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Abstract

Researchers use information about the amount of time peo-
ple spend on digital media for a variety of purposes includ-
ing to understand impacts on physical and mental health as
well as attention and learning. To measure time spent on
digital media, participants’ self-estimation is a common al-
ternative method if the platform does not allow external ac-
cess to directly measure people’s time spent. However, prior
work raises questions about the accuracy of self-reports of
time spent on traditional social media platforms and questions
about the cognitive factors underlying people’s perceptions of
the time they spend on social media. In this work, we build
on this body of literature by exploring a novel social plat-
form: TikTok. We conduct platform-independent measure-
ments of people’s self-reported and server-logged TikTok us-
age (n=255) to understand how users’ demographics and plat-
form engagement influence their perceptions of the time they
spend on the platform and the accuracy of their estimates.
Our work adds to the body of work seeking to understand
time estimations in different digital contexts, and identifies
new engagement factors that may be relevant in future social
media time estimation studies.

Introduction
Assessing users’ digital media use has been of interest to
researchers across disciplines. Digital media use has been
connected to users’ psychological well-being (e.g., Valken-
burg 2021; Schønning et al. 2020; Lee et al. 2014), cognitive
processes like attention and learning (e.g., Ra et al. 2018),
and physical outcomes (e.g., Orzech et al. 2016; Zeeni et al.
2018; Garett, Liu, and Young 2018). The popularity of digi-
tal platforms and services like social media underpin the im-
portance for a deeper understanding of the implications of
digital media use. Measuring digital media use accurately,
however, remains a challenge.

Most social media research relies on self-reported esti-
mates of usage by participants (Griffioen et al. 2020). Yet,
participants’ self-reports of their time spent on digital media
are frequently inaccurate (Parry et al. 2021). Little is known
about the cognitive processes behind this phenomenon, with
psychology and media scholars speculating that factors like
memory (Schwarz and Oyserman 2001; Larson and von Eye
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2006), reporting bias from personal and societal views of so-
cial media (Lee, Katz, and Hancock 2021; Junco 2013; Pod-
sakoff et al. 2003), or interpretability issues within question
wording or other aspects of study design (Schwarz and Oy-
serman 2001; Ernala et al. 2020; Junco 2013; Mieczkowski,
Lee, and Hancock 2020) are at play. Advances in technology
allowing researchers to compare self-report estimates from
participants to their actual logged usage, such as screen time
trackers, have shed more light on time estimation inaccu-
racies in digital media; prior work has found that users in-
accurately report their time spent on the internet (Scharkow
2016; Araujo et al. 2017), using mobile phones (Sewall et al.
2020; Ellis et al. 2019; Ohme et al. 2020), and on social
media platforms (Sewall et al. 2020; Verbeij et al. 2021;
Ernala et al. 2020; Verbeij et al. 2022; Boyle et al. 2022;
Burnell et al. 2021; Junco 2013; Rozgonjuk et al. 2020).
This logged data cannot be obtained by researchers exter-
nally, and must be shared by participants. Through analysis
of self-reported time estimations and logged usage data, re-
searchers have been able to determine potentially relevant
demographic, usage and context-based factors that impact
users’ self-reporting accuracy.

Though time estimation research has been explored in the
context of different social media platforms such as Face-
book, Snapchat and Instagram, research has yet to explore
how users estimate their time on TikTok. TikTok, a rela-
tively new and highly popular social media platform (Ruby
2022), differentiates itself from other platforms by centering
the user experience almost entirely on short-form video con-
tent (Montenegro 2021). The content is selected and served
to users via a content recommendation system which re-
searchers and the public know little about (Boeker and Ur-
man 2022; Klug et al. 2021; Bandy and Diakopoulos 2020),
but which users find a compelling feature (Bhandari and
Bimo 2022; Klug et al. 2021). Users think about, reason with
and interact with this system to optimize its ability to deliver
personalized content (Zeng and Kaye 2022; Karizat et al.
2021; Klug et al. 2021; Simpson and Semaan 2021; Lee et al.
2022; Bhandari and Bimo 2020). TikTok, then, is a unique
platform in that in addition to seeing content from people
they follow (some of whom may be part of their social net-
works), users also spend their time on the platform viewing
videos from and interacting with the content-personalization
algorithm.



We add to the body of knowledge on social media time
estimation research to investigate the factors that influence
TikTok users’ estimates of how much time they spend using
this new platform. Additionally, we compare those estima-
tions with users’ actual logged usage to identify inaccura-
cies. We examine relationships between self-reported time
spent on TikTok – and the accuracy of those self-reports –
and demographics. Going beyond the engagement measures
in prior work, which were limited to the users’ tenure on
the platform and the number of sessions of engagement per
day (Ernala et al. 2020), we also explore the role of a richer
set of platform behavior metrics (likes, follows, and number
of videos watched) in an attempt to measure how engage-
ment may contribute to users’ accurate estimations of their
time spent on TikTok, based on prior work finding that Tik-
Tok users may engage with the platform uniquely compared
to other platforms.

To do so, we leverage a dataset previously collected (Zan-
nettou et al. 2023) that includes donated TikTok user data
packages from 255 TikTok users. This dataset contains in-
formation on users’ interactions with the TikTok platform,
including their logged time spent on the platform, watched
videos, and forms of video engagement (such as likes and
comments) as well as self-reported data on the dataset par-
ticipants’ demographics and self-reported estimates of their
time spent on TikTok.

Using these data, we analyze the relationship between
self-reported time spent on TikTok and server-logged time.
Overall, in line with prior work (Ernala et al. 2020; Burnell
et al. 2021; Verbeij et al. 2021; Sewall et al. 2020; Junco
2013) on other platforms, we find that participants overes-
timated the time they spend on TikTok. Further, their es-
timates of their time spent are not correlated with the ac-
tual (logged) amount of time they spend on TikTok; this is
consistent with findings from prior work assessing the ac-
curacy of Facebook users’ estimates of their time spent on
the platform. However, we do find several other predictors
of time spent estimates and error in those estimates among
the TikTok users whose data we analyze. First, we find that
those who engage more with the platform by liking more
videos estimate that they spend longer on TikTok (and the
error in their estimations is higher). This finding may re-
late to two prior results in psychology: (i) likes are discrete
actions; psychological theory suggests that discrete events
or actions may alter our perceptions of how long we have
spent doing an activity (Eagleman 2008) and (ii) that reflect-
ing on our activities (e.g., in deciding whether to press the
like button) may cause that activity to be perceived as taking
a longer amount of time than reality (Larson and von Eye
2006). Second, we find that the number of sessions, or times
participants start and stop using TikTok, is negatively related
to their estimates of time spent (higher amount of sessions,
lower estimates of time), and positively related to accuracy
(higher amount of sessions, less over-estimation error). Prior
work offers conflicting results on whether fragmented social
media use – using social media in several sessions per day
– results in more (Ernala et al. 2020) or less (Schwarz and
Oyserman 2001; Voorveld and Van der Goot 2013; Voorveld
et al. 2014) accurate estimations of time spent. In line with

the more recent among these prior works – Ernala et al.
(2020) conducted on Facebook in 2020 – we find that more
fragmented TikTok use results in more accurate (e.g., lower)
estimates of time spent on the platform. Our confirmation of
this more recent data, which contradicts results from 2001-
2014, may suggest that our way of perceiving the time we
spend on social media has changed. As our use has become
more habitually fragmented and interwoven throughout our
daily lives, long single stretches of use may feel to us even
longer than they already are.

The contributions of this work can be summarized as fol-
lows:

• We provide the first evaluation of the accuracy of self-
reported time on a recommendation system-orientated
platform (TikTok) to find that participants generally over-
estimate their use on TikTok;

• We analyze factors that are associated with the self-
reported time accuracy and find that while the actual time
spent is not significantly related to time estimation, vari-
ous dimensions of engagement are;

• We provide possible theories based in social media and
cognitive psychology literature to explain the correla-
tions between the self-reported time and engagement,
and provide suggestions for future study design.

Ethical Considerations. Before conducting our study, we
obtained approval from our institution’s Ethical Board Re-
view committee. Our work relies on the dataset provided
by Zannettou et al. (2023) whose methods were also IRB
approved and where all participants explicitly gave consent
before donating any data or filling out the surveys. All partic-
ipants could opt-in to specific data fields they were comfort-
able with donating. At the same time, they had the oppor-
tunity not to answer (i.e., skip) any question in the survey.
Overall, the provided dataset was properly anonymized and
includes the participants’ actions on TikTok (video watch
history, like history, follow history, etc.), as well as their sur-
vey responses. We emphasize that we follow standard ethical
guidelines in our analysis (Rivers and Lewis 2014), like pre-
senting results on aggregate and not trying to de-anonymize
the participants.

Related Work
Here, we summarize prior work on the accuracy of self-
reports of social media use, offer background on the TikTok
platform and how we account for its unique features in our
analysis, and briefly summarize prior work on data donation
– the method through which the dataset we analyze was ob-
tained.

Accuracy of Self-Reports of Social Media Use
A recent meta-analysis of research on self-reports of time
spent on digital media found only a moderate association
between self-reported digital media usage and logged us-
age across studies (Parry et al. 2021). Indeed, work utilizing
recent technological advances allowing researchers to view



users’ actual logged usage times suggests that asking partic-
ipants to assess their time spent using social media, the vari-
ables of focus in our study, is an unreliable means of mea-
surement. Prior work finds evidence that participants have a
tendency to overestimate the time they spend on social me-
dia (Burnell et al. 2021; Ernala et al. 2020; Verbeij et al.
2021; Sewall et al. 2020; Junco 2013), yet little is known
about what causes inaccuracies between users estimates and
actual usage. Researchers have identified related factors; de-
mographic variables may play a role, with one study finding
that younger Facebook users, women, and Facebook users
from the Global South had less accurate estimations of their
usage time (Ernala et al. 2020). Usage factors have also been
explored, with prior work finding that individuals who spend
more time on social media platforms estimate their time less
accurately (Ernala et al. 2020; Boyle et al. 2022; Sewall et al.
2020). Self-report accuracy may also be context-dependent,
as differences in accuracy of estimations have been noted
across social media platforms (Verbeij et al. 2021; Ernala
et al. 2020; Burnell et al. 2021).

In addition to demographic, usage and context-related fac-
tors that correlate with inaccurate self-reporting, prior work
has posited potential cognitive explanations for inaccura-
cies. Participants may struggle to accurately recall their be-
haviors (Schwarz and Oyserman 2001); both features of the
activity (like its complexity or novelty) and users’ partic-
ipation (like their emotional and intellectual engagement)
can impact their perception of their time spent (Larson and
von Eye 2006). For social media use in particular, use can
be sporadic and fragmented throughout the day, or multi-
tasked with other activities (Voorveld and Van der Goot
2013; Voorveld et al. 2014), which adds a unique challenge
to estimating total usage time (Verbeij et al. 2021). Partici-
pants may also report their behaviors based on perceptions
of themselves (Schwarz and Oyserman 2001), attitudes to-
wards on social media (Lee, Katz, and Hancock 2021; Junco
2013; Podsakoff et al. 2003), or a desire to appear a certain
way (Latkin et al. 2017), rather than based on reality. Addi-
tionally, inaccuracies can stem from participants’ varied in-
terpretations of the research design, i.e., some may interpret
the wording and framing of self-report questions differently
than others or than the study intends (Schwarz and Oyser-
man 2001; Ernala et al. 2020; Junco 2013; Mieczkowski,
Lee, and Hancock 2020).

Researchers have attempted to optimize research designs
and methodologies to more accurately capture the time users
spend on social media (Jenkins-Guarnieri, Wright, and John-
son 2013; Ernala et al. 2020; Mieczkowski, Lee, and Han-
cock 2020; Block, Grondin, and Zakay 2018). However, the
widespread inaccuracies across self-report measures war-
rants a deeper exploration into users’ habits of time estima-
tion, and what factors correlate with inaccuracies. We extend
the literature in this area by assessing how users report their
time spent on TikTok, a social media platform whose users
have not yet been investigated on their self-report behav-
iors, which differs on several dimensions from previously
explored platforms as detailed below. We compare a sample
of 255 TikTok users’ estimations of their time spent on the
platform compared to their actual usage, and identify factors

that correlate with estimation times and accuracy.

TikTok
TikTok, a prominent social media and entertainment plat-
form, presents an interesting setting to study how users
estimate their usage time. Owned by parent company
ByteDance, TikTok launched as Douyin in its home mar-
ket of China in 2016 and has been expanding internationally
ever since (Tidy and Galer 2020; Sun et al. 2020), achieving
a reach of more than 1.5 billion active users worldwide, as
of the third quarter of 2022 (Ruby 2022).

The interface and experience TikTok provides users is
unique compared to other social platforms. When using Tik-
Tok, users may scroll through two different content feeds,
one containing videos posted by the people they follow
(“Following”), the other a curated feed of content from dif-
ferent creators (“For You”). The For You feed is the home-
page of the app and is endlessly scrollable. While TikTok
provides video editing tools and classic social media fea-
tures like messaging and comments, the content recommen-
dation system powering the For You feed is arguably its most
prominent feature (Smith 2021). Often called the ”algo-
rithm,” the recommendation system’s ability to recommend
relevant video content to users plays a large role in continued
user engagement with the app (Bhandari and Bimo 2022;
Klug et al. 2021). Prior work shows that users think and rea-
son about TikTok’s algorithm more than they do for other so-
cial media platforms (Bhandari and Bimo 2022). While Tik-
Tok remains notoriously opaque about how their recommen-
dation system selects and serves content to users (Boeker
and Urman 2022; Klug et al. 2021; Bandy and Diakopou-
los 2020), users form their own beliefs on how it may sup-
press or uplift certain content, and strategically interact with
it to optimally personalize its content (Zeng and Kaye 2022;
Karizat et al. 2021; Klug et al. 2021). For instance, users
perceive that the accuracy of the algorithm strengthens with
time, and that at a certain point in their tenure it begins to
understand them more intimately (Bhandari and Bimo 2022;
Simpson and Semaan 2021; Lee et al. 2022). TikTok users
then, in addition to interacting with their networks, are in-
teracting with a recommendation system meant to represent
their interests (Bhandari and Bimo 2020; Lee et al. 2022),
which is notably different from social media platforms cen-
tering on interactions with friends and/or followers (though
it should be noted that more platforms are embedding short-
form video recommendations into their interfaces following
the success of TikTok (Pardes 2020)).

We take into account TikTok’s highly personalized con-
tent landscape and uniquely engaged user base and inves-
tigate whether these features and affordances impact users’
cognitions when using the app – namely, how users retro-
spectively estimate the time they spend on the app. As self-
reporting inaccuracies are seen to vary across social media
platforms already (Verbeij et al. 2021; Ernala et al. 2020),
we add to this body of work and study how TikTok users
estimate their time and the accuracy of those estimations.
In addition to other factors, we measure forms of user en-
gagement, such as the number of videos they watch and the
number of videos they ”like,” to understand how engage-



ment may influence people’s estimates of their time spent
on this type of platform.

Data Donation
Our work assesses how users estimate their time spent on
TikTok, comparing self-report survey data to logged use ob-
tained from data donated directly by TikTok users. Per Arti-
cle 15 of the EU’s General Data Protection Regulation (Eu-
ropean Union 2016), which describes rights of access for
data subjects, most major digital platforms now provide their
users with electronic access to the personal data they col-
lect and process for each user via downloadable data pack-
ages (Boeschoten et al. 2020). Researchers studying digi-
tal platforms are beginning to leverage the rich information
in these packages by requesting that users donate them for
study (Van Driel et al. 2021; Wei et al. 2020). This data col-
lection method is especially relevant for retrieving accurate
logs of screen time (e.g., Baumgartner et al. 2022). To as-
sess the accuracy of users’ estimations for their time spent on
TikTok, and to explore other personal usage factors that may
correlate with logged usage time, we compare self-reported
time estimations collected from a survey against logged us-
age data using a dataset from Zannettou et al. (2023) which
is created from data donations as further detailed in Method-
ology.

Methodology
Data Collection
We utilize a dataset collected by Zannettou et al. (2023),
which collected the server logged data from 347 TikTok
users by asking them to request their downloadable data
packages from the TikTok mobile app. Because the partic-
ipants were able to select the type of data that they request
from TikTok (e.g., video watch history, account settings, and
following users), Zannettou et al. (2023) mandated that par-
ticipants donate their video watch history to participate, and
allowed participants to be paid more by also uploading more
of their TikTok data.

Along with data donation, participants were administered
an optional survey for collection of demographic data and
participants’ self-reported estimation of the time they spent
on TikTok. Participants in their study received higher com-
pensation for finishing the survey.

To validate the data from Zannettou et al. (2023) be-
yond that done by those authors, in November 2022, one
researcher on our team donated their own logged data to the
Zannettou et al. (2023) study, and with the cooperation of
those authors we manually verified that the extracted time
was consistent with the time monitored by the IOS built-in
“Screen Time” application for the prior fifteen days.

Data Analysis
In this section, we first explain how we excluded invalid re-
sponses from data analysis, and then show our approach of
analyzing participants’ self-report accuracy and estimation
error. We identify four key factors from prior works that in-
fluence people’s self-estimation, and explain how we mea-

sure these factors using both participants’ self-reported and
donated data.

Data Selection
The dataset we received included data for 347 TikTok users;
we excluded 92 (26.5%) responses as a result of incomplete-
ness and incompatibility with our analysis plan, as we elabo-
rate below, resulting in a final dataset from 255 participants.
A fraction of the data was excluded since it was incomplete:
4 (1.2%) participants chose not to fill in the survey, and 40
(11.5%) participants who filled in the survey chose not to
answer one or more questions that are essential to our anal-
ysis (education, age, gender or TikTok usage estimation). In
addition, we exclude 34 (9.8%) participants who rarely use
TikTok – having video watched histories less or equal to one
week. We also excluded 4 (1.2%) participants of non-binary
genders. We acknowledge the importance and uniqueness of
this group, but due to the small group size of the non-binary
community in our study, we cannot generate meaning statis-
tical results.

The demographics of participants in our data set are
gender-balanced: with 47% of the participants identified as
men. We classify the participants’ age and education each
into two balanced categories. For age, we merge the “25-34
years old”, “35-44 years old”, and “45-64 years old” cate-
gories in our survey to one “25-64 years old” group. For ed-
ucation, “Below Bachelor’s Degree” is merged from “Less
than high school”, “High school graduate”, “Trade school”,
“Some college” and “Associate’s degree”; “Holds a Bache-
lor’s Degree or above” is merged from “Bachelor’s degree”
and “Postgraduate degree (MSc or PhD)”. Table 1 shows the
demographics of 255 participants included in the data anal-
ysis.

Self-Reported Time
Participants’ self-reported time was obtained in the survey
using a six-point Likert scale. The two groups of the lowest
value self-reported time per week (“Less than two hours”
and “Two to four hours”) are combined to balance the num-
ber of responses in each group.

Measured Variables
As noted in our Related Work, accuracy in self-report time
estimations varies by different demographic, usage behav-
iors and context-based factors. Because we have chosen the
context of TikTok to situate our research, we enumerate the
demographic and usage factors we have chosen to examine
the participants by.

Demographics. We analyze the participants in our dataset
by the following demographics: age, education, gender and
internet skills. The demographic information was provided
by participants in the optional survey. We measure the users’
level of internet skills based on their familiarity with six
internet terminologies (such as Spyware, Meme, and Fol-
lowers) (Hargittai 2005). We used the mean reported under-
standing of the questioned terminologies (ranging from ”No
understanding” (1) to ”Full understanding” (5)) as the par-
ticipants’ internet skills measure.



Gender Age Education
Woman 120 (47%) 18-24 years old 118 (46%) Below bachelor degree 112 (44%)
Man 135 (53%) 25-64 years old 137 (54%) Holds a bachelor degree or above 143 (56%)

Table 1: Demographics of survey participants.

Self-reported time # (%)
0 - 4 hours 32 (12.5%)
4 - 12 hours 73 (28.6%)
12 - 24 hours 78 (30.1%)
24 - 48 hours 48 (18.8%)
>48 hours 24 (9.4%)

Table 2: The participants’ self-reported time spent on TikTok
per week

TikTok User Behavior. In our work, we chose to mea-
sure various behaviors and dimensions of engagement with
the TikTok app. Prior work finds mixed results regarding
whether people’s self-reports of their time spent correlate
with their actual time spent (as measured via survey logs).
Thus, we consider the relationship between logged time
spent and self-reported time spent. Additionally, as prior
work on TikTok specifically finds that the videos people see
are most strongly influenced by who they follow (Boeker
and Urman 2022), we also conduct an analysis in which
we separate the server-logged time into two categories:
time spent watching videos from accounts the user follows
(follow time) and time spent watching videos from accounts
the user does not follow (non-follow time). Following best
practice from prior work (Ernala et al. 2020), we equally
classify the server-logged time into four quartile groups.
Times smaller than the lower quartile (Q1) are put into the
first group, and times between the lower quartile (Q1) and
the median (Q2) are put into the second group, followed by
the third and the fourth groups for times between the me-
dian (Q2) and the upper quartile (Q3) and times larger than
the upper quartile (Q3). Finally, we also characterize actual
activity on TikTok by measuring the number of videos par-
ticipants viewed per day on average to collect another di-
mension of use.

Prior work have observed that tenured and frequent users
are likely to make more estimation errors (Burnell et al.
2021). Thus, we include tenure into analysis. As TikTok
does not expose user’s registration date in participants’ do-
nated data, we define the tenure of each participant as the
duration between the timestamp of the oldest video they ac-
cessed and the time they donated their data. This approach
takes participants’ first interaction with the TikTok content
ecosystem as the time they start using TikTok.

Further, reporting on fragmented behaviors, or behav-
iors done multiple times throughout the day, is hypothe-
sized to result in self-report time estimation error (Schwarz
and Oyserman 2001). Social media use often is fragmented
(Voorveld and Van der Goot 2013; Voorveld et al. 2014),

and prior work finds that users have more accurate social
media time estimations for platforms which they use in less
fragmented ways (Verbeij et al. 2021). Yet, other work has
found that users who engage in more sessions of use have
less error in estimating their time on platforms (Ernala et al.
2020). We measure this construct in our study by assessing
the participants’ number of sessions per day. We define a
new session when we observe a participant started watching
a TikTok video after not using TikTok for at least 400 sec-
onds (prior work on Facebook activity defined new sessions
as engaging in activity at least 300 seconds after a period of
inactivity (Ernala et al. 2020)).

Finally, noting TikTok users’ unique means of engage-
ment with the platform, we investigate participants’ di-
rect engagement with content on TikTok and measure the
amount of liked videos they have per day on average. We
turn to psychological research citing that time estimations
are impacted by the number of events one remembers (Ea-
gleman 2008), and seek to measure specific forms of en-
gagement that may impact participants’ memory of their
time spent. As the dataset also had most (99%) of partici-
pants opt in for donating their “like” data, we choose this
variable over other forms of content engagement like “com-
ments” or “shares.”

Results
Below, we detail the results of our analyses evaluating the
accuracy of the time estimations of the 255 TikTok users in
the dataset we analyze and our efforts to identify factors that
explain errors in their estimations. As a reference, we list
their self-reports in Table 2.

Accuracy of Self-Reported Time
We first analyze how participants’ self-reported time esti-
mates correlate with their observed usage history. Presented
in Table 3, we see that in general, most participants over-
reported their time spent on TikTok. 45 users (17.6%) report
their usage correctly (their logged time matched the self-
report time category), while 121 users (47.5%) report esti-
mations close to their actual usage (in which “close” is de-
fined as the estimation is one time block below or above the
logged usage). For example, a user who uses five hours of
TikTok per week with the self-estimation of “0-4 hours” is
considered as “close”. We observe that as the participants’
self-reported time estimates increased, their accuracy de-
creased, and their average error increased.

Figure 1 shows the distribution between server-logged
times and self-reported time estimations. Participants show
similar TikTok usage distribution in each self-reported time
category, which suggests that the server-reported time may
not be a decisive factor of self-estimation. To explore the



Self-reported
Time

Under report
# (%)

Over report
# (%)

Accurate
# (%)

Close
# (%)

Mean ABS
Error

Mean ABS
Error (hours)

0 - 4 hours 6 (18.8%) 0 (0%) 26 (81.3%) 31 (96.9%) 0.22 1.14
4 - 12 hours 4 (5.5%) 53 (72.6%) 16 (21.9%) 72 (98.7%) 0.79 2.72

12 - 24 hours 0 (0%) 75 (96.2%) 3 (3.8%) 16 (20.5%) 1.76 9.45
24 - 48 hours 0 (0%) 48 (100%) 0 (0%) 2 (4.2%) 2.75 21.56
>48 hours 0 (0%) 24 (100%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 3.56 43.75

Total 10 (3.9%) 200 (78.4%) 45 (17.6%) 121 (47.5%) 1.65 12.00

Table 3: Accuracy metrics for the five self-report times. We present the number of participants who under-report, over-report,
correctly report and report close to their actual logged usage. (Under-report: the server-logged time is larger than the upper
bound of the self-report time category; over report: the server-logged time is smaller than the lower bound of the self-report
time category; accurate: the server-logged time resides in the self-report time category; close: the server-logged time is either
accurate or resides in the category adjacent to the self-report time category). We also report the average absolute estimation
error for each self-report time category by number of time categories or hours.
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Figure 1: Percentage of each logged time in each self-report
time per quartile group. The largest self-report time of each
quartile group is 0.39, 1.26, 3.48, 24.9 hours per week.

factors that influence participants’ time estimations, we run
an ordinal logistic regression (specifically, we build a Cu-
mulative Linked Model (CLM) using the ordinal R pack-
age (Christensen. 2018)). We explore how participants’ de-
mographics and usage characteristics are associated with
their self-reported estimations.

We take the self-report time, which is categorized by the
quartile groups, as the dependent variable and treat it as an
ordinal variable. All other parameters (bolded in the “TikTok
User Characteristics” section) are taken as independent vari-
ables. Number of likes and logged time spent on following
or non-following times are similarly grouped by the quar-
tiles and treated as categorical variables to avoid non-linear
results. Education, gender, and age are also treated categor-
ically. We treat the internet skills, tenure, number of videos
and number of sessions as numerical variables and apply
natural logarithm (ln) on them. The baseline of each ordi-
nal or categorical factor is its ordinal lowest category (e.g.,
youngest age and lowest quartile group of number of likes).
For gender, we use men as the baseline category. To avoid
potential bias of atypical or disproportionate time spent be-
tween following and non-following accounts, we present
both models of measuring these two times separately and to-

gether. The result of the ordinal regression models are sum-
marized in Table 4. Estimate 1 reports results of the model
combining following and non-following times, while esti-
mate 2 reports the results of separated times.

Aligned with the trend reflected in Figure 1, we find that
the server-logged time does not significantly correlate to
participants’ self-reported time estimates. However, partic-
ipants’ number of sessions is significantly negatively cor-
related with the self-reported time estimates. Additionally,
those who had higher daily liked videos were more likely to
estimate their time spent on TikTok higher. As for partici-
pants’ demographics, we observe that those with higher ed-
ucation levels were more likely to provide higher estimates
of their time spent on TikTok. Other factors are not signifi-
cantly correlate with the self-reported time. We observe no
significant difference between two models.

Source of Overestimation
Observing that participants’ self-reported time estimations
were inaccurate, we explore the factors related to their
overestimations. We compute the gap between self-report
time (timereported) and server-logged time (timelogged)
using the following formula: timegap = timelogged −
timereported. We then define categories of timegap by sepa-
rating timegap by quartiles as was done in the prior analysis.
We use the same factors as in the estimation models with the
same approach. The results are summarized in Table 5.

Similar to the estimation models, we see that education
and number of videos liked – albeit in these models, only
for those in the 3rd and 4th quartile group of the first model
(not separating the non-following and following times) and
in the 4th quartile groups of the second model (separating
the times) – positively correlate with a tendency to over-
estimate, while the number of sessions negatively correlates
with a tendency to over-estimate.

Discussion
Prior work finds evidence that people tend to overestimate
their time spent using social media when asked to self-report
(Ernala et al. 2020; Verbeij et al. 2021; Sewall et al. 2020;



Coefficient Estimate 1 Estimate 2
Age 0.23 0.22
Gender 0.21 0.20

Education 0.46**
[0.17, 0.75]

0.48**
[0.19, 0.77]

Like 2 0.42*
[0.00, 0.85]

0.44*
[0.01, 0.86]

Like 3 0.47*
[0.04, 0.91]

0.45*
[0.00, 0.89]

Like 4 0.61*
[0.10, 1.11]

0.62*
[0.10, 1.13]

Internet Skills 0.23 0.22
Tenure -0.15 -0.15
Videos 0.17 0.27

Sessions -0.30*
[-0.56, -0.03]

-0.29*
[-0.56, -0.03]

Time Spent 2 0.00 -
Time Spent 3 -0.16 -
Time Spent 4 0.07 -

Follow Time 2 - -0.08
Follow Time 3 - 0.14
Follow Time 4 - 0.03
Non-follow Time 2 - -0.22
Non-follow Time 3 - -0.52
Non-follow Time 4 - -0.45

Table 4: Factors associated with estimates and confidence
intervals in the self-estimation time models. Estimate 1 re-
ports results of the model not separating following and non-
following times, and estimate 2 reports the results of sepa-
rating them.

Junco 2013; Boyle et al. 2022). Our work adds to this body
of literature by investigating how user estimates differ on
an unexplored social media platform, TikTok, and exploring
what user factors correlate with accurate time estimations.
We find that participants generally overestimated their time
spent on TikTok, and that server-logged time was not corre-
lated with participants’ self-reported time. We see that par-
ticipants who liked more videos were more likely to pro-
vide higher estimates of their time spent on TikTok and
had higher overestimations of their time spent on the plat-
form. Conversely, participants with more sessions of use
were more likely to provide lower time estimates and had
lower overestimation errors.

These results corroborate prior work finding that users
tend to overestimate their own social media usage (Ernala
et al. 2020; Verbeij et al. 2021; Sewall et al. 2020; Junco
2013), and that users with a higher number of sessions have
lower error (Ernala et al. 2020). Importantly, we identify a
unique engagement factor – number of likes – that was cor-
related with self-reporting inaccuracy.

Below, we enumerate several hypotheses that offer pos-
sible explanations for our findings and advocate for further
research in these areas.

“Likes,” Cognitive Effort and Retrospective Activity
Our study finds that users who liked more videos were more

Coefficient Estimate1 Estimate 2
Age 0.24 0.22
Gender 0.16 0.16

Education 0.51**
[0.21, 0.81]

0.52***
[0.22, 0.83]

Like 2 0.40 0.42

Like 3 0.47*
[0.01, 0.92] 0.44

Like 4 0.60*
[0.07, 1.13]

0.58*
[0.04, 1.12]

Internet Skills 0.20 0.19
Tenure -0.06 -0.06
Videos 0.02 0.11

Sessions -0.29*
[-0.56, -0.02]

-0.28*
[-0.56, -0.01]

Time Spent 2 0.22 -
Time Spent 3 0.21 -
Time Spent 4 -0.21 -

Follow Time 2 - -0.05
Follow Time 3 - 0.19
Follow Time 4 - 0.04
Non-follow Time 2 - -0.03
Non-follow Time 3 - -0.24
Non-follow Time 4 - -0.79

Table 5: Factors associated with estimates and confidence
intervals in the over-estimation gap model. Estimate 1 re-
ports results of the model not separating following and non-
following times, and estimate 2 reports the results of sepa-
rating them.

likely to estimate high usage times, and also to overestimate
their time spent on TikTok compared to their logged data.
Users interact with “like” buttons on social media for various
motivations, such as endorsing a message, acting in accor-
dance with social norms, or simply to express that they like
the content (Chin, Lu, and Wu 2015; Gorrell and Bontcheva
2016; Xu, Yao, and Teo 2020; Eranti and Lonkila 2015).
Regardless, they are an indicator that the user has made a
sort of decision or judgement on a piece of content. Draw-
ing on work that the brain takes the number of events into
account when estimating time (Eagleman 2008), it is possi-
ble that users who have more liking activity have an inflated
sense of their time spent on TikTok because they have exer-
cised cognitive effort on more pieces of content than users
who use TikTok more passively, enabling them to remember
more individual pieces of content and creating the illusion
that they have spent more time on the platform.

Alternatively, overestimation may be due to challenges in
reflecting on retrospective activity. While making the de-
cision whether the video deserves a “like” or not, the user
unavoidably recalls the video content and engages in retro-
spective activity; prior work has identified that retrospective
activities are perceived to have slower time flow (Larson and
von Eye 2006). Future work should investigate the link be-
tween this particular type of user engagement and time esti-
mations.



Sessions and Use Fragmentation Prior work offers
mixed results on whether use fragmentation results in higher
or lower usage estimation errors. Our finding – that users
with more sessions reported lower, more accurate estima-
tions of their time spent on TikTok – corroborates prior work
(Ernala et al. 2020) on Facebook finding that users who en-
gaged with many Facebook sessions had less error in their
estimations. It is possible that the fragmented use of TikTok
throughout the day increased participants’ ability to more
accurately recall their usage time whereas long and continu-
ous use, especially with the endless scroll nature of the app
(Kendall 2021; Zhao and Wagner 2022; Schellewald 2021),
may cause users to binge, space out and forget how much
time they used the app for. These results do however con-
tradict earlier prior work (from 2001, 2013, and 2014) sug-
gesting that fragmented use of social media is also a po-
tential source of self-reporting inaccuracy, as the intermix-
ing of social media use with other daily activities may also
cause confusion in users when reflecting on their time spent
(Schwarz and Oyserman 2001; Voorveld and Van der Goot
2013; Voorveld et al. 2014). Future work may seek to un-
derstand whether people’s increasingly experienced use with
fragmented social media has now changed their time percep-
tions from earlier time estimation studies. As we adapt to a
fragmented, post-digital life (Cramer 2015) our familiarity
with fragmented time may create an illusion that continu-
ous periods of engagement with social media are longer than
they actually are.

TikTok Sentiments and Mindsets Researchers speculate
that personal or societal beliefs of social media may impact
users when they are asked to report on their behavior (Junco
2013; Podsakoff et al. 2003; Lee, Katz, and Hancock 2021).
For instance, perceptions of norms surrounding social me-
dia use (e.g., how much social media should be used) can
impact how a user perceives their own usage (Lee, Katz,
and Hancock 2021). While the present study lacks a formal
content analysis, we point to some popular sentiments sur-
rounding TikTok. Anecdotally and in scholarship, users ex-
press getting lost in the app, or even addicted (Smith 2021;
Evitts 2022; Kendall 2021; Schellewald 2021). TikTok it-
self has a screen break reminder feature, in which users can
choose to be reminded to take a break from using the app
(Wong 2022), and has published a digital well-being guide
detailing other screen time-related features in their Safety
Center (TikTok 2023). Further, studies of what drives non-
use of TikTok have found that fears of addiction, perceiv-
ing the content as low quality, or leaving only temporarily
to focus on pressing tasks all play a role (Lu, Lu, and Liu
2020). Taken together, it could be possible that the partic-
ipants in our dataset took this sentiment around addictive
use into account when reporting their usage, explaining the
high levels of overestimation found in our study. Our study
did not assess the participants’ sentiments of TikTok, and
research points to mixed positive and negative perceptions
of and experiences with the platform (Simpson and Semaan
2021; Schellewald 2021; Omar and Dequan 2020; Lu, Lu,
and Liu 2020; Scherr and Wang 2021; Shao and Lee 2020;
Bossen and Kottasz 2020). Emerging research on how mind-

sets of social media govern the outcomes that users experi-
ence from their use (Lee, Katz, and Hancock 2021) should
be taken into account in future time estimation studies, as it
might provide some rationale for why reporting inaccuracies
occur.

Limitations and Recommendations for Future Study
We acknowledge that attaining logged data of users’ social
media usage is not a fool-proof measure, and may involve
technical errors, costly efforts to obtain, and ethical concerns
(Parry et al. 2021). In our work, we experienced technical
errors with the dataset we received, finding that the dataset
was missing 2 months’ worth of users’ “like” data.

With this in mind, we advocate for future work to iden-
tify other variables that accurately reflect participants’ so-
cial media use. Our work analyzes select types of user be-
haviors (likes, follows, tenure, videos watched, and num-
ber of sessions) in an attempt to measure how engagement
may contribute to users’ accurate estimations of their time
spent on TikTok, based on prior work (Taulli 2020; Bhandari
and Bimo 2022; Klug et al. 2021; Bandy and Diakopoulos
2020) finding that TikTok users may engage with the plat-
form uniquely compared to other platforms. We find that
certain dimensions of user engagement – how many videos
they like and how often they start new sessions of use – are
correlated with self-report accuracy. This warrants a deeper
investigation into user engagement as a measure that may
supplement, or even supplant, self-reports of time spent on
social media. Social media research on intensiveness of use
(Ellison, Steinfield, and Lampe 2007; Orosz, Tóth-Király,
and Bőthe 2016) and active vs. passive use (Peterka-Bonetta
et al. 2021; Lee, Ng, and Bogomolova 2019) are being ex-
plored in relation to psychological and behavioral outcomes
in users. Future research interested in gauging social media
use habits, instead of relying on self-reports of time, may
choose to ask the participants questions about their engage-
ment or use styles. Variables like number of likes and ses-
sions are also sometimes readily available to users within
applications or though mobile phone tracking (Ernala et al.
2020; Ohme et al. 2020), which adds reliability to these
types of self-reports.

Conclusion
We conduct the first study examining how TikTok users es-
timate their time spent on the app. We also assess the accu-
racy of their estimations using log data from user-donated
data packages. Among the 255 participants in our dataset,
we find the majority overestimated the time they spent using
TikTok. Examining the participants by different dimensions
of engagement, we see that participants with more active en-
gagement (measured in “likes”) provided higher estimations
of their time spent on the app, and also had higher overes-
timation error. Conversely, we see that participants with a
higher number of sessions of use had lower estimations of
their time spent on the app, and lower overestimation error.
Our findings build on prior work on the accuracy of peo-
ple’s social media usage self-reports, corroborating the no-
tion that people generally overestimate their time spent on
social media. We also highlight potentially relevant engage-



ment factors to study in future work.

References
Araujo, T.; Wonneberger, A.; Neijens, P.; and de Vreese, C.
2017. How much time do you spend online? Understanding
and improving the accuracy of self-reported measures of in-
ternet use. Communication Methods and Measures, 11(3):
173–190.

Bandy, J.; and Diakopoulos, N. 2020. #TulsaFlop: A case
study of algorithmically-influenced collective action on Tik-
Tok. arXiv preprint arXiv:2012.07716.

Baumgartner, S. E.; Sumter, S. R.; Petkevič, V.; and
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