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Abstract

Snapchat, like many other social platforms, provides mechanisms for its users to
report content and private/public interactions that violate their sense of safety and
decency. From our experience and common sense, we can safely assume that not
everybody makes an effort to report, leaving potentially a large number of offending
users and content unnoticed. The goal of this work is to directly estimate the probability
of someone reporting on Snapchat using current in-app reporting options and, thereby,
to provide estimates of the total prevalence (count) of offenders and users subjected to
their unwanted, unwelcome or unsafe interactions.

Introduction

Snapchat provides in-app tools for its users to report either users or content that are deemed
offending, unsafe, annoying or violating Snapchat Terms of Service. Daily, thousands of
Snapchat users take advantage of these tools to protect themselves and the platform from
unwanted and unwelcome exposures. These are hard, invaluable data, yet it does not provide
a view into the full offensive landscape on Snapchat. Without any doubt, not everybody
makes the effort to report!

To understand the prevalence of something, one does not need to identify every element
individually and count them. It is rather impossible to do so in most cases. Often, it is
much easier to perform this estimation “anonymously“, meaning we can estimate the size or
cardinality of a set, without knowing what is exactly in it. There are several major techniques
and approaches that are based on statistical estimation and sampling theory that allow
for this indirect measurement. We will be taking one of these approaches in this work to
understand the prevalence of offensive interactions on Snapchat, as well as their reach, in
terms of how many users they have affected.

Our in-app reports data provides a window into the health of our platform. After all,
these are the users who, as of today, actually felt the need to report someone or something.
They went through the trouble of interrupting their fun time interacting with their friends
and taking a stand. If only all of them have done so.
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We know that there must be a reasonably large number of users who have been subjected
to offending content or behaviors, but for one or another reason did not make an effort to
report. In this work, we propose a very simple probabilistic model that aims to estimate the
proportion of users who did not report (the non-report rate) and provide sensible estimates
of their numbers.

Throughout the text, we adopt the following language. Users whose behavior violates
other users’ sense of safety and decency are called offenders of Snapchat Terms of Service.
Users subjected to these violations are called targets. Let O be the total number of offenders
and T be the total number of targets on the platform. Let p be the proportion of targets
who reported their offenders. All three quantities are unobservable in principle, unless p = 1.

Notation

First, we will establish the notation for the following discussion, since it is quite tricky to
keep track of all the counts that come into play.

Let N be a random variable indicating the number of targets that an offender has reached.
The probability of reaching exactly n targets is denoted by

P (N = n) = g(n),

where g(n) simply describes the frequencies of offenders with n ∈ 1, 2, . . . targets.
Note that g(n) is unobservable, since we do not know a priori who the offenders are and,

even if we did, it would be close to impossible to understand the extent of their reach. But
this is exactly the probability mass function that we are after, since it allows us to estimate
the number of offenders O and the number of targets T . The goal is learn g(n).

Let K be a random variable indicating the number of times each offender is being reported.
Let f(k) be the probability mass function summarizing the frequency of how many offenders
are reported k ∈ N times

P (K = k) = f(k).

It is important to note the difference in the range of N and K. N starts at one, since to
be an offender, you must have at least one target. K, on the other hand, starts at zero, since
some offenders never get reported by anyone!

Every day, in our in-app report data, we can observe a random sample from a conditional
version of f(k) where k > 0. The probability mass function of our actual observed report
counts is thus given by

f(k|k > 0) =
f(k)

1− f(0)
.

Given a random sample from f(k|k > 0), our goal is to estimate g(n). g(n) cannot
be uniquely identified form f(k|k > 0) without making some explicit assumptions on its
structure. The problem is essentially ill-defined without further constraints.
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Probabilistic Modeling

In this section, we will specify our modeling assumptions, justify them through observations
on real in-app report data and simulations and present the stochastic generative model for
in-app reports data.

Modeling Assumptions

We make the following two assumptions that allow the estimation of g(n):

1. g(n) follows a Power Law distribution with an unknown exponent s and a maximum
number of targets nmax.

2. Targets report their offender with an unknown probability p, on average, which is
modeled using the Binomial distribution.

In the ecology literature, these types of models, called N -mixture models [1, 2, 3], have
been extensively used to provide wild-life population sizes and species abundance estimates.
Specific assumption details differ depending on the application, but the overall structure is
the same.

Both assumptions are reasonably easy to justify. The second assumption around the
reporting probability p is somewhat obvious. We have a population of targets who are
unaware and independent of each other in terms of reporting, and we assume that only p
fraction of them reports. p can be interpreted as the proportion of targets who reports their
offenders or an average reporting rate across all targets. Each target is likely to have their
own sensitivities to different offensive interactions with their own reporting rates. We do not
need to worry about these intricacies here, since we only care about the total report counts,
which is a sufficient statistic [4] for the overall reporting rate p.

To justify the first assumption around the Power Law distribution [5] on g(n), we will
present two arguments in this section that will hopefully make it reasonably apparent why
such an assumption is warranted. Before we proceed with that, let us formally define the
Power Law distribution.

Power Law Distribution

The Power Law probability mass function is defined on positive integers in the range [1, nmax]
as

PL(x, s, nmax) =
x−s∑nmax

i=1 i−s
,

where nmax is the largest number of targets that any offender has.
In Figure 1, we show an example of a Power Law distribution where s = −2.5 and

nmax = 1000. For this set of parameters, by the time one gets to n = 4, there is very little
mass left beyond that point. Perhaps, the most well-known characteristic of the Power Law
distribution is the fact that it falls on a straight line on the log-log plot, as shown in the
second panel of Figure 1.
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Figure 1: An example of the Power Law distribution with s = −2.5 and nmax = 1, 000. The
frequency barplot is shown in panel 1 and one can see substantial decay in counts. The
log-log plot (both x and y-axis are on the logarithmic scale) is shown in panel 2 and clearly
follows a straight line, with deviations towards the end due to discrete, integer-valued large
n’s.

Why Does the Power Law Assumption for g(n) Work?

Power Law distributions are fascinating and are usually viewed in contrast to the Gaussian
(Normal) distributions [6]. After all, most measurements in daily life do center around their
means and fall off symmetrically around it, with most of the mass within three standard
deviations. But why is it that some quantities, such as incomes or telephone calls or word
frequencies, are not normally distributed?

Beginning in the 1920’s when researchers started to notice this phenomenon and were
quick to point out that it has to do with the idea of Preferential Attachment1. It commonly
exhibits itself as the “rich getting richer” process. For any initial distribution of wealth, for
example, the steady state that is reached over time is the Power Law distribution. This is due
to the fact that everyone, both rich and poor, are assumed to be able to grow their wealth by
X% a year, and not by a fixed dollar amount of Y . Whoever had more in the beginning, has
an “unfair” advantage in absolute terms, though the relative terms are equal.

The number of targets per offender, described by g(n) is subject to the same natural forces.
The offender who has reached a large number of targets is more likely to continue look for
new ones than another random user who has not targeted anyone yet. It is the idea of being
“on a roll”. This phenomenon is closely related to the Chinese restaurant process2. Imagine
the following situation. When a new target is being considered across all Snapchat users,
we select a completely new offender with the probability q, while the remaining probability
1− q is being split, unequally, among existing offenders, and is allocated in proportion to the
number of their previous targets. Another way to think about this is the following. Given
a list of offender-target pairs, with probability q, we select a new offender currently not on
the list, match it with a random target and append them to the list. With the remaining
probability 1− q, we pick a pair uniformly at random, extract its offender, match it with a
random target and append the new pair back to the list. The more targets the offender have
had in the past, the more likely they are to be selected for the new target. The smaller the q,

1https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Preferential attachment
2https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Chinese restaurant process
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Figure 2: Simulating the offender selection according to the Chinese restaurant process
described above. The four panels show simulations for different levels of q. In all cases, the
log-log plot shows the straight line indicative of the Power Law.

the more likely for the same offenders to be targeting more and more users.
We simulate the above process using four different settings for q (the probability of

introducing new offenders) and present results in Figure 2. In all cases, regardless of what q
is, we obtain the Power Law distribution after running the process 20,000 times. It does not
come as a huge surprise that, in every case, we observe a straight line on the log-log plot
indicative of the Power Law distribution.

Offenders who are active are much more likely to continue to be active, while normal
users prefer to stay away from offending others most of the time. This dynamic gives rise to
the Chinese restaurant process, which in turn, leads directly to the Power Law phenomenon.
Therefore, the assumption that the number of targets per offender follows the Power Law
distribution is quite reasonable and likely to be expected. Of course, we do not assume a
specific Power Law distribution for g(n), but let s and nmax to be estimated from the data.

The second argument for the appropriateness of the Power Law distribution comes from
the empirical observation of the generative process under the two assumptions of this N -
mixture model. To get some intuition behind the relationship between g(n) and f(k|k > 0),
we simulated several scenarios for different values of s and p. Results are shown in Figure 3.
We can empirically observe that, if we assume that g(n) follows the Power Law distribution,
the Binomial sampling with probability p from that distribution gives rise to something very
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Figure 3: We simulated the generating process under the two assumptions for different values
of s. We can see that if g(n) follows the Power Law distribution (shown in green), so does
f(k|k > 0) for different reporting rates p, shown in the other three colors with fitted straight
lines through them. Since we know that our in-app reports data closely follows a Power Law
distribution, we are assured that the Power Law assumption on the unobservable g(n) is a
consistent one.

close to Power Law distribution describing f(k|k > 0). It does begin to break down for
s = −2 as the Power Law for g(n) flattens. It is interesting to note that the counts for n = 1
are slightly elevated and there appears to be an s-shape to the sampled counts, just as we
empirically observe in our in-app report data.

Because we empirically observe that our in-app report data follows a Power Law distribu-
tion very closely, the assumption that the underlying g(n) is also a Power Law is consistent
with that observation. It does not mean that g(n) has to be Power Law distributed, but that
it can be without introducing any obvious contradictions to the observed data.

Probabilistic Description of f(k)

g(n) is described by two unknown parameters s and nmax. The transition between g(n)
and f(k) is governed by the unknown reporting rate p under simple Bernoulli trials, which
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translates to the Binomial sampling for their sums (counts). Thus, it is possible to specify
f(k) in terms of s, nmax and p. In the literature, this distribution is called the N -mixture
distribution and is given by

f(k; s, nmax, p) =
nmax∑
n=1

B(k, n, p)PL(n, s, nmax)

=
nmax∑
n=1

B(k, n, p)g(n, s, nmax)

=
nmax∑
n=1

(
n

k

)
pk(1− p)n−k n−s∑nmax

i=1 i−s
.

where k ∈ 0, . . . , nmax.
Here, B(k, n, p) is the probability of getting exactly k reports from n targets using the

Binomial distribution. Since, in practice, we do not know how many targets there were, we
must compute this for all possible n’s and average out the result. This Power Law-Binomial
mixture where n varies for each trial is the reason why it is called the N -mixture distribution.

If only we knew s, nmax and p, we could compute the expected distribution of in-app
reports f(k). This is where probability theory ends and statistical inference begins. Because
we observe a truncated version of f(k), we can reverse the process and estimate those three
parameters, which, in turn, gives us g(n).

Estimation of s, nmax, and p

Let k1, k2, . . . , kM be the observed in-app report counts indicating the number of offenders
reported once, two times and so forth. The largest observed number of reports per offender
is denoted by M . We will call these the observed report counts.

Using the Maximum Likelihood estimation (MLE) method [7], we will maximize the
log-likelihood function to obtain a set of parameter estimates ŝ, n̂max, and p̂ that make the
observed data, k1, k2, . . . , kM , the most likely among all sets of such parameter estimates.

The log-likelihood function is tightly linked to the f(k; s, nmax, p) N -mixture density
described above and is given by

ll(s, nmax, p; k1, k2, . . . , kM) =
M∑
i=1

ki log[f(i; s, nmax, p)].

We use numerical optimization routines to maximize this function with respect to s, nmax,
and p and obtain their MLE estimates. To understand how reliable our parameter estimates
are, we use a parametric Bootstrap technique [8] to estimate their variance.
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Figure 4: Estimation of s and p in 10 different simulation runs. The true values are denoted
by the black dots, while the estimates are shown in different colors and shapes, depending on
the combination of true s and p parameters. Estimation is quite accurate for p > .01. There
can be observed some uncertainty in estimating parameters towards the bottom left corner,
where the Power Law distribution is steep and p is small, meaning we get few reports and
therefore not much data to work with.
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Estimation of O and T

To estimate O, the total number of offenders, we first estimate the proportion of offenders
that were never reported, given the estimate of s, nmax and p

P (K = 0) = f(0; ŝ, n̂max, p̂) =
n̂max∑
n=1

B(0;n, p̂)PL(n; ŝ, n̂max) =
n̂max∑
n=1

B(0;n, p̂)g(n; ŝ, n̂max).

Since (1− P (K = 0))O is equal to the number of reported offenders R, we get

Ô =
R

1− P (K = 0)
.

The estimate of T can now be simply obtained by

T̂ = Ô
n̂max∑
n=1

ng(n, ŝ, n̂max),

where we take the number of offenders with one target multiplied by 1 and add them to the
number of offenders with two targets multiplied by 2 and so on.

Simulation results

To verify that our estimation procedure works as intended, we ran 10 simulations for different
combinations of s and p and a fixed nmax = 20, 000. Estimates for s and p over all 10
simulation replica are shown in Figure 4. For p = 0.01, the estimates have some noticeable
variance, while for other combinations, they are quite close to the true values denoted by
black dots.

Since we are not directly interested in s and p for their own sake, we would like to estimate
O and T , the number of offenders and their targets. Simulations results for both O and
T in terms of their relative error (divided by true values of O and T ) are shown in Figure
5. Ideally, we would like to have estimates falling as close as possible to 1 on both axes,
indicating their equality to the true values.

For p = 0.01, again, we see quite a lot of variation, due to the variation in estimates of s
and p that we saw in Figure 4. For other values of p, depending on s, the estimates are close
to their true values and cluster around them.

Discussion

Modeling prevalence is not easy. After all, we are after quantities which, in principle, cannot
be directly observed. Statisticians have spent decades thinking about these problems and
developed numerous solutions to tackle them [9, 10]. N -mixture models are commonly
used for prevalence estimation and clearly provide reasonable estimates for estimating the
population of offenders and targets on Snapchat platform.

One of my all time favorite statistical papers is one by Efron [10], in which he estimates the
number of words Shakespeare knew, but did not use in his works. As you can see, estimating
unreported offenders is not that much different.
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Figure 5: Estimation of O and T in the same 10 simulation runs as in Figure 4. Estimates
here are normalized by their true value and are equal to them when their ratio’s are 1 (on
both x and y-axes). We again see increased variation for p = 0.01, but otherwise, estimates
are centered around their true values with a reasonable amount of uncertainty.
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