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ABSTRACT
In an era when Facebook and Twitter dominate the market
for social media, Google has made another attempt to be-
come a player by introducing Google+ (G+). This begs the
question that "whether G+ can sustain a meaningful growth
to become a relevant player in this market despite the dom-
inance of Facebook and Twitter?". The conflicting reports
on G+ mostly focus on high level statistics that do not of-
fer a meaningful answer. To tackle this question, this pa-
per presents a detailed measurement study to characterize
the key features of G+. Our results suggest that the short-
term growth of G+ during its first 10 months far outpaced
other OSNs. However, we do not observe abandwagon ef-
fect (characteristic of other popular OSNs) in the growth of
active users who represent 10.3% of the whole population.
Furthermore, only 43.5% of G+ users form thelargest con-
nected component that has connectivity features similar to
other popular OSNs. Finally, despite the small fraction of
users that frequently visit G+, the aggregate daily activity
has increased over 50% due to the dramatic growth in the
total population of users.

Keywords
Google+, Online Social Networks, Measurement, Char-
acterization

1. INTRODUCTION
During the past decade, the Internet has witnessed

the rise and fall (or at least moderate success) of sev-
eral Online Social Networks (OSN) (e.g. Bebo, Friend-
ster, MySpace, Orkut). However, two major OSNs with
rather different features, namely Facebook and Twit-
ter, have enjoyed an increasing popularity over the past
few years. This raises the interesting question that
whether a new OSN can become popular despite the
dominance of Facebook and Twitter. Interestingly, the
launch of a new OSN by Google, called Google+ (G+),
provided an opportunity to examine this issue. Since
the inception of G+ in June 2011, periodic reports from
Google claimed an impressive growth in the popula-
tion of G+ users (170M users in April 2012) [1] while
some other indicators and experts called G+ a ”ghost

town” [2]. Apart from their conflicting content, these
reports merely focused on a couple of characteristics of
G+ (e.g. users population and average daily time that
G+ users spend on the OSN). Clearly, such a narrow
view of G+ does not offer a clear and meaningful pic-
ture of its growth and thus does not shed much light on
the above question.
This paper presents a measurement-based study to

characterize all the basic properties of G+ during its
first 10 months (June 2011 to April 2012). Leveraging
the numerical IDs for G+ users, we developed a simple,
parallel technique to crawl the connectivity structure
of G+ and captured its largest connected component
(LCC). Since sampling random G+ users through gen-
erating random IDs is infeasible, we carefully leverage
its search API to collect random users. Using these ran-
dom samples, we estimate the fraction of G+ users that
are located in its LCC, small partitions or the single-
tones (i.e. isolated nodes). We also collect the profile
information for sampled users and characterize the level
of information sharing (specified attributes in the pro-
file) among G+ users. Using G+ API, we crawl the
publicly visible posts (along with their timestamps) by
sample users and leverage this information to identify
active users, assess their level of activity, and estimate
their account creation time along with the recency of
their last visit. This information enables us to char-
acterize both the short-term and long-term patterns of
growth in the number of active users. Furthermore, we
explore the level of activity among users both for in-
dividual users and the whole population. Finally, we
examine the node level connectivity across G+ users in
the LCC and compare its features with Twitter.
Our main findings can be summarized as follows: (i)

While the growth of G+ during its first 10 months far
outpaced other OSNs, only 43.5% of its current users
form the largest connected component, and more in-
terestingly, just around 10.3% of all users are active
(i.e. make at least one public post); (ii) The tempo-
ral growth of publicly active users exhibits two phases:
a first one dominated by three short-term spikes and
a second one with a roughly linear growth; (iii) The

1

http://arxiv.org/abs/1205.5662v2


aggregate level of daily activity among users shows a
steady growth except for the aforementioned spikes; (iv)
the node in- and out-degree distribution of G+ users are
rather similar to that of Twitter in a mature status, (v)
the fraction of publicly active users who visit G+ on
a daily and weekly basis are relatively small, (vi) G+
users share (publicly) few attributes, typically related
to their professional activity. This suggests that G+ is
being used for professional purposes.
Several measurement studies have characterized con-

nectivity [15, 6, 12], the level of activity [9, 8, 13], user
interactions [11, 9, 8] and growth of population [11,
13] among users in different OSNs. However, we are
only aware of a single (to-be-published) study on G+
by Schiöberg et al. [14]. In this paper the authors per-
form a measurement study of G+ between September
and October 2011. They leverage Google’s site-maps to
gather G+ user IDs and then crawl users’ information.
As acknowledged by the authors this technique is no
longer feasible and this has limited the duration of their
analysis. The paper studies the users connectivity and
the growth of the system over a two months period when
G+ was just 3 months old. Furthermore, the authors
address the geographical properties of G+ users and
links. Our study characterizes the main components of
G+ structure and the level of activity and recency of
visits among G+ users for first time. Furthermore, we
examine the connectivity of G+ in a more mature stage
(after 10 months) and characterize the growth of active
users over the entire G+ lifespan.
The rest of this paper is organized as follows: Sec-

tion 2 presents a short overview of G+. In Section 3,
we describe our data collection techniques and datasets.
We study the size of G+ and its different components
in Section 4. Section 5 analyzes the growth of G+.
Section 6 and 7 address activity and connectivity prop-
erties of G+, respectively. Finally, Section 9 concludes
the paper.

2. GOOGLE+: AN OVERVIEW
Google+ (G+) is a new OSN that Google launched

on June 28th 2011. Users were initially allowed to join
by invitation until September 20th when it became open
to public. In November 2011, the G+ Pages service was
launched that enables businesses to connect with inter-
ested users and the registration process was integrated
with other Google services (e.g., Gmail, YouTube)[4,
5]. For example after this integrated registration, as we
explicitly verified, the creation of a new Gmail account
automatically generates a G+ account for the user. The
published reports from Google [1] indicates that the
population of G+ users increased from 10M in early
July 2011 to 25M in beginning of August. It reached
40M and 90M in October 2011 and January 2012, re-
spectively, and passed 100M in March 2012. The most

Dataset Start/End Num Collected
name Date Users Information

LCC Mar 15/ Apr 13 51.8M P-C
Random April 18/ May 8 2.16M P-C

Act-Random April 18/ May 8 630K P-C-A

Table 1: Datasets description: all the dates re-
fer to 2012. The collected information can be
Profile (P), Connectivity (C) and Activity(A)

recent update in April 11th 2012 indicated that G+ user
population has reached 170M.
G+ features have some similarity to Facebook and

Twitter. Each user has a stream (similar to Facebook
wall) where any activity performed by the user or any
of her contacts appears. However different from Face-
book and similar to Twitter the relationships in G+
are unidirectional. For example user A can follow any
other user B (as a friend) in G+ and view all the public
posts made by B without requiring the relationship to
be reciprocated. A user can also control the visibility
of a post to a specific subset of its followers by group-
ing them into a circle. This feature imitates Facebook
approach to control visibility of shared content.
G+ assigns a numerical user ID and a profile to each

user. The user ID is a 21-digit integer where the highest
order digit is always 1 (e.g. 113104553286769158393)1.
This extremely large ID space (1020) makes identifying
valid user IDs by generating random numbers infeasible.

3. DATA COLLECTION AND DATASETS
Our methodology for estimating the total size of G+

users and its break down across different group of users
based on their connectivity requires the following datasets:
(i) A complete snapshot of G+’s largest connected com-
ponent (LCC), and (ii) A random set of G+ users. For
users in both datasets, we collect public connectivity
information (i.e. list of friends and followers) by repro-
ducing the Ajax queries used by the G+ website and
profile information through an html parser. It is worth
noting that it is not feasible to distinguish between a
missing and a private attribute. Finally, we need to ob-
tain the activity information, namely public posts by
user for some of our analysis. Table 1 summarizes the
main properties of our datasets which we describe next.

3.1 Capturing LCC
To capture the LCC of G+ network, we used a few

high-degree users as starting seeds and crawled the struc-
ture using a breadth-first search (BFS) strategy in order
to discover a large number of users. We crawled around
25M users and then changed our crawling strategy to
speed up the process. We noticed that IDs of crawled
users are evenly distributed across the ID space. We
leveraged this feature and performed our crawl in se-

1Our preliminary examination of the assigned IDs did not
reveal any obvious strategy for ID assignment.
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quential rounds as follows: We divided the ID space to S
equal-size segments (S=10). A separate crawler collects
the information (list of friends and followers, and profile
attributes) of all the known users-ids for each segment.
In this process new user IDs are discovered that serve
as the list of user IDs to be crawled in the next round
(note that the first round uses the initial list of 25M
user IDs as input). This parallel crawling strategy en-
abled us to effectively speed up our data collection up to
our available resources because it does not require any
coordination among crawlers. We performed 4 rounds
and discovered 19.4M, 4.1M, 600K and 100K new users
in each round, respectively. After the 4th round only
the last 100K users remained uncrawled. We dedicated
a single crawler to recursively collect the information of
these 100K users and the new users learnt from them.
The crawling process took 29 days and produced a full
LCC snapshot. We note that any user u that is con-
nected to LCC through user v after we crawled v, will
not be captured. However, as we show in the next sec-
tion, the fraction of missing LCC users is very small.
We refer to this dataset as LCC.

3.2 Random Samples
The extremely large size of the ID space makes it

infeasible to identify random users by generating ran-
dom IDs. To cope with this problem, we leverage the
G+ search API to efficiently identify a large group of
random users. The search API provides a list of up to
1000 users whose name matches a given keyword. After
manual inspection of search results for a few surnames,
we noticed that G+ seems to organize the provided re-
sults based on the level of connectivity and activity,
i.e. at the beginning of the list we find well connected
and active users and if possible singletons are avoided.
Searching for popular names is likely to result in much
more than 1000 users which allows G+ to only report
1000 typically well-connected and/or active users. To
minimize this bias, we randomly selected a collection of
13K American last names2 with low to moderate pop-
ularity as reported by the US census [3], and used the
search API to locate matched G+ users. We consider
the list of users in a search result as random samples
only if the list has less than 1000 users. We refer to this
dataset as Random.

3.3 Users’ Activity
Level of activity of individual users in an OSN is an

important indicator of their interest, and thus, it is a
good metric to measure the OSN popularity. Despite its
importance, we are not aware of any prior study that ex-
amined this issue among G+ users. Toward this end, we

2US is the most represented country in G+ [14]. Further-
more, the high immigration level of US allows to find sur-
names from different geographical regions.

use G+ API to crawl all public posts of individual G+
users and their corresponding timestamp. Note that
this metric represents a lower bound of the actual ac-
tivity of G+ users that can include private posting but
also other activities such as chatting or hangouts that
cannot be retrieved. G+ API limits the number of daily
queries to 10K per registered application. This implies
that collecting the posts for all users in our Random
dataset within a reasonable time is not feasible. There-
fore, we randomly select 630K users from our Random
dataset and collect user posts only for this representa-
tive subset of users. We refer to this smaller dataset
as Act-Rand. Note that only 10.33% of the Act-Rand
users have contributed at least one post and thus are
considered active. We also take advantage of collected
posts to estimate two other important characteristics
of active users for our analysis in the rest of the paper
as follows: (i) Account Creation Time: We assume that
genuine users generate a post shortly after creating their
account. Thus, we use the timestamp of the first post
by user u as an estimate of her account creation time;
(ii) Time Since Last Activity: We use the timestamp
of the last post by user u as a lower estimate for her
last activity. Thus, the gap between our measurement
time and the last post provides an upper estimate for
the time since last visit for user u.

4. ESTIMATING THE SIZE OF G+ & ITS
COMPONENTS

Similar to any other OSN, the connectivity structure
among G+ users should consist of three types of el-
ements: (i) largest connected component (LCC), (ii)
smaller partitions, and (iii) singletons. Our goal is to
estimate the total population of G+ users, and their
break down across these three types of elements. Since
users in our random dataset (Random) provide repre-
sentative samples, their mapping across different types
of elements provides a good estimate of the fraction
of total users population that are associated with each
type of element. Careful examination of random sam-
ples revealed that a 38.3% of them are part of the cap-
tured LCC and a 55.1% are indeed singletons (i.e. with-
out any friends or followers). While the remaining 6.6%
of random samples are intuitively expected to be part
of small partitions, we perform a BFS crawl from each
one of them to verify their status. Our investigation
revealed that 21% of these nodes are indeed part of
small partitions between 2 to 46 nodes (90% of them
are smaller than 5 users) and the remaining 79% are
connected to LCC. This latter group represents a 5.2%
G+ accounts that are those users that joined the LCC
during our crawl and were missed by our crawler. By
adding this latter group, the fraction of users within the
LCC increases to 43.5%. The small percentage of these
missed users suggests that our captured LCC snapshot
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Element % users % users % users
public attr. public posts

LCC 43.49 27.43 8.93
Partitions 1.41 0.5 0.13
Singletons 55.10 1.77 1.27

All 100 29.69 10.33

Table 2: Percentage of users, users with public
profile’s attributes and users with public activity
across the G+ elements

is rather accurate. Table 2 summarizes the percentage
of users who are part of the LCC, singletons or small
partitions. To validate the accuracy of our methodol-
ogy we have obtained the 99.9% confidence intervals
for the relative size of the LCC using a Student’s t-
test. The confidence intervals are 43.49±0.1%. This
indicates that our dataset is representative enough to
produce accurate results. In addition, we note that a
user that makes her list of both friends and followers
private could be incorrectly identified as a singleton in
our analysis. However, the percentage of such an error
should be negligible because the connectivity of user u
to others is discovered from her neighbors with public
friends or followers list. Indeed 6% of users in LCC
dataset have no friends or followers (due to their pri-
vate settings) but their connection to LCC was revealed
through their neighbors.
Since the total size of the captured LCC is 51.8M

and it makes up roughly 38% of G+ accounts3, the total
population of G+ users should be around 51.8M

0.38 = 136M.
Our LCC snapshot was collected during a period of 29
days and then it is not representative of a specific date.
Furthermore, during our crawl new users join the LCC
and just a fraction of them are actually captured. Then,
we consider that the 136M is a rough estimation of the
size of G+ in the middle of our measurement period
(March 29th 2012). Google reported that G+ crossed
100M accounts in March 2012 (let’s assume March 1st)
and reached 170M in April 11th 2012. By a simple lin-
ear regression method of these official values, G+ would
have roughly 149.5M users in March 29th. Our estimate
is roughly 9% lower than this value what suggests that
our technique is reasonably accurate.
To assess the level of activity and information sharing
across all G+ users, we examine users in our Random
dataset. As shown at the bottom row in Table 2, 10.3%
of G+ users have generated at least one public post and
29.7% of them share at least one attribute in their pro-
file. Furthermore, the Table presents the break down of
these statistics across different elements. As expected,
the LCC is clearly the most relevant part of the sys-
tem including 86% and 92% of users with some public
activity and some public attributes, respectively.

3Note that our LCC dataset does not include the 5.2% of
LCC users identified by post-processing the partitions. Then
the 51.8M represent a 38% of G+ accounts.
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Figure 1: G+ growth: all vs active users (Top);
Relative growth of active users: G+, Twitter
and Myspace (Bottom)

5. GROWTH OF ACTIVE USERS
The rather regular report from Google on the popu-

lation of G+ users offers a coarse-grain estimate of the
rate of growth in user population over time. As shown
in Figure 1 (top), Google reports indicate an increasing
rate of growth over time. However, this simple approach
has two limitations: (i) it does not reveal short term
(e.g. daily or weekly) changes in user population, (ii) it
only provides the growth in the total number of created
G+ accounts without any details on specific group of
users (e.g. active users, singletons).
Overall Growth of Active Users: Our goal is to
examine the daily growth in the number (or fraction)
of active G+ users because it offers a more meaning-
ful measure of growth for an OSN. We leverage 10.33%
of active users in our Act-Rand dataset who provide an
unbiased samples of all active G+ users. Given the esti-
mated account creation time for these active users, we
can determine the fraction of them who created their
account on each date since the inception of G+. Figure
1 (top) depicts the cumulative number of active G+
users during its first 288 days of existence and shows
that the total number of active users in April 11th 2012
is 17.5M, i.e. 10.33% of the total reported population
of 170M. As Figure 1 (top) clearly demonstrates, the
growth of active and total users over time paint a very
different picture. While the growth in the total popula-
tion exhibits an increasing rate, active users have joined
G+ at a lower rate. This led to a widening gap between
these two groups that corresponds to the large fraction
of singletons and inactive users reported in Section 4.
Daily Growth of Active Users: We examine the rate
of growth for active G+ users and deepen our insight as
follows. First, the left y axis in Figure 1 (bottom) shows
the percentage from those 17.5M active G+ users who
joined the system each day since G+’s inception date
(Jun 28th 2011). Interestingly, this figure illustrates
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two separated phases. The first 150 days (5 months),
are dominated by the presence of three major spikes
that collectively are responsible of 35% out of the 55%
active users registered during that time. These three
pronounced spikes appear to be perfectly aligned with
the following events: (i) initial launch (invitation-only
phase), (ii) the public launch, and (iii) release of G+
Pages service. The second phase presents a small but
constant growth rate in which 0.3% of the 17.5M active
users register every day in average.
Comparison with Twitter & MySpace: To put the
growth of active G+ users in perspective, we use the
dataset from our earlier study [13] to compare it with
the temporal growth in Twitter and Myspace during
their first 288 days. Twitter and MySpace had roughly
1.07M and 2.19M total users after this time, respec-
tively, which is significantly smaller than the total pop-
ulation of G+ users. In fact even the active G+ users
after 288 days are much larger than the total population
of Twitter and Myspace. The success of G+ in attract-
ing such a large number of users compared to Twitter
and MySpace can be attributed to two factors: (i) The
level of interest among average users and businesses to
OSNs during the past 10 months is much higher than
in the time when Twitter and MySpace were launched,
(ii) The provided support and incentive by a major
company such as Google would certainly result in an
implicit (e.g. as a result of creating a Gmail account)
or explicit membership of many users in G+.
We take a close look at the normalized growth rate of

active users for G+, Twitter and MySpace during their
first 288 days as shown with the right y axis in Figure 1
(bottom). Each line shows the relative percentage users
that have joined the system during the first 288 days.
This figure illustrates the fundamental difference be-
tween the growth of G+ and other OSNs. The slope of
growth for Twitter and MySpace is always positive and
steadily increasing. This pattern of growth is known
as the bandwagon effect [7, 10], which leads to the long
term exponential growth of the system [13]. In contrast,
after the handful of spikes in the first 5 months (without
equivalence in the other studied OSNs) that attracted
a significant portion of active users, the growth for G+
became linear, thus not presenting the aforementioned
bandwagon effect.
In a nutshell, G+ has attracted an impressively large
number of (active) users in its first months of life. This
is an indication of a short-term success. However, the
growth rate does not present the bandwagon effect com-
mon in other successful OSNs which may impact the
growth of the network in the long-term.

6. USERS’ ACTIVITY
We now turn our attention to the level of activity and

engagement among G+ users to assess their interest. In

this analysis, we consider the active users in the Act-
Rand dataset as random samples of active G+ users.
Per-User Activity: We collect public posts of these
users and calculate their average daily public posts rate
as a measure of their activity. Since we cannot cap-
ture the private posts and other type of activities, our
measure should be viewed as a lower bound for their
activity. Figure 2 (top) shows the distribution for the
average daily post rate among active LCC users. This
figure also plots the distribution of the level of activ-
ity (in terms of average tweet rate) among 80K random
Twitter users collected between July 6 and 25 of 2011
for comparison. We can observe that the median level
of activity, although low in both systems, is higher in
G+ than in Twitter (1 post every 43 days vs 1 tweet
every 56 days). However the variation of activity rate
among G+ users (3*10−3 to 73 posts/day) is a cou-
ple of order of magnitude smaller than that for Twitter
users (6*10−4 to 628 tweets/day). In particular, 26% of
Twitter users send 1 tweet every week while only 14% of
G+ users exhibit the same level of activity. This reveals
that the fraction of users with a significant amount of
activity is higher in Twitter than in G+.
Recency of Activity: To characterize how often ac-
tive users make a post (and possibly visit G+), we mea-
sure the time between the last post by each user and the
time of our data collection. Figure 2 (bottom) presents
the distribution of the time (in days) since the most re-
cent post across active users in Act-Rand dataset. We
also present the same distribution for Twitter and MyS-
pace using the dataset from our earlier study [13] where
the time of the last tweet and the explicit time of the
last visit are used for the most recent activity in Twit-
ter and MySpace, respectively. Since the maximum age
for a G+ account is smaller than that for Twitter and
MySpace users (288 days vs more than 1000 and 2000,
respectively), the comparison between the larger values
in these distributions is not appropriate. Therefore, we
focus our discussion on the x values smaller than 100
days (roughly lower than 50% of values). This result
reveals that the fraction of very active users who vis-
ited Twitter during the past day is around 10% and
drops to 6% and 2.5% for MySpace and G+, respec-
tively. Twitter users who visited during the last week
make up around 20% of users while this number is lim-
ited to 11% for both MySpace and G+.
Temporal Pattern of Aggregate Activity: We now
characterize the temporal pattern of the aggregate level
of daily activity across all of our sampled active users
using two metrics: (i) fraction of daily number of posts
across all active users, and (ii) fraction of number of ac-
tive users per day. Figure 3 shows the evolution of these
two metrics among active G+ users and demonstrate
the following points: First, the aggregate daily number
of post and the aggregate number of active users ex-
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hibit a very similar temporal pattern. This indicates
that the distribution of daily activity among the corre-
sponding users is fairly even. Second, the three visible
peaks in these figures are aligned with the peaks in daily
number of active users who joined G+ (Figure 1). This
suggests that both the arrival of new users and overall
activity were correlated with the importance of these
three events. Third, excluding the three spikes, we ob-
serve a monotonically increasing rate in the aggregate
daily activity. Specifically, the median fraction of daily
active users and daily number of posts for the first 100
days are 0.28% and 0.26%, respectively, whereas if we
consider the last 100 days these values increase by 0.42%
and 0.44%, respectively. This suggests an increase over
50% in the median daily activity during the first 10
months. Given, that the daily activity is roughly even
among the active users, this increase is a consequence
of the additive effect of new active users continuously
joining the system reported in Figure 1. Finally, we
note that the saw-tooth shape of both curves is due to
a weekly pattern in which the activity over the weekend
is smaller than in weekdays.
In summary, we observe a steady increase in the overall
activity of the system. However, the estimated fraction
of active users who visit G+ on a daily basis is still
significantly smaller than in other popular OSNs.

7. NODE LEVEL CONNECTIVITY
This section focuses on the most important part of

G+ structure, namely LCC, and briefly characterizes
its node level connectivity. Specifically, we examine the
CCDF of the number of followers and friends across all
users in LCC. Note that we consider users with a pub-
lic list of followers and friends, respectively. Since G+
and Twitter both have a directed structure, we compare
their distribution of friends and followers across their
LCC users in Figure 4. Twitter results were derived
from the snapshot captured by Kwak et al. [9] in June

2009 where Twitter was 3 year old and had an LCC
of comparable size (41M users) to our G+ LCC. Inter-
estingly, both the distribution of followers and friends
in G+ and Twitter have a very similar shape. Specif-
ically, the Kolmogorov-Smirnov distances between the
distributions of followers and friends are 0.12 and 0.07,
respectively. This indicates that the maximum gap be-
tween their CDF versions is limited to 12% and 7%,
respectively. Note that the abrupt cutoff of G+ friends
distribution at x=5000 is due to the explicit limit that
G+ imposes on the maximum number of friends.
In summary, the distribution of in- and out-degree across
users in a roughly same-size LCC for G+ (after 10
months) and Twitter (after 3 years) are very similar.

8. LEVEL OF INFORMATION SHARING
One of the most profitable business behind OSNs is

marketing and advertisement that to a large extend de-
pends on the level of information sharing by individual
users to the public. We characterize the level of infor-
mation that G+ users publicly share in their profile.
Each line in Figure 5 presents the distribution of the
number of provided non-mandatory attributes (out of
maximum 18) across the fraction of random users who
are mapped to LCC, singletons and small partitions.
We recall that there is no distinction between a miss-
ing and a private (and thus invisible) attribute in these
analysis.
We observe that the level of information sharing is

low. Specifically, 50% of the users within the LCC pro-
vide a single attribute and 92% of them share less than
5 attributes. Furthermore, as expected, users in LCC
share publicly more attributes than users in small par-
titions that in turn share more than singletons. The
small number of provided attributes by G+ users can
be due to a few factors as follows: (i) the users do not
perceive/consider any value in providing this informa-
tion and their overall experience in using G+, (ii) the
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Figure 5: Distribution of the number of at-
tributes (out of 18 possibles) publicly revealed
by users in LCC, small partitions and singletons

users might be sensitive in publicly sharing certain per-
sonal information and do not want to deal with complex
privacy setting, (iii) Users who implicitly join G+ as a
results of opening a Gmail account only share the gen-
der in their profile.
We deepen our analysis by exploring the fraction of

users in each group who publicly post each attribute in
their profiles in Table 3. We observe that users are more
inclined to share attributes related to the professional
aspects of their life such as location, education, compa-
nies and occupation4. In contrast, they are less willing
to share attributes that reveal rather more private as-
pects of their life such as their relationships (e.g. single,
married) or what they are looking for? (e.g. friendship,
love). This suggests that G+ is being used for profes-
sional purposes (or by professional rather then average
users). The visibly larger number of professionals from
the hi-tech companies among the top-20 users in G+
(e.g. Google CEO, Virgin CEO, Myspace founder) sup-
ports this observation.

9. CONCLUSION
In this paper we have tried to shed light into the in-

tense debate regarding the popularity of the new OSN
launched by Google in June 2011. To this end we have
conducted a comprehensive measurement study to ana-
lyze different key aspects of G+ including: size, growth
pattern and users’ activity and connectivity. Our re-
sults suggest that G+ have attracted an impressively
large number of users in its 10 months of existence.
Furthermore, the growth in the number of active users
in this period has led to over 50% increase in overall
system activity. However, less than 43.5% of all users
belongs to the LCC and just 10.3% of them are active.
In addition, the pattern of growth in number of active
users does not show the bandwagon effect present in
4Note that the attribute “jobs” refers to contact information
(e.g. phone number, email, etc).

Attribute LCC Partitions Singlelton

Gender 100 100 100
Places Lived 27.02 32.16 7.55
Education 24.42 24.97 5.53
Companies 19.72 21.68 5.00
Contributor 12.08 3.70 0.93
Occupation 11.52 10.41 2.76
Other Profiles 10.80 6.03 1.58
Introduction 8.44 8.95 2.46
Other names 4.09 4.77 1.15
Relationship 3.95 4.32 1.04
Bragging rights 3.77 4.45 1.07
Recommended Links 3.2 2.13 0.66
Looking For 2.64 2.93 0.72
Web 1.21 0.86 0.38
Alias 0.0024 0.0042 0.0044
Jobs 0.0012 0.25 0.067

Table 3: Percentage of users making pub-
licly available each profile attribute for different
groups: LCC, small partitions and singletons.

other successful OSNs. Finally, we made three impor-
tant observations at the node level. First, the median
level of activity across G+ users is low but surprisingly
higher than in Twitter users. However, the fraction of
active users that visit the system every day is signifi-
cantly larger in Twitter compared to G+. Second, the
in- and out-degree distributions across users from G+
LCC (after ten months) are similar to the ones observed
for Twitter (after three years). This suggests that the
connectivity graph of G+ LCC has already reached a
relative mature state. Third, the exploration of the in-
formation shared by the users in their profiles and the
presence of professional of Hi-Tech companies among
the most popular users suggest that G+ is being used
for professional purposes with a Hi-Tech flavour.
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