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x Aswewrap up 2019H2, I want to publish one last bit on Integrity tradeoffs (for some other x

work on this, see The incremental impact of Integrity demotions). The goalof this note is to oO
use simulations to map out the relationship between the strength of Integrity demotions and ow
the impact on various engagement metrics. 3
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AS we wrap up 2019H2, T want to publish one last bit on Integrity tradeoffs (for some other

work on this,see The incremental impactof Integrity demotions). The goal of this noteis to

use simulations to mapout the relationship between the strength of Integrity demotions and

the impact on various engagement metrics
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i wl
+ ran a number of OVM simulations where I tweaked the strength of Integrity demotions [4

and compared to a ranking config where Integrity rules were not enforced on. 9

«+ Currently, Integrity demotions are responsible for ~10% of the VPVs seen, oO

i.e. 10% of VPVs change as a result of Integrity demotions. Our maximal impact is oO
~17%. o

+ For WYT, the stronger the Integrity demotion, the greater the WYT! IL

« Comments decline significantly as Integrity demotions increase (likely due to EB 5
demotions), while MSI actually peaks at the status quo, which suggests MSI is heavily I=
tuned right now given Integrity demotions. OQ

+ Integrity is not terribly correlated with engagement or WYT and we're not making A
significant tradeoffs with these metrics, at least not on average. It's possible we want ta w
limit the amount of times where Integrity makes WYT or MSI substantial Chats ox
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