looked at the relationship between knowing the antagonist* 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 (r=
0.048), hate witness (r = 0.025), misinfo (r = 0.042), self harm (r =0.12), and
negative social comparison (r = 0.046).

*for the purposes of the cornelation analysis, the known anta gonist vanable was coded: 1 = | don't
knoew them, 2 = only online, and 3 = offiine.

oot eraator rimenting ring
1 knvow them... % n b n % n
) only anling 16.2% 27| 150% 18 14% 1
offing in real lfn| 15.0% 210 11.9% 18 BT% 1
anly anling 1T2%  4TH 238% 145 20.5% 8
- offined inreal lte.  64% 554  60% | 25% 1
oy anling 15.7% 250)  21.4% 23| 3A7% 2
il oo 1a2] 7w 8 137 1
cnly anling 12.0% ‘170N 4 0.0% 0
. offinal inroal fe | B5% 30| 125% 3 00% 0
iy anling 1M0% 1227 19.0% M5 121% 5
Fiata WiNGSS. | cttireatin reml e af% 400 61% 37| 26% 1
oy anling 13.6% 431 168% & 5.2% 1
ciffina! in real Ife 5% 163 5% 12 00 o
Umwanted oy anling 4.1% 84| s50% 6 0% [
Bewual sdvances | offined in real Ife | 21% 42 1% 3 0% []
Megafive social | only anling 18.1% o08)  27.8% 85| 222% 4
comparsion | offinel in real lfe] 15.3%] 27| 17.6% 54]  208% 4
- oy anling 16.3% 107 17.1% B 23Ty 1
offine in real s | B.5% 53 9.1% 4| 15.0%| 1
Mady anly anling B.d% 4] 14.6% 42 137% 3
offinel inreal lfe | 37%)  171]  43% 12 85% Z
i only anling 8.7% THE  10.4% a8 52% 3
ciffine! in real Ide 4.5%) 36T 4.9% 23 4.5% 1
Irparsanation [ Cnly anling 21.4% 25 15.8% 1 D% L]
st offinel in real life | 0.9% 12 13.2% o 0% [

An expanded tabie with confidence intervals can be found bers.
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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 Instagram as the second most frequent.

If a respondent reported experiencing an issue

Did you take any of the following actions as & resul of this experience? Select ail that apply.

in the last 7 days, they were asked if they took Repored
any actions as a result. The table to the right Changed mza Deistadthe L st | Unfollonsd |Fnporied
shows the percentage of people who reported T BVACY | e friand | PO O Story, or | the account | tha account
taking each action, with |arger percentages etings | obaut it Real
shaded in darker reds. Actions (columns) are Bullying target 12.0% 12.0% 22.8% 12.9% 28.5% 37.6%
arranged from least to most frequently used. Bullying witnass B.1% 12,55 10,3%, 18,3% 2 T%| 39,3%
_ ) o Drugs £7% 0E% 12.0% 13.2% 30.4%/ 27.3%
Changing privacy settings is the least-used
action across issues, with one outlier, first- e "fmm Lo e L = et e
person impersonation (29%). Talkedto a Hate 5.3% 14.9% 8.3% 21.0% 31.5% 38.1%
parent or close friand was the second least- Impersonation 15t 200% 17.8% 18.8% 215% 23T
used action. Blecking or muting the account Misinfo 58% B.T% 9.5% 16.3% 2% 30.8%
was the most frequent action, followed by Megative social compartson A% 12.0% B.7% B.8% 20.2%] 15.0%
closing Instagram. Muiity 6% T.7% 11.8% 208% 28.3% 36.1%
Polilical posls 6.6% 12 0% 9.1% 7.9% 31.0% 11.9% 26.7%
Amang issues, impersonation élicited the Ball hamn 104%]  148%|  108%|  162%|  280%  298%|  418%  323%
oot D0t sl 88 ash| mies rox| toss soshl rrex
wiol 6.3% 13.0% 69.7% 22.0% 1% 34.0% 31.3%

A axpanded table with confidencs infenvals can be fownd e
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Perceived support from Instagram

Respondents felt the least supported by Instagram when they were the target of bullying,

had difficulty posting, or felt Instagram took down content when it shouldn't.

If a respandent 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 mast
frequent action, followed by closing Instagram.

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

Thinking about this experience, did you fee! supported by lnstagram?

Bullying tanget
Usability acticr

An expanded rale with confidence intervals can be found fers.
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Impact of issue experience on creation behavior

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

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
sarted by the percentage of respondents who selected ‘yes' or ‘somewhat.’

First-person impersonaticn, usability action, and account security are the top
three, which makes sense; they all invalve being physically unable to access or
usge your account Negative comparison is #4, followed by over enfarcement
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 in 22 6% of respondents
choosing ‘yes' or ‘somewhat.’)

Wislance 198% 14.0% 38.9%| I7.3%
Saif harm 19.5% 12.4% 38.0% 30.1%
Audhenoe [imrtation 17.4% 15.8% TSR naxl
Transparency 16.6% 14.7% 3763 0%
Drugs 13.9% 37.0%| A%
Bullying witress T47% 15.0% 36.9%| F3.4%
Usability passie 15.0% 14.8% 36.6% 32.6%
Data privacy 17.2% 17.0% 380 HB%
Mizinfo 15.1%] 14.1% 3455 B6.A%
%Mmhlwnﬂ 14.7% 13.7% 34.1%)| ﬂ?.ﬁhl
Unwanted sendal sdvaross 15.4% 33.3% 8.3%
Cor lity 152% 14.2% A2.9% 7%
Political posts 18.2% 151% 29.4% 37.4%
Fake account A% 15.5% 21X 36.6%

No
impersonation 1st 33.1%
usability action 41, 7%
acct security 43.4%
negalive comparison 44.0%
over anforcemant 47. 7%
audience limitation 47 9%
salf harm 48.2%
bully targed 21.6% 48.3%
drugs 18.7% 48.2%
Iransparnency 23.0% 27.7T% 49.3%
data privacy 17.4% 30.5% 52.0%
hate witness 20.8% 25.5% 53.7%
bully witnass 20.0% 25.8% 54.2%
nudity 22.5% 23.0% 54.4%
vigkence 22.6% 22.2% 55.2%
perceived control 19.6% 23.8% 56.5%
political posts 16.3% 24.1% 58.6%
usability passive 14.9% 20.9% 64.2%
misinfo 15.2% 20.1% B4.T%
commerciality 11.8% 21.0% 67.2%
unwanted advancas 10.1% 18.4% T1.6%
fake acct 15t 7.9% 14.7% T74%

An expanded tabie with confidence intervals can be found fere

17
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Results by age and gender
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Respondents experiencing one or more issues

A little over half of respondents (51.6%) experienced at least one issue in the past 7
days

Each respondent was asked whether they've experienced any of five issues,

randomly selected out of a set of 22 isswes. 51.6% of respondents said % of each E_QB .
they've experienced at least one issue. Within age groups, the percentage is 1 or more | group experiencing
highest amang those age 1617 (57.3%), followed by 18-21 (55.7%), and 13- Nene | (out of 5) |one or more issues
15 [5-!.1%1. .ThE group with the lowest percentage of experie-nc.ing ane ar 13-15 5283 6215 54.1%
mare issue is age 45+, at 31.7%. (Note: Age was the last question asked, so

we anly have age data for the 67.5% of respandents who completed the 1617 737N 5,888

survey.) 18-21 16,033 21,164

22-26 12,520 15713
27-34 13019 13426  50.8%
35-44 9978| 7,689
45 or older 7.877 3,564

Prefer not to say 5,647 5,229 48.1%
Total 77 B2,888 51.6%
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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 respandents 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. Numbsers that share a numeric subscript are not statistically
significantly different from each other at p< 0.05. The full breakdown by all age groups is
an the next slide.

The 13-15 age group has the most red cells (B)-that is, they have the highest rates of
issue experience in 8 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.
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Issues by all age groups

Overall| 1315 | 45+
commeciality 48,2% 7. Mea 3.6%af
misinfa 30.3% M 4%a 16.1%=
baully wilness 28.5% 27.2%a 10.6%a
audiance limation |36, 8% 28.2%ab | 15.9%e
usabilily passive  [25.5% 30.1%a | 10.1%e
hale willaas 25.5% 26.0%a 9,088
data privacy 24 4% 17.9%a 14.3%8
perceived contral 3.9% 18.4%a 14.2%d
fake aced 1t 21.6% 15.8%a 13.2%a
riagative comparison | 19.2% 21.4%a 6.B%a
transparency 17.6% 14.9%a B.4%e
palilical pesats 17.0% 14.3%a4 |B.7%e
iy 16.5% 19.2%a 6.2
over enforcement | 14,8% 14.1%ac  |6.5%e
winlencs 12.6% 128%ab |5.00%d
unwanted advancas | 11.9% 13.0%a 6.9%d
usability action 10, 7% M2%ae | 6E%d
bully larget B.A% 10.8%a  [34%e
el hanm B.T% BA%a 1.5%d
aoot security 19% 8.2%a 1.3%d
drugs 39% 3.T%a,b 1.7%c
Iimparsonation 181 |[37% 5.5%a 0.3%b

rabie with I = intervals can be found hers.

Younger people report higher rates of every issue, with some issues felt more universally

than others
In general, the older the respondent, the less Overall%| 1345 1647 | 18-21 | 2226 | 27-34 | 3544 | 45+ | Delta
likely they are to report experiencing any of the Calumn N % Calumn N %  Column N % | Colunn N % | Colemn B % | Golumn N % Column N % | Highestdowest
22 issues measured. All red cells (the age iy 40.2%|37Ta  |42S%hig ATMc  |SIB%d  IS00%d  |4AB%bo  |30.6%af
group with the highest rate of experiencing an L] .95 L4 Al 2.2%h J0.0%0d EEEE 21 S aic ] AL
i ithin the four vounaest aqe aroups, |2 ess 20.3% 27.7%a  94%b  gegmhe (3% |774%a 108% | 10E%
izsiie) are within the four youngest age groups. imiadion 0.0% 20.2%ab  299%8  (d5.0%m  (25THO | 240%c MI%E | 15.9%
usabiity passve 5.5%[300%a  |300%a 295w (25%b | 216%c 1% | 101%e
_ . Fiate wiiness 26.3% | 26.0%a |2 amn | 27000 T a%b 22 6% 15.7%a B0
The gap between the lowest and highest issue — Ssliioke [Z14%0 i e ] %D T
rates vary by issue. Bullying witness, for pwecsived coniral 23.0% | 18.4%a 0.0%8 MB%E  |PTHe MT%be  |20.0% 14.2%4
instance, has the widest delta: 31.1% of the 22- s ect 1ol 21.8% | 15.8%a FiFo] 34.8%c Zid%ed  [22.0%bd [17.4%a 13.2%e
76 age group report experiencing it, L'.C!I‘I"q:la'féd gt 10.2%  21.4% | 18.5%0 FoRL*T-] 18.4%b 17 8% 13.4%d S.Hl
1o ml]’ 10.6% C‘[ the 45+ gpr, a delta ﬂ" 205 Fmnsparunoy 17.5%  14.9%a A8 1%h 1 1508 17.1%a0 15.1%a 12.0%d T Y
) ) peitcal psls 17.0% 143%a0  E3%ab  173%h  [180%be  152%0  [124%8  B7He
percentage points. Other large deltas include iy 13%[102%  [184%s [182%a  [16T%b  [138%  [11.3%  Ga%e
usability passive (delta = 20 poinis), hate aver endorcement 1.0% 1% | 168%D [ 18.3%0 14E%al [ 128%c B.1%d 5%
witness (19.5), and misinfo (17.5). wiglence 12.8% 12.8%ab | 14.3%a [13.2%a 13.1%a 11.8%0 B.2%c B.0%d
ewanted advances 10%[130% W% Ma%a |[10%  |a0%e TT%cd  GS%d
wsaliily aclion W% 112%ae T%ee | T.1% 103%ab | 06%E BS%e B.6%d 4.50%
By contrast, certain issues are experienced at by target B.% 108%  G7%a a.1%n Ti%be  |6.5%C a.8%d 3%
similar rates regardless of age. For example, ﬂ"""m :: i F.I%an :‘“" :x :::‘u :-::‘u-“ :: B
_ N SaCUl m 3IW0.0 2%a 0 -1 g | m
drug sales (delta = 2.1), account security (3.9). [ 30% 37%ab  35%ab  |3B%Wa 2TWabe  |3E%Ab  |23%be  |1T%e 210%
and usability action {4.6). imparsonation 1at 3.7% 5.5%a [35% 5.0 1% 12%b 0.7%b 03%

An expanded table with confidencs intenals can be fawmd fee

-l
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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 1315 1817 18- 22-26 T34 3544 45 or older
statistically significant comparisons where females Mm | F ™ M F | M| F | ™ M| F | m F

F F
oot sscurity E5%a |4.2%a |3.3%a [29%a |38%a 1.6%a |3F%a (24%a |1.6%a [ZE%a |14%a |15%a 1.5%a ([1.3%a
sadionce imitation | 26.0%a | 31.0%b| 26.7%a | 33 9%b EFHIIMW 24558 | 30.2%b | 24.T%a (25 1%a | 22.1%a |21 5%a 10.7%a |14 550

experienced the issues at higher rates than males. For
example, in the 13-15 age group, 27 4% of females

Enally taeget 14 4%a |[BE6%D |0.6%a |5E6%a E7Ha T7.0%a |T5%a E0%a |8.1%a (S0%b 6.T%a |[35%D 4.7%a |Z4WD

experienced negative comparison in the last 7 days, iy witnaes. 27.7%a | 27 E%a) 26.1%a | 30.4%a |28 7%a) 32.1%b | 20.0%a | 32.4%b | 25.4%a |22 7se [ 18.6%a 21850 11.1%a [11.4%a
mmpared to C!I‘I|y 14.6% of males. commerciality I 2% | 30 4% | 41 3% |42 4% | 4T. 7% 45870 | 51008 | S0. 7% | 51.7%a (49.2%a8 | 48. 3% |42 %0 40.0%a | 30.9%a
datn privacy 16.4%a | 20,530 10.7%a |22 198 |22 0%a] 72 7%a | 26 4%a |25.0%a [ 27 390a |32 B%b] 23.0%a 19,43 | 18.9%a [12 150

drugs. 11%a |44%8 [4.1%0 [27%a [40%a [35%0 [23%s [24%a [56%a [21%k |18%s [09%s [15%a [17%s
Pairs of yellow cells within each age group represent faka acct T8l 20.1%a [ 14,790 23.9%a [19.2%0 25 55a] 20,490 |23 Ta 22 8%0 | 23.39%a [22.6%a | 23.6%a | 14,25 [ 15.6% [125%a
statistically significant comparisans where males - 23.7% |27 5% 25.%n | 29.4%6s | 35156 | 26,70 | 25.9% | 28.5%0 | 21 T |23 0% 15.0% | 16.3%4 D.4%a_[04%a
) ) ) nist [43%a |1.2%8 [20%8 [44%s [52%s [3.0% [40%s |20%s [04%e [1.2%s [1.0%s [05%s 0.9% [05%e
experienced issues at higher rates than females. For e 28 8% | 22 30| 33 7% | 25, 195 | 37 B%a| 26, 1%b | 35 T 30.5%b | 35 5% | 27 3%b | 26.0%s |22 Tieb 17, 6% | 16.0%a
example, 14.4% of males in the 13-15 age group compartson | 14.8% |27 4%b| 12.8%8 |25 3% 1n.m|mm 15,008 | 32.5%0 | 13.8% | 19.2%b | 12.1% | 14458 6.5% [8.57%
reported being the target of bullying in the last 7 days, ruaity 20.7%s | 17 7%  20.0%5 [ 17.7%a | 17.8%a] 18.7% [17.4%a | 18.1%s | 13.4%4 [ 12.0%a ] 11.3%a [10 79%a [6.5%a [8.3%8
compared 1o 6% of fermales cwvr 18.3% | 15, 2% | 17.0% | 14.5%k17.75a] 14.0%b [ 14.0%a | 15.1%0 | 13290 |11 530 | 11.0%a (8450 [0.9%a [37%0
percabnd conirol | 22 2% 10, 75%a| 21.0%0 | 19.3%a [24.0%a | 31.4%b | 20.7%s | 24.2%b | 24 iP5s |23 7%a | 21.0%0 |20 1% 18,9%s | 15,00

poitical posts 19.1%a | 13890 17.0% | 14.5%a | 20.8%s] 15.3%b [20.4%a | 18.1%b | 17.0%s | 14.2%b] 14.4% [10.3%8 ] 11.3%s [0.7%8

Interestingly, when an issue is experienced differently L] D%a 0% |0.%a [6.1% |7.5%a 1T.0%a j07%a |S.0%a 40%s 2o%a LA.1%a 1A% 12.0%a 11.0%
) ransparency 16,00 | 13.5%b| 21.2% | 19.0%a | 208%s| 17.5%b [18.1%a | 18.9%b | 17.1%a | 14.2%b| 15.9% [10. 756 11.2% [7.7%b

by males and females, that difference tends to hold Lrwaniod addancas | 14.4%a | 11.8%b] 17.1%a | 12.2%b | 158%a | 12.6%b[13.1%s 5.1%b [ 10.6%a|6.4%> [B.6%a |65% | 11.0%a |a2%b
across age groups. The only exception is data privacy usahilty action D% | 12690 10.2% [ 11.0%0 [0 5%a | 12.7%b [05%s |11.5%0 | 0.0%s [1001%a)0.1%s [0E%e |7.5%a |Ba%a
concerns, where males report higher rates in the 13-15 usabilly passive | 24 S | 34 5%b| 20,150 | 31.5%a (27 8%a  31.6%b | 23 T | 20.0%b| 20 4% [23.0%b | 18.2%0 |178%s 5.0% |108%s
and 16-17 age aroups, but females report higher rates wiclanza 14,15 | 11.5%a | 14.4%a | 13.0%a 12 2% 12.0% [ 12.9%a | 11750 | 10.0%a | 12.0%a | 0.1%a [B1%e [B2% [45%a

"Garde o mesmured il oy dats. 37 1% of the ssmpls was lebsled maie, 35 1% fernale, 27 7% usknown, snd 0L5% ceziom. Unknesn snd onfom warne socheded from this snaiyss.
An expanded rable with configence infervals can be found bere.

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 offline 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 offline/ Wit ot by pecnler

i resal life for bullying target is 17.4%, versus 11.8% for males. This sy Horrale

difference iz statistically significant, measured via a 2x2 chi square test (the Offine | Cnling | DK _| Olline | Oriline | DK

1 Jmm.-r them, bu.l. only n:n!inr—.-' and ‘| don't know them' response options were Bullying targat E :“‘_ & 1;3 :::: ;; ::;: ::E: x:

combined for this analysis). G5 Uppar C1 | 14.5% ) 10.7% T5.1% 20.8%  16.1%| 714%
n &9 97 420 [ 63| 368

Interestingly, the pattemn is reversed for bullying witness. The percentage of Budlying witness | Row % T2% 156% 7TT.O%| 65%| 21.1%| 734%

females responding that they know the antagonist offline/ in real life for B5% Lower CI | B.3% | 14.2%| 757% 4.8%| 19.8% 720%

bullying witness is 5 5%, versus 7_2% for males. This difference is also 95% Uppor I | B2%| 16.0%| TOTH| 6% 2% 748%

statistically significant. L EOL_cal Bxi)l_HIL i Bl

These two patterns are particularly pronounced in the 13-15 age group Known antagonist by gendsy, ages 13-15 only

{bottam table), although the pattern is found in most age groups. Because of e famate

small sample sizes when cutting by age, though, separate statistical tests Offing | Onlina | DK Ofine | Onling | DK

were not run for those subsets. Bullying larpal | Raw % 17.3% 206% 58.1%| Z0.5%| 23.3% 47.2%

G5 Lowar CGI | BT%| 14.5%] 451% | 17.4% ) 12.6%| 33.5%
B5% Upper Cl | 26.7% 37.2% T1.0%| 42.2% 35.5% 60.8%
n 9 13 kil 14 1 3
Bullying witness | Row % BA% 2010% T1.5% S4%| 17.3%| Tr.i%
B5% Lower Cl 4.3% 134% 625%  3.0%| 130%| T19%
B5% Upper Gl | 14.1% | 274% TA.E% 8.5%| Z24%| 823%
n 10 24 a7 13 43 162
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Results by creator segmentation

Because there are too few emerging (n=51) and
established (n=9) respondents in the dataset to analyze
those cateqories separately, they were combined with
aspiring (n=698) respondents into an ‘aspiring+’ group
for further analyses. The former pre-experimenting
category was added to the not creator category.

Cnae L3 3-ov-0 1 SE-RiE-a  Documens W] Fisd (05004 Fuge Biof M

Creator segmentation

5.41% of survey respondents are classified as creators, based on ig_creator_segment.

IG creator segment
Mot creator | Experimenting | Aspiring Emerging  |Established
feed_media_Td  Mean 1 2 4 -] ]
Median 0 1 3 4
n 225,143 12,128 698 51 a
story_maedia_Td  Mean 7 19 35 51 78
Madian 1 11 21 29 B0
n 225,143 12,128 608 51 ]
reels_media_Td Mean 0 0 1 1 0
Median 0 0 0 0 0
n 225,143 12,128 608 51 ]
followers Maan 514 2,110 22,843 266,696 1,807,007
Median 182 1,512 15,683 178,042 1,556,500
n 225,143 12,128 G098 51 a
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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, isswes are ranked by the issue rates of the aspiring+ creator None Expenmanting | Aspining+ | Dalta
group (a combination of the aspiring, emerging, and established segments). Issue Column M % Column N % | Column N% |Highdow
Red/green cells are the highest/lowest value in each row. 12 of the 22 audianca limitation 25 T 45, 5%/ 53,5%a 2T A%
issues are experienced most often by the aspiring+ group, while nearly all budly witness 28.0%b 34.0%a 37 Tiea 8.7%
(21 of 22) issues are experienced most often by either the large or miginfo 30.2%b .9%a 37.5%a 6.1%
experimenting groups. By contrast, 21 of 22 issues are experienced the Jeast Ealea 2ok 1ed A% 20.2%a cldty 1E %
often by respondents without a creator status. m 482%b 43.0%a0 Lol AR
usabilty passive 26.0%b 33 E%a 32.1%a BE%
|hate wiinass 25.1%b] 30.0%a 28.4%ab) 4.5%
Similar to age, not all issues have large gaps in experience rates acrass |budly targed 7. B%e 12.1%b 6. 1%a 18.3%
creator status. Not surprisingly, audience limitation ("Have you falt that not data privacy 24.4%8 24.T%a 26, 1%a 1.7%
enough peaple see the things you share on Instagram?”) is both the most |percaivad cantrod ﬂ s 24.THa 2
frequent issue for aspiring+ creators, as well as the issue with the largest nudity 16.2%a 17.4%a .Fa S.1%
gap: 53.5% of aspiring+ creators experienced this issue in the past 7 days, [pelttical paets % 2;;: ﬂ::x ;x
compared to only 25.7% of non-creators, a delta of 27.8 percentage points. :Iagm ;:;m miu'ﬁb ;Im 1'.rnlﬁa.b 4imﬁ
Bullying target has the second highest delta (18.3), followed by fake account |transparency 17 4%b 20.4%a 1EE%ab a8
(15.9). usshiity sclion 10.4%b 15.6%a. 18.2%a. 5.6%
|awer anforcamant 146%0 16.8%a 153%ab 3%
By contrast, issues such as drugs (1.2), account security (1.4), data privacy [vicianca - 127%b, Lo il =]
(1.7}, and violence (2.0) are experienced similarly regardless of creator xharm Al :;:: :x 12‘:& 1;2
stalus, drugs 39%a B1%a 4 (%a 1.2%
(Becl sacurily 3.8%b 5.2%a 38%al 1.4%)

*Aspiring, emerging, and establshed craatar segmants combined
“*Calls in each row nol sharing a subscripl ara slalistically significant from each
atfver, p < 0,05 ]

An ded rabde with canfio intervais can be found here
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