


Does Facebook restrict the formation of a global social circle?

Introduction
This dissertation will discuss the hypothesis of how Facebook restricts the diversification of their global community, through the misperception of widening social circles; contrary to the ideology of the social network: ‘Give people the power to build community and bring the world closer together’ (Facebook, 2017). This topic was inspired by an online article featured in The Guardian entitled ‘How our narrowing social circles create a more unequal world’ (Windsteiger, 2017). The article challenges the reader to think about the similarities between themselves, their friends, and their acquaintances, within their social circles. It argues that the reason we have similar things in common is that we ‘… fail to realise just how selective our perspectives on society are’ (Windsteiger, 2017). This failure, in conjunction with the use of Facebook, breeds this misperception.
One of the major factors in how the user interacts with Facebook are the algorithms that control the selective process of the News Feed. The News Feed displays information for the user to view; ‘[there’s] a massive, massive amount of information out there, and in this world of all this information, at Facebook, we’ve found success in helping people find the gems…’ (Hutchinson, 2017). Although the information displayed on the News Feed, is selected by its algorithms: ‘… there’s simply too much content available to show people everything they could potentially see on Facebook, every day’ (Hutchinson, 2017). The algorithms, of which there are thousands, are categorized in an article entitled ‘How Facebook’s News Feed Algorithm Works (and What’s Coming Next)’ (Hutchinson, 2017) as: Inventory, Signals, Predictions and Scores. The higher the post score, the more likely the user will interact with post, and the more likely the post will end up in the user’s News Feed. ‘Finally, those factors are all consolidated into a single score, with each individual post processed through this same method in order to produce a relative ranking metric’ (Hutchinson, 2017). Facebook’s selective process therefore restricts possible interactions of users within its community; creating a narrow social circle of common interests.
‘Dunbar’s Number’ argues that restrictions on the size of our social circles are purely neurological, ‘The main underlying reason for 150, says Dunbar, is neurological’ (Dossey, 2017). Robin Dunbar’s hypothesis ‘Dunbar’s Number’, refers to his in-depth anthropological research, based on W.L. Bill Gore’s study into the ‘magic number’ (1958 cited in Dossey, 2017). His research suggests that once a person’s social circle reaches a capacity of 150 or more, the neocortical volume particularly the area used for conscious thought and language, exhausts its memory; meaning that a human being can only retain around 150 meaningful relationships ‘The key idea, Dunbar finds, is that humans can hold about 150 meaningful relationships in their heads’ (Dossey, 2017). This hypothesis is expanded further in Larry Dossey’s publication entitled ‘Is Friendship Limited? An Inquiry into Dunbar’s Number’ (2017).
Robin Dunbar’s hypothesis has its critics, none more obvious than the architects of social network sites. His research is a potential death trap for those working on expanding the Facebook community, by suggesting ‘the concept of numerical limits to friendships’ (Dossey, 2017). In response to this criticism, Dunbar strengthens his hypothesis in a 2011 Facebook study which states: ‘though the limit on how many Facebook friends one can have is a generous 5000, statistics show that the average user has 190—more than 150, but within what Dunbar sees as the margin of error’ (Dossey, 2017). This brings to question Facebook’s limitations as to the diversity of its global social circle.

Algorithms
People use Facebook to connect to their social circle, and over time, connect with others in the global community: ‘As of the second quarter of 2017, Facebook had 2 billion monthly active users’ (Statista, 2017). Facebook’s ideology is centred around this connectivity: ‘Give people the power to build community and bring the world closer together’ (Facebook, 2017). To maintain this connectivity between such a large community, Facebook has developed its own algorithms that control the users’ experience, such as; the News Feed.
The algorithms behind the scene of the News Feed determines what information a user sees: ‘… there’s simply too much content available to show people everything they could potentially see on Facebook, every day’ (Hutchinson, 2017). Social Media Today is a publication by Industry Dive that covers news and original analysis of the social media industry. The author, Andrew Hutchinson, provides an analysis of Adam Mosseri’s (VP, Production Management at Facebook) overview of how the News Feed works. In his overview Mosseri is said to explain the process of the News Feed system in basic human terms. First the system checks for what’s been posted (Inventory); next it checks who the author of each post is (Signals); then it decides how likely you are to comment on each post (Predictions); finally, it calculates a score based on how likely you are to engage with that post (Score); although this is just a broad overview: ‘The system then factors in a whole heap of other data points – “hundreds of thousands of them”’ (Hutchinson, 2017). It’s this score that determines how the posts are displayed in the user’s News Feed, ranking them by the highest score first: ‘As such, Mosseri noted, each score is based on your individual preferences – “fundamentally, each and every News Feed is entirely unique”’ (Hutchinson, 2017). The News Feed restricts what information is available to the user by selecting the most engaging posts, subsequently narrowing the diversity of information available. 

Managed Posts
This system was evident during the EU Referendum in an online article by Chris Baraniuk entitled ‘Facebook removes EU referendum status suggestions’ (Baraniuk, 2016). This discusses how Facebook is accused of supressing and injecting certain political posts: ‘British political blogger Jon Worth noticed that he had been given a suggested update of “in favour of leaving the EU” – but not one related to remaining’ (Baraniuk, 2016).  These accusations were denied by Facebook, but confirmed by the BBC a day later: ‘“In your list of ‘supporting’, you can choose Leave.EU but you cannot choose [a pro-Remain option], Mr Worth told the BBC. The BBC confirmed that this was still the case late on Wednesday morning’ (Baraniuk, 2016). The suppression of a diverse political point of view, affects how the user views their social circle; in this case, creating the idea that the user’s friends are similar to themselves. This creates the misperception of a more diverse social circle, as users of other views would have believed that their social circle, and those outside, share the same view and interest: ‘Last month, tech news site Gizmodo accused Facebook of intentionally suppressing stories with Conservative political viewpoints in its Trending Topics section’ (Baraniuk, 2016). This misperception has led users to develop a narrow social circle, one of a biased viewpoint; whereas in face-to-face interaction it would present an unbiased one. 
The research in this paper has so far revealed that Facebook have thwarted their own ideology, by doing just the opposite. In an attempt to build a diverse community, what is in fact built, through the use of its algorithms and managed news; is one of segregated likeminded people. Facebook could be said to perpetuate this misperception of social diversity and be on a path to creating a more unequal world; strengthening the hypothesis of this paper.

Selective Perspective
It is suggested in an online article in The Guardian that the theory of the ‘selective perspective’, has more of an effect on the creation of an unequal world, than Facebook’s algorithm. The article entitled ‘How our narrowing social circles create a more unequal world’ (Windsteiger, 2017), challenges the reader to not only think about the similarities between their face-to-face social circle, such as the work place; but also, the similarities between the people they interact with every day on social network sites. It theorises that people may not be consciously aware of how selective their interactions between others are: ‘There is evidence from both the US and Britain that our interactions increasingly tend to be with people similar to ourselves – and that we also fail to realise just how selective our perspectives on society are’ (Windsteiger, 2017). Facebook could exacerbate this psychological trend within our conscious and subconscious, to be selective of our interactions; as people are subjected to an ever-increasing global community on Facebook (fig.1).
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(fig.1)
The article insists that this selective process is in fact, self- and globally- destructive: 
In fact, there are important reasons why we should be worried about this tendency towards increased social segregation – and not simply because it hinders mutual understanding and contributes to the division and polarisation of societies… (Windsteiger, 2017)
It discusses how the selective process obstructs a person’s mutual understanding of one another. It could be said to build such a diverse social circle, such as Facebook’s, there must first be mutual understanding between one another. Without this understanding, there will always be, with exception, segregation. An article in the BBC support this: ‘It says almost a third of primary and quarter of secondary schools are segregated along socio-economic lines’ (BBC, 2017). 
Similarly, the Guardian discusses how the equality of the global economy is hindered by the selective perspective. In terms of wealth, they state that the rich social circle only comprises of the rich, and the latter is said of the poor: 
rich people prosper not only because of their own high income, but also thanks to their affluent neighbourhoods and important connections. Similarly, much poorer people may be at a disadvantage not only because of their low incomes, but because of their often-deprived surroundings (Windsteiger, 2017)
The division of social circles by economic means is told to benefit mainly those of wealth, leaving any others at a disadvantage. However, the Guardian expands on their research of economic segregation, by highlighting the importance of how biased connections reinforce socio-economic segregation. This research, translated in terms of Facebook, explains that segregation is driven by what is perceived to be the value of a user’s social circle currency; defined in this paper as the users populating the friends list. For instance, a wealthy user’s friends list would be populated with other wealthy users, where each user prospers from being connected; ‘friends’. Whereas the poor user would be disadvantaged from not only the lack of wealthy connections populating their friends list, but also their connection to other poor users:
People with very homogeneous social circles, who interact mainly with people similar to themselves in terms of economic circumstances, education etc, tend to be more biased about the shape of the income distribution… (Windsteiger, 2017)
The article states, that a wealthy user would be biased against the poor user, due to the lack of opportunities to prosper from their connection: ‘At the rich end, spatial segregation seems to be mainly self-imposed via gated communities’ (Windsteiger, 2017). 
The research so far highlights the importance of connections, and how greatly those connections not only affect how users interact, but whom they interact with. It is revealed that Facebooks’ community is divided through socio-economics.  Socio-economic segregation, means that people are in fact both bias and unaware to others outside of these circles, becoming part of the trend in the misperception of a much wider social circle: ‘…are less aware how different people outside their circle are, they are inclined to conclude that most people are like them’ (Windsteiger, 2017). 

Dunbar’s Number
Robin Dunbar’s research, inspired by the study of the ‘magic number’ by W.L. Bill Gore (1958 cited in Dossey 2017), supports the theory of selective perspective; that the users on Facebook restrict the diversification of their own social circle, by limiting the amount of people they interact with.
Bill Gore’s study on how his employees interacted with one and other as his business grew, showed that ‘after putting more than 150 people in the same building, things ceased to run smoothly. People couldn’t keep track of each other, and a sense of friendly community was lost’ (Dossey, 2017). Gore discovered that a smaller workforce allowed for higher interaction between the community; ‘At the magic number of about 150, everybody knew who was the manager, the accountant, who cleaned the sinks, floors and toilets, and who made the sandwiches for lunch’ (Dossey, 2017). If this study was to prove anything at this point, it would show that the selective perspective plays a much bigger part in how people interact with Facebook. This could ultimately suggest, forgetting the improper manner in which Facebook has been reported to have conducted itself (Baraniuk, 2016), that it is the user who effectively creates this segregated global community.
Dunbar’s in-depth research into Gore’s study, ultimately led to the term ‘Dunbar’s Number’ (Dossey, 2017), ironically first coined on Facebook. Due to Dunbar’s profession, the theory of the ‘magic number’ became more apparent in his findings, from past anthropological research: ‘This number appeared to be a sweet spot for hunter-gatherer societies and Neolithic farming villages all over the world… a typical community is about 150’ (Dossey, 2017). There is also a correlation of the magic number when thought about in contemporary terms:
…military organizations worldwide reflect the same pattern, from Roman antiquity to modern times. A company, a basic military unit, typically consists of 80-250 soldiers commanded by a major or a captain. Although armies are also organized as large battalions, regiments, and divisions, their subdivision into companies helps maintain a greater sense of unit cohesion and community (Dossey, 2017)
Dunbar discovered similarities in the division of large communities, when comparing the theory against historic research; ‘…the self-governing communes of the Hutterites, and Anabaptist sect similar to the Amish and the Mennonites, always split when they grow larger than 150’ (Dossey, 2017). His theory suggests that the ideal size of a community is around 150, although the reasoning behind that is unexpected: ‘The main underlying reason for 150, says Dunbar, is neurological. The number of social group members a single primate can keep track of appears to be limited by the volume of the neocortex’ (Dossey, 2017). If Dunbar’s theory is correct, then not only is the size of our social circle determined by the size of the neocortex, the area of the human brain associated with language, but also that we are predetermined as a species to segregate once the social circle expands beyond a certain number; in Dunbar’s case 150. This theory, again in cohesion with the selective perspective, would negatively impact the way in which Facebook operates. The whole ideology of a diverse global community coming together on a social network site, may never achieve its intended goal: ‘150 seems to be a number at which our brains just max out on memory’ (Dossey, 2017). Facebook could therefore be thought of as nothing more than a network of segregated social circles.
‘Dunbar’s Number’ not only attracts a lot of interest from Facebook and other social network sites, but also an equal, if not greater amount of criticism from those same sites. In response to his critiques, Dunbar fortified his theory with social network research:
‘a 2011 study found that on Twitter the average number of people a user regularly interacts with falls between 100 and 200. And though the limit on how many Facebook friends one can have is a generous 5000, statistics show that the average user has 190—more than 150, but within what Dunbar sees as the margin of error’ (Dossey, 2017)
Dunbar began comparing the online traffic of users with only a few hundred friends, and those with thousands, looking for variations between his current research based on physical interaction, and that of the digital: ‘As Dunbar says, “The interesting thing is that you can have 1500 friends but when you actually look at the traffic on sites, you see people maintain the same inner circle of around 150 people that we observe in the real world”’ (1958 as cited in Dossey 2017). Dunbar found very little difference between both, though the research showed the number of digital friends being purely numerical and fashionable: ‘…many Facebook users become hooked on the urge to acquire more friends in an attempt to appear popular and successful’ (Dossey, 2017). As a professor of evolutionary anthropology, Dunbar also highlights that it is entirely plausible that through evolution, our volume of the neocortex could increase to sustain larger relationships, meaning Facebook’s ideology could be a future possibility: ‘Dunbar does not deny that humans might be able to reset or expand the cognitive limits on our social interactions. After all, we’ve done it before, as when we taught ourselves to talk in our distant past’ (Dossey, 2017).
Dunbar’s research finds that the theory of the selective perspective spawns from our distant past. The history of evolution is told by Dunbar to show communities dividing once they reach a population of around 150; although it’s not entirely certain as to the reasons why, Dunbar suggests its due to the limit of relationships a person can emotionally retain: ‘150 seems to be a number at which our brains just max out on memory’ (Dossey, 2017). ‘Dunbar’s Number’ therefor suggests, that users interacting with Facebook to expand their social circle, are limited by biological isolation. 






Independent Survey
To reflect on the research thus far; a survey of ten multiple-choice questions, querying how, and if, users interact with others on Facebook, was conducted by myself. The questions in ascending order are:
1. Do you use Facebook?
2. How many Facebook friends do you have?
3. Out of those friends, how many do you regularly interact with on Facebook?
4. Out of the friends you regularly interact with, would you say you have a lot in common with them?
5. Thinking about the friends you rarely interact with; would you say you have a lot in common with them?
6. Do you ever interact with users not in your friends list?
7. Do you allow users not in your friends list, to interact with you?
8. Would you say Facebook expands your social circle? (expands the amount of people you interact with)
9. Would you say Facebook expands the amount of information available to you? (Interesting and Uninteresting posts)
10. Are there any other factors not mentioned here, that you feel narrow or widen your social circle on Facebook?
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The surveys intended purpose is to discover any truths in the theories and research discussed in this paper. The survey, hosted by Survey Monkey (2017) and broadcast over social networking sites such as Facebook, received eighty-two respondents in seven days. The respondents are connected to myself on social network sites, although to keep the survey impartial, they were encouraged to share amongst their own social circles.
The survey revealed that all the respondents used Facebook (fig.2), with 45.12% having over five-hundred users in their friends list (fig.3). The results further show that even though the majority had more than five-hundred friends, 82.93% said they regularly interact with less than one-hundred (fig.4), with 86.59% confirming they shared similarities with those hundred (fig.5). These figures both support and weaken Facebook’s ideology, by revealing that Facebook has allowed the users to expand their social circle beyond the theory of Dunbar’s Number: ‘… a typical community is about 150’ (Dossey, 2017). However, the social circle created is biased through commonalities (fig.5), supporting the selective perspective theory: ‘There is evidence from both the US and Britain that our interactions increasingly tend to be with people similar to ourselves…’ (Windsteiger,2017). Although, 13.41% said they share little or no similarities with those interacted with most (fig.5), evidently weakening both theories and supporting Facebook’s ideology of creating a diverse and global community.
Questions five and six reveal that most respondents (58.54%) do not interact with other users outside of their friends list (fig.7), and they rarely interact with users less similar to themselves; 75.61% (fig.6). These users restrict the diversification of their social circle, by disconnecting themselves from other diverse users; supporting the selective perspective (Windsteiger, 2017).
Very few users (24.39%) allow others not in their friends list to interact with them (fig.8), embracing Facebook’s ideology to expand their social circle. However, the majority do not allow, or only allow friends of friends (fig.8) to interact with them (75.61%), ultimately narrowing or restricting their social circle to a select few; selective perspective (Windsteiger, 2017). Further on the research shows (fig.9), that some users believe Facebook expands their social circle (58.54%), when in contrast, they have said that they are selective of whom they interact with (fig.8). Again, supporting the theory of the selective perspective: ‘…social segregation can heighten misperceptions about the state of society’ (Windsteiger, 2017), though this misperception could be influenced by the amount of information broadcast through Facebook (fig.10). 89.02% agreed that Facebook expands the amount of information available to them, compared to the everyday physical interaction: ‘there’s simply too much content available to show people’ (Hutchinson, 2017).
In conclusion, the results show that most users do perceive to have a wide social circle, although it is evident (fig.4) that users are restricted to the theory of ‘Dunbar’s Number’: ‘…you see people maintain the same inner circle of around 150 people that we observe in the real world’ (Dossey, 2017). The acquisition of friends to populate their friends list, supports Dunbar’s claim that this is purely an urge to portray popularity: ‘…many Facebook users become hooked on the urge to acquire more friends in an attempt to appear popular and successful’ (Dossey, 2017). As the majority of users within those lists, are not interacted with. This acquisition of friends is internal (friends-of-friends), through the process of the selective perspective restricting interaction (fig.8). This results in the News Feed broadcasting a mass amount of biased information (fig.10) from regularly interacted friends (fig.5). As the user is unaware of the biological limitations at work (Dossey, 2017; Windsteiger 2017), their interaction with Facebook, through these limitations, hides the narrowing social circle: ‘…social segregation can heighten misperceptions about the state of society’ (Windsteiger, 2017).
Overall the survey shows that users are selective over whom they interact with, inside or outside of their Facebook social circle; ‘Selective Perspective’. Most users regularly interact with around 150 people similar to themselves (within a margin of error) proving ‘Dunbar’s Number’ as a relevant theory. Though Facebook allows the user to retain more relationships than the neocortex (fig.3), it is suggested through the analysis that Dunbar’s theory is accurate: ‘150 seems to be a number at which our brains just max out on memory’ (Dossey, 2017). This disputes Facebook’s claim to connect the world (fig.1), and instead the results show that it is segregated.


Review
Facebook’s ideology of bringing the world closer together seems plausible. The tools made available to the user allow them to connect to anyone using the social network; and as the research shows, two billion people have already connected (fig.1). Evident in this papers research however; Facebook consists of disconnected and segregated social circles.
Facebook’s News Feed has been proven in this paper, as one of the main ways the user interacts with their social circle. The News Feed displays content in the form of posts, published through pages the user likes, and people populating their friends list. It is found within the research, that the content is managed by Facebook’s algorithms; which determines and allocates a score to every individual post, based on how engaging that content would be to the user: ‘As such, Mosseri noted, each score is based on your individual preferences…’ (Hutchinson, 2017). Facebook developed this method within the algorithm, to provide the most engaging content to the user; as it was deemed Impossible to display every published post: ‘… there’s simply too much content available to show people everything they could potentially see on Facebook, every day’ (Hutchinson, 2017). The method that the algorithm uses, is explained in basic human terms by Mosseri as;
· Inventory
· Signals
· Prediction
· Score
Although it is said that the algorithms deconstruct each post in detail: ‘The system then factors in a whole heap of other data points – “hundreds of thousands of them”’ (2017 cited in Hutchinson, 2017).
It could be said; that if the user rarely interacts with the author, but the content itself is engaging to the user; the method the algorithm uses, could signal and predict the post to be less engaging based on the levels of interaction between both the user and author. This method of managing content narrows the users social circle, and view of diverse content, by creating a News Feed of biased information; supporting this papers hypothesis, that Facebook does restrict the formation of a global social circle.
In comparison, the survey found that 82.93% (fig.4) of respondents regularly interact with less than one-hundred people in their friends list, and 86.59% (fig.5) said they shared similarities with those people. However, it could be possible that the reason the user regularly interacts with less than one-hundred people is through how the News Feed displays biased posts. As the News Feed displays less posts from rarely interacted-with people, it segregates the user and their friends further apart. This evidently results in a much narrower social circle; as the user deems those less interacted with to have less in common with themselves; 75.61% (fig.6). In a socio-economic article written by Windsteiger, she discusses how narrowing social circles hinder our awareness of others outside of that circle: ‘…are less aware how different people outside their circle are, they are inclined to conclude that most people are like them’ (Windsteiger, 2017). Windsteiger claims that the user would be inclined to think that those within their circle are like them. It is evident through the survey that 75.61% (fig.6) of users believe those within their circle, but rarely interacted with, are unlike them. Disproving Windsteiger’s claim.
Windsteiger however, theorises that the biological process of the selective perspective contributes heavily in how the user interacts. In the article, she discusses how people tend to interact with others sharing common interests: ‘There is evidence from both the US and Britain that our interactions increasingly tend to be with people similar to ourselves…’ (Windsteiger, 2017). This is reflected in the survey; (fig.5). The selective perspective is a subconscious process, in which people evaluate the value of another to themselves. Windsteiger states that this value is determined through their network: ‘…rich people prosper not only because of their own high income, but also thanks to their affluent neighbourhoods and important connections’ (Windsteiger, 2017). This research applied to Facebook, would suggest that users interact with others based on who populates their friends list; again, highlighting the interactions with others of similar interests; in Facebook’s case, what friends they have in common. The survey supports this research, with 75.61% (fig.8) of respondents saying they only interact with others outside of their circle, or only allow others to interact with them, if they have similar friends. ‘At the rich end, spatial segregation seems to be mainly self-imposed via gated communities’ (Windsteiger, 2017). As Windsteiger suggests, a users’ friends list is closed off to those outside, through self-imposed means. This selective perspective of whom a user interacts with could impact how the News Feed operates. Though it is found through further research, that this subconscious process goes unnoticed by the user. 58.54% (fig.9) in the survey said that Facebook does expand their social circle, yet they also said that they only interact with less than one-hundred (fig.4). Meaning the user misperceives the diversity and size of their social circle.
As reviewed so far, the News Feed displays a selection of biased content. It is found however, that the algorithms are not the sole cause to the narrowing social circle. Windsteigers’ theory when applied to this research, reveals that the user is in fact restricting the availability of diverse content, through the selective perspective. This in turn, limits what the News Feed can display. Although, Chris Baraniuk’s online BBC article, gives evidence and insight into how Facebook is directly managing content. During the EU Referendum, Facebook was found to be injecting content and hiding left-wing options: ‘“In your list of ‘supporting’, you can choose Leave.EU but you cannot choose [a pro-Remain option]”, Mr Worth told the BBC’ (Baraniuk, 2016). This suppression of content was denied by Facebook, but proven to still be the case the following day. Facebook’s management of content, by members of their team, supports the display of biased content through the News Feed. This in conjunction with Facebook’s algorithms and the selective perspective, exacerbates the users narrowing social circle, by restricting the diversity of information that would otherwise be present in face-to-face interaction.
Robin Dunbar’s theory; ‘Dunbar’s Number’, supports the theory of the selective perspective. Dunbar’s theory suggests that a person can only psychologically retain in the neocortex, around one-hundred and fifty relationships: ‘150 seems to be a number at which our brains just max out on memory’ (Dossey, 2017). He theorises that once the storage capacity of the neocortex is surpassed, a person automatously segregates themselves from others, to sustain a cohesive community: ‘after putting more than 150 people in the same building, things ceased to run smoothly. People couldn’t keep track of each other, and a sense of friendly community was lost’ (Dossey, 2017). Delving into his past anthropological research, Dunbar found evidence of communities segregating once reaching a certain limit: ‘…the Amish and the Mennonites, always split when they grow larger than 150’ (Dossey, 2017). The limitation of the neocortex is therefore found within Dunbar’s theory, to spark the psychological process of the selective perspective, in order to maintain a cohesive social circle. Though Facebook could be viewed as digitally storing relationships, thus negating the limitation of the neocortex, his study is proven through the results of the survey (fig.4). This means that even though Facebook allows the user to connect to more people, the relationships stored in the neocortex, take priority over all others. He states that any other persons populating the friends list, outside of the limitation, is due to the users urge to appear popular: ‘…many Facebook users become hooked on the urge to acquire more friends in an attempt to appear popular and successful’ (Dossey, 2017). Dunbar acknowledges that through evolution, we may exceed this number: 
‘Dunbar does not deny that humans might be able to reset or expand the cognitive limits on our social interactions. After all, we’ve done it before, as when we taught ourselves to talk in our distant past’ (Dossey, 2017)
Facebook’s News Feed; through its managed posts and the algorithms; does restrict the formation of a global social circle, proving this papers hypothesis. However, it is found that Facebook isn’t entirely to blame for the narrowing of social circles. Dunbar’s theory confirms that it is the biological limitation of the neocortex, that restricts a person’s social connectivity. Maintaining this limitation, triggers the psychological process known as the selective perspective. The selective perspective then determines; much like Facebook’s algorithms; what relationships are retained or discarded, and this was reflected in the survey. Users were found to only regularly interact with less than one-hundred like-minded people in their friends list. Others with less similarities were hardly interacted with, but retained to maintain popularity.

Conclusion
In conclusion to this paper’s research; it is found that the biological and psychological processes govern the diversity of a user’s social circle. These processes are active when interacting with Facebook, and impacts the diversity of a user’s social circle. The content displayed on the News Feed is only biased, due to the limited number of people the user regularly interacts with. If each user regularly interacted with everyone on their friends list, the content displayed would be far more diverse. Facebook’s ideology is therefore plausible, and it is clear in the evidence that the user’s interactions on and outside of Facebook, limits the global social circle. 
It is found throughout this paper, and in answer to this paper’s question; ‘Does Facebook restrict the formation of a global social circle?’; that the user’s biological and psychological processes, narrows their social circle through segregation. Until users are made aware of the selective perspective, or the neocortex evolves to accommodate a larger number of relationships; it is the user’s interaction with Facebook that restricts the formation of a global social circle, and not Facebook individually. Therefore, Facebook’s ideology of a global social circle is not realistic, and will for the meantime remain a platform for segregated social circles. 
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Out of the friends you regularly interact with, would you say you have a lot in
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Would you say Facebook expands your social circle? (expands the amount of
people you interact with)
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Would you say Facebook expands the amount of information available to
you? (Interesting and Uninteresting posts)
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