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	The first astounding (less surprising to native users of the system) finding from both the 2006 and 2007 surveys was the sheer usage rate of the system.  The 2006 survey was only sent out to known participants, and of the 2007 survey 73 out of 75 respondents (97.3%) reported an active Facebook account.  Of students observed the vast majority (75% in 2006, 82.2% in 2007) were visiting at least once a day, many (34.7% in 2006, 45.2% in 2007) three times or more.  See figure 1.1 for exact visitation rates.  Unfortunately the number of times the user logs in gives little indication as to the amount of time they spend in the system, much less what they do there.  It does, however, give us a hint as to how much they are invested in usage of the service.  From this measure we can safely postulate that participants log on frequently, which logically parallels the frequency as which they could (and do) perform their identity.  The heavy shift of the average number of logins from 2006 to 2007 suggests users are using the system more frequently.
	Figure 1.1 - How often do you visit Facebook?

	2006
	Count
	Percent
	2007
	Count
	Percent

	
	
	
	5+ times daily
	13
	17.8%

	3+ times daily[footnoteRef:2] [2:  Obviously the wording on the 2006 survey categories is not mutually exclusive; however respondents were only allowed to answer one item.] 

	25
	34.7%
	3-4 times daily
	20
	27.4%

	1-3 times daily
	29
	40.3%
	1-2 times daily
	27
	37.0%

	2+ times a week
	14
	19.4%
	3+ times a week
	8
	11.0%

	Once a week
	3
	4.2%
	1-2 times a week
	3
	4.1%

	Once every few weeks
	1
	1.4%
	Less than once a week
	2
	2.7%


	The frequency students updated their profiles was noticeably less than their login rates.  As is probably apparent, the categories of measure in 2007 were very informed by those of 2006.  The design also added the “don’t update option” to ensure an exhaustive category response set.  It would seem that students are updating their profiles less overall in the 2007 data set, possibly indicating a change in usage over time.  Students are still logging on just as much (or more, really), but updating their profiles less often.  This indicate users aren’t putting a lot of time into updating their profiles frequently, but instead are likely spending the time interacting with one another.
	It should be noted that the 2007 survey was launched before the addition of applications and an openly adjustable status section, which many users update frequently.  In all likelihood the numbers would grow significantly if these were included in the update analysis.
	Figure 1.2 – How often do you update any aspect of your profile on Facebook?

	2006
	Count
	Percent
	2007
	Count
	Percent

	More than once a day
	0
	0
	
	
	

	Once a day
	0
	0
	
	
	

	Once every few days
	5
	6.9%
	Once every few days (or more)
	5
	6.8%

	Once a week
	15
	20.6%
	Once a week
	12
	16.4%

	Once every few weeks
	43
	58.9%
	Once every few weeks
	29
	39.7%

	Less than once a month
	10
	13.7%
	Less than once a month
	26
	35.6%

	
	
	
	I don’t update my profile
	1
	1.4%


	So far we know that users are logging in often, and updating their profiles semi-frequently, but we don’t know how they’re updating, or what they’re doing besides managing their profiles.  To answer this question both surveys deployed a complicated, but comprehensive grid to gauge student usage tendencies.  These behaviors give one measure of how information might be exchanged or asserted in ways that construct or perform identity.  By assigning numeric values to the responses[footnoteRef:3] a mean-average rating was established for each category, effectively illustrating the general popularity (measured by frequency of use) of a given feature.  Between both years no category had a severe split (say 40% never and 40% always) and only a few categories had an even spread of responses (say 30% sometimes, 30% often, 30% always).  Most had a bell curve where the median and mean averages were almost identical.  Not all of the questions were directly comparable between the two years, the listing for the 2007 data-set was a little more condensed and representative.  See Figure 1.3. [3:  Like most measures employed in the surveys, this question featured a range for responses: never, rarely, sometimes, often, and always, which were assigned points in a spectrum (never = 1, always = 5).] 



	Figure 1.3 – When using Facebook you:

	2006
	Average
	2007
	Average

	Investigate/view profiles belonging to friends
	3.84
	Investigate/view profiles or pictures
	4.01

	Browse pictures
	3.88
	
	

	Investigate/view groups
	2.66
	Investigate/view groups or events
	2.75

	Investigate/review events
	2.12
	
	

	
	
	Investigate/view notes or posted items
	2.23

	
	
	View news feeds (personal or general)
	3.55

	Search for friends
	2.93
	Search for people (profiles) or pictures
	3.10

	Search for groups
	2.17
	Search for groups or events
	2.14

	Search for events
	1.58
	
	

	Check messages
	3.74
	Check, reply to, or send messages
	3.40

	Reply to messages
	3.59
	
	

	Send messages
	2.92
	
	

	Manage wall posts
	2.60
	Read wall posts
	4.10

	Make wall posts
	2.97
	Make or respond to wall posts
	4.00

	Poke other members (initiate)
	1.79
	Poke others (initiate)
	1.99

	Return pokes (reciprocate)
	2.92
	Return pokes (reciprocate)
	2.82

	
	
	Create groups
	1.56

	
	
	Create events
	1.64

	Post pictures
	2.63
	Post pictures
	3.01

	Check out advertisements
	1.38
	Check out advertisements
	1.44

	Look at the ‘Pulse’ feature
	1.37
	
	


The color-categorization above does not reflect a standard deviation measure, but instead follows the coding schema of popularity (1-5), with red items corresponding to the often range (3.5-4.5), blue items the sometimes span (2.5-3.5) and non-highlighted items the rarely (1.5-2.5) or never category.
Looking across the comparable categories most activities have stayed at approximately the same level of popularity for respondents.  The only significant exception might be wall actions, which seem to have become more popular on the 2007 survey.  Wall posting is an interesting method of expression in the Facebook realm.  When users post to another’s wall they are not just simply messaging or communicating with one another, but doing so in a semi-public fashion, making it a distinctly different kind of performance-based activity.  The act of posting to another’s wall is the only one that is (potentially) picked up by the newsfeed and easily visible to general public (people who visit your profile).  In 2006 checking and replying to messages[footnoteRef:4] was almost as popular as posting to the wall became in 2007.  In order to make taking the survey faster the messaging question set was collapsed in 2007 but one can reasonably expect that the differences between checking, replying to, and sending messages has remained similar between years.  The remaining common usages were covert ones: browsing profiles and pictures, reading wall posts and messages, and following the newsfeed. Posting pictures and returning pokes are the only two occasional activities that are unconcealed. The remaining actions users sometimes take when logged on are hidden: Sending messages, searching for friends, and investigating or viewing groups and events. [4:  The HP Information Dynamics Research group (Golder et al. 2005) found this to be one of the best measures of popularity and usage of Facebook.  This data analysis indicates a continuation of intensive messaging and thereby popularity of the Facebook service.] 

As you can see, the most popular behaviors are those related to both direct and indirect communication and information exchange.  Direct and purposed construction of identity (on-stage) comes in the form of ‘public’ actions such as profile updates, posting of pictures, and wall messages as well as hidden reciprocative actions (back-stage) like messaging and poking communications.  Implicit influences on identity construction are carried out by the searching and investigating of profiles and pictures, distanced observations of walls, groups, events, and newsfeeds, and potentially read but unanswered messages (off-stage).  Participants know others are looking at their profiles and watching the newsfeed and thus situate them in a context suited to their audience, allowing for a blend of influence strategies (impression management).
Pictures are often one of the driving features behind the whole economy of profile exchange. The ties between the physical and digital worlds facilitate a stronger representation of identity and help to combat feelings of disembodiment.  Sharing through pictures may be less assertive, however, as viewing a picture does not actually notify the owner of the picture that someone is looking at it.[footnoteRef:5]  Users seem to browse (investigate) more than they actively and intentionally search for specific people, groups, and events in the system.  The newsfeed, however, offers an interesting mixture of potential passive observation and indications of assertive behavior.  Some items, like the breakup of a romantic relationship, group and application involvement, and status changes are also tagged by the newsfeed but were not included above in the collection of widespread routines.  Many users fiercely regulate the newsfeed but the popularity of checking the feature indicates that it’s become a viable, or at least accepted, way of sharing one’s activities, constructing identity information, and otherwise communicating indirectly (and potentially unintentionally) with the mass.  While people may not purposely act to perform for the newsfeed they at least know that it’s observing them[footnoteRef:6].  The fact that far fewer people initiate pokes than return them probably indicates fewer poke starters than people willing to engage in poke-exchanges.  The most assertive activities, such as creating events, groups, and poking others as well as the ones least directly connected to people, such as viewing groups, events, the pulse, and posted items, were the ones of lowest occurrence.  Advertisements were one of the least often engaged items on the system, which is perhaps not surprising, but nonetheless unfortunate news for marketing agents who feel Facebook is the best place to get their product to take off.  [5:  Unless of course they post a response or act by tagging someone in the picture.]  [6:  After the rocky introduction of the newsfeed feature just before this survey was released in 2007 users were eventually given an introduction and directions on how they might adjust it to their liking.  They don’t really know how to predict what the newsfeed will pick up and show to which people, however.] 

An obvious limitation to this activity tracking data is that applications are (and were at the time) totally absent.  Future studies ought to include them, although this begs the question of how to best define their usage type and measure.
Compete.com also conducted a study in August of 2007 (Freiert 2007a) to determine what Facebook visitors were doing the most on the website.  Their findings are consistent with those explained here though they did not include the same exact categories of activity.  Only active behavior was tracked, and even within that wall posting was not examined.  Their method of measure also differs significantly because it was not user-reported data but instead gathered by analysis of system statistics.  Compete’s results ranked browsing of profiles as the most frequent activity, followed by browsing pictures and interacting with applications.  Interestingly enough Compete’s analysis also included the time spent participating in each given activity, and when this is taken into account browsing profiles and interacting with applications rise to the top as the absolute most intensive and frequent activities.
So taking a step back, what does this say about the bigger picture?  Users are logging in frequently and shaping the system, each other, and themselves by expressing themselves.  They seem less concerned with continuously redefining or altering their image through direct profile updates, but instead by creating their own experience and subsequent residual effects through their behavioral actions.  They overtly and covertly observe and interact with one another on stage, behind the stage, and off the stage through a variety of cues and in a still yet unexplained set of digital contexts.
One aspect of any given context, as discussed in the theory section, is the audience observing (potentially or obviously) a person’s everyday life performance.  A primary[footnoteRef:7] audience for most people on Facebook is their set of friends, that is connections to other profiles, that they have accumulated.  Both surveys captured the number of local Facebook friends on the respondent UIllinois network list. [7:  All types of privacy management permit at least some friends to see a portion of your profile on Facebook, so we can safely say that at least some, if not all, of a person’s Facebook friends are sitting in their digital audience.  We may not know which ones are there at a given time, however.] 

	Figure 1.4 – Investment in the System: Number of Friends

	
	2006 Count
	2006 Percent
	2007 Count
	2007 Percent

	0-50
	4
	6%
	3
	4%

	51-100
	15
	21%
	13
	18%

	101-150
	15
	21%
	11
	15%

	151-200
	19
	27%
	14
	19%

	201-250
	9
	13%
	7
	10%

	251-300
	3
	4%
	13
	18%

	301-350
	2
	3%
	6
	8%

	351+
	3
	4%
	6
	8%



Figure 1.4 The number of friends is skewed to the right.  The more real estate one consumes on the social graph (ie. The more friends they have) the more information they receive and the more propensity for influence they have.  Thus it may be desirable to connect to more friends, and this is a likely motivation for growing friend counts.  Alternatively, the growth could be as a result of more people joining the system as the years go on.
Figure 1.4 illustrates friend counts for the two years.  The mean average number of friends in 2006 was 101-150 with a median of 151-200, while in 2007 this number advanced to stand between 151 and 200 (both mean and median).  At first glance this does not seem like much of an overwhelming change but notice how the totals shifted from generally lower numbers of friends in 2006 relative to 2007.  The dip found between the 51-200 range and the 251-300 range could be a result of the small sample or indicative of a two pronged graph.  From 2006 to 2007 there is an overall reduction of friend counts in each specific category near the average, but at the same time the median shifts to a higher number.  In other words the curve has flattened out and in general people have more friends. 
The data here is difficult to use for predictive models as it applies to ranges of friends, not specific amounts.  Assuming at least a consistent and average rate of growth by 2008 the mean average might look something like 201-250 friends.  The median will likely shift as well, but not quite as dramatically, perhaps advancing to the same range of values as the mean.
The last (perhaps obvious) question in determining user composition is demographics.  Both reports shared some similar comparative demographics collected at the end of the survey.  Figure 1.5 details this information.


	Figure 1.5 - Demographics

	Feature
	2006 count
	2006 percent
	2007 count
	2007 percent

	Male
	24
	32.9%
	27
	37.0%

	Female
	49
	67.1%
	45
	61.6%

	Freshman
	18
	24.7%
	4
	5.5%

	Sophomore
	20
	27.4%
	19
	26.0%

	Junior
	19
	26%
	21
	28.8%

	Senior
	16
	21.9%
	26
	35.6%

	5th year+ Senior
	0
	0%
	2
	2.7%

	Hispanic or Latino/a
	2
	2.8%
	1
	1.4%

	American Indian or Alaskan Native
	0
	0%
	1
	1.4%

	Asian
	6
	8.5%
	0
	0%

	Black or African American
	4
	5.6%
	6
	8.2%

	Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander
	0
	0%
	1
	1.4%

	White
	63
	88.7%
	65
	91%

	Other
	1
	1.4%
	1
	1.4%

	* Numbers may appear inflated because of individuals who identified as multiracial

	Fraternity/Sorority
	N/A
	N/A
	16
	21.9%

	Heterosexual
	N/A
	N/A
	67
	91.8%

	Homosexual, Bisexual, or Other
	N/A
	N/A
	5
	6.8%


	Clearly both years significantly more women than men answered the survey.  One might postulate that more women are interested in Facebook in general, but a finding similar to this was suggested in Hargittai (2007) and later dispelled.  Certainly women are more interested in answering surveys about Facebook.  There seems to be no good explanation for the low Freshman count in 2007, as it was a random sample; the convenience sample actually is better distributed in this regard.  Racial minority populations, with the exception of Black or African Americans, are underrepresented in both samples when compared to the school averages. [footnoteRef:8]  In response most of the data analysis with these variables was done in a less-than-graceful fashion by coding respondents as white or non-white.  As compared to school averages fewer Hispanic or Latino/a, and Asian students responded.  Fraternity and Sorority members made up a sizable chunk of the group, matching the school-wide statistic of about 20%.  Sexuality data was only collected in 2007 via a complicated question set[footnoteRef:9] and it seems that those of non-heterosexual orientation are underrepresented.  In general the demographic data isn’t particularly good for statistics, as there’s too much homogeneity outside of gender and perhaps Greek status.  This was just another setback that resulted from the poor response rate (2007) and small total sample size (both years). [8:  According to the Division of Management Information website (2006), the school average is 7% Latino/a, roughly 14% Asian, and 0.2% American Indian undergraduate.]  [9:  See the Appendix for the survey questions and the Facebook Project website for survey data.] 

