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55. Is your video really liked? The number of “likes” in the didactic videos

on Facebook as a digital trompe-l’oeil
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ABSTRACT

When using Facebook as a didactic resource, a way to obtain feedback can be to gather the number 
of “likes”. In this paper, we use the statistical data of the IV European Contest of Didactic Videos to 
analyse if the number of “likes” truly shows if a video is really liked. We also identify more reliable 
indicators to know about the acceptance of a video. The contest had two winners: (1) the video with 
the most “likes” from the public and (2) the most voted by the authors. During the week of video 
exposure, the 20 most “liked” videos reached 44,577 people and generated 3,796 “likes”. The number 
of “likes” may be conditioned by non-objective factors (friendship, own profit…) which invalidate 
it as an element of evaluation. The “permanence rate” (number of people who watched the video for 
10 seconds or more compared to those who watched it for only 3 seconds) and the average viewing 
time can give a better idea of   the acceptance of the video. The trompe l’oeil, in painting, is the 
representation of an object with such verisimilitude as to deceive the viewer concerning the material 
reality of the object. The number of “likes” is an illusory representation of the quality of a didactic 
video, that in reality is not true. It is a digital trompe l’oeil. 

KEYWORDS: Facebook, didactic videos, social networking learning, higher education. 
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1. INTRODUCTION

Social networks have changed the way how people communicate and even the way in which 
they relate with one another. Considering that teaching is based on communication, it is reasonable 
to take into consideration that social networks can be used as a tool to improve the teaching-learning 
relationship. Since the appearance of the first forums and chats, thousands of experiences on the use 
of social networks and web 2.0 resources in education have been published. Teaching is based on 
communication, but communication must be bidirectional. To facilitate that, it is important that on the 
one hand the materials reach the students, and on the other the teacher receives feedback. It should 
demonstrate that (1) the student has read/seen the material, that (2) it has been useful for him/her and 
finally, (3) possible aspects might be improved.

When teaching intervention is carried out through the Internet, reaching its receivers is as 
important as the quality of the contents. A didactic material properly elaborated and well-designed is 
useless if students do not access it, or do not read or watch it.

Although most students do not consider Facebook to be useful for learning and do not have 
any intention to use this social networking website for their proper education (Moorthy et al., 2019), 
reviews of 57 empirical studies concluded that Facebook is well valued by teachers and students in 
general (Niu, 2019), but it does not have to be suitable as a teaching method in all disciplines (Lin, 
Hou, Wu & Chang, 2014), it might give better results if quality videos are created (Herrera-Batista, 
Aguirre-Tamez, & Martínez-de-Velasco-y-Arellano, 2015), and it is better if an image, voice, and 
a musical background are applied to make them more attractive (Wong, 2019) and, of course, the 
shorter the video the better (Rodríguez-Calvo & Villalobos Vindas, 2017). In general, when perceived 
ease of navigation is greater, the perceived usefulness is also greater (Kitchakarn, 2016).

When using Facebook as a didactic resource, an immediate way how to obtain feedback can 
be to gather the number of “likes” that users/students give to a publication. But liking depends on 
multiple criteria such as low academic level (Hong, Chen, & Li, 2017), the specific meanings that 
participants sought to express by clicking on “like” (i.e. relational-based and content-based), and the 
larger interpersonal functions that participants hoped to accomplish (i.e. relational facilitation, self-
presentation, and metacommunication) (Sumner, Ruge-Jones, & Alcorn, 2018).

In this paper, we use the statistical data of the IV European Contest of Didactic Videos to 
analyse if the number of “likes” obtained on Facebook truly shows if a didactic video is really liked 
by the students. We also identify other factors which can be used as more reliable indicators to know 
the degree of acceptance of a video by students.
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2. METHODS 

2.1. Description of the context and participants

In this work, we analyse the statistical data of the 20 best-rated videos in the IV European 
Contest of Didactic Videos. This video contest was organized by the University of Alicante in 
collaboration with two other Spanish universities (Miguel Hernández University and Castilla-la 
Mancha University) and two higher education centres in the Czech Republic (The University of 
Hradec Králové in Pardubice, and Soukromá vyšší odborná škola sociální in Jihlava). The exhibition 
phase and voting for the videos were carried out via Facebook on February 13th to 19th 2019. During 
the week of the video exposure on Facebook, 20 selected videos reached 44,577 people. At no time 
were the authors or voters warned that the visualization data would be analysed. In fact, the contest 
was presented as a mere contest, with the sole apparent purpose of obtaining a winner who will be 
rewarded with a gift “of a symbolic value”.

2.2. Instruments

The contest, in theory, had two winners: (1) the video which received the most “likes” from 
the public and (2) the most voted video by the authors of the videos who participated in the contest. 
When designing the contest, we played with the idea of   analysing the results, regardless of the results 
obtained and of the winner of the contest. Our only requirement was that there should be a sufficient 
number of people reached and “likes” obtained in order to be able to make a statistical analysis. In 
fact, concerning previous experience, we already expressed doubt on the number of “likes” reached on 
Facebook and its real demonstration of the quality of the videos (Formigós-Bolea, Karlová-Bílková, 
Gallardo-Fuster, Matějcová, Převlocká & Dubová, 2018).

All the videos of the participants were uploaded on Facebook by our team, in a page created 
specifically for this contest which is accessible on https://www.facebook.com/europeanvideocontestua/. 
During the exhibition week, the videos were allowed to be viewed, and also permission was given so 
that the authors of the videos could freely share them with the circle of their friends or even through 
a direct link. When the period ended, the insights were downloaded for further analysis.

2.3. Procedures

We chose 20 videos with the most “likes” obtained and tabulated them for later analysis 
according to: (1) title; (2) number of reactions; (3) “likes”; (4) reached people; (5) number of 3-second 
views; (6) number of 10-second views and (7) average of video watching times. The table of values   
was analysed using the common statistical procedures, looking for possible statistical relations 
between variables.
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3. RESULTS

- Reached people, reactions and “likes”.

 During the week of the video exposure on Facebook, 20 selected videos reached 44,577 people 
and generated 4,926 reactions, in total 3,796 of them were “likes”. We suppose that the participants, 
with the intention of winning the contest, invited their friends to see their pieces of work and to 
vote for them. The viewing data during the exhibition week are not compatible with the idea that all 
the votes are produced by serendipity. A proof of this is that the winning video reached about two 
thousand people per day, getting almost a thousand “likes” (Table 1).

 The results confirm the statistical relationship between the reach and the number of reactions 
(r = 0.970) and between the reach and the number of “likes” (r = 0.942). Since the result of the contest 
depended on the number of “likes” obtained, most of the reactions are “likes”. In fact, the correlation 
between the number of reactions and the number of “likes” is almost perfect (r = 0.991). However, 
there is variability in the percentage of people reached who gave a “like” to a video.

 Obviously, achieving a great reach contributes to many people giving a “like” and thereby this 
fact helps to win the contest, the real goal for the participants. However, it seems that reaching the 
public is not enough to obtain a lot of “likes”. In addition to reaching the public, it is necessary to get 
the recipient “to like” the video. In our experience, between 4% and 19% of the people reached gave a 
“like” to the videos. As seen in Table 1, ordered by the decreasing number of “likes”, the relationship 
between both variables expresses exceptions such as, existing videos which obtained more “likes” 
than some of their “opponents”, despite having reached fewer people. In fact, if the percentage of the 
population reached, which “liked” videos, is calculated, it is proved that the video that was really best 
rated, is the one that occupied the sixth position according to the number of “likes”.

Table 1: Reached people, number of reactions, “likes” and percentage of reached people that gave a “like”. 

(In bold the maximum values, underlined the minimum).

Title Reached Reactions Likes
% of 

reached people 
that gave a “like”

[FR] Home laundering symbols 
meaning 13406 1344 963 7,18

[SK] Fracture of forearm 4478 758 668 14,92

[ES] Dental hygiene in 
conventional orthodontic users 7168 712 481 6,71

[SK] Massage KM back 4251 404 345 8,12

[SK] Burned hand 2360 358 219 9,28

[ES] Placing sterile gloves 904 187 170 18,81
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[SK] Hypothermia 2138 142 120 5,61

[ES] How to purge correctly 1303 130 109 8,37

[CZ] Changing nappies 1260 130 105 8,33

[CZ] Adoption of the child 1265 97 104 8,22

[CZ] Christmas tree 517 87 83 16,05

[ES] Express hairstyle 1028 116 75 7,30

[ES] The Magic T-Boat 822 81 64 7,79

[ES] Heimlich Maneuver 1682 103 59 3,51

[ES] PCR 985 70 57 5,79
[ES] PCR cardiopulmonary 
resuscitation 726 73 49 6,75

[CZ] Bullying 605 50 43 7,11

[CZ] How to write a CV 263 39 38 14,45
[CZ] Job Interview Tips 252 23 23 9,13

[CZ] How to teach writing 429 22 21 4,90

TOTALS 44577 4926 3796
8,92

(mean)

- Reached people and video watching time.

The analysis of video viewing times has proven to be an advantageous variable in the study 
because it demonstrates being independent of social factors such as “likes”. The users are generally 
not aware that this time is recorded, so they watch the video meanwhile they consider it interesting 
and abandon it when they are not captivated by it. In fact, the user can watch the video, click a “like” 
to make a good impression on the author and leave the page within a few seconds.

Table 2: Reached people and video watching time. 

(In bold the maximum values, underlined the minimum).

Título Reached
3-second

viewers

10- second

viewers

% of 
3-second 
viewers

% of 
10-second 
viewers

PERMA-NENCE

RATE

(% of 3-second 
viewers who were 
still watching till 
the second 10)

[FR] Home laundering symbols… 13406 4838 2660 36,09 19,84 54,98

[SK] Fracture of forearm 4478 2772 1903 61,90 42,50 68,65

[ES] Dental hygiene in convent… 7168 3132 1626 43,69 22,68 51,92

[SK] Massage KM back 4251 1901 1044 44,72 24,56 54,92
[SK] Burned hand 2360 922 593 39,07 25,13 64,32
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[ES] Placing sterile gloves 904 678 375 75,00 41,48 55,31
[SK] Hypothermia 2138 889 585 41,58 27,36 65,80
[ES] How to purge correctly 1303 555 272 42,59 20,87 49,01
[CZ] Changing nappies 1260 664 471 52,70 37,38 70,93
[CZ] Adoption of the child 1265 436 244 34,47 19,29 55,96
[CZ] Christmas tree 517 298 165 57,64 31,91 55,37
[ES] Express hairstyle 1028 426 237 41,44 23,05 55,63
[ES] The Magic T-Boat 822 656 317 79,81 38,56 48,32
[ES] Heimlich Maneuver 1682 630 254 37,46 15,10 40,32
[ES] RCP 985 380 149 38,58 15,13 39,21
[ES] CPR cardiopulmonary resus. 726 274 126 37,74 17,36 45,99
[CZ] Bullying 605 290 173 47,93 28,60 59,66
[CZ] How to write a CV 263 166 88 63,12 33,46 53,01

[CZ] Job Interview Tips 252 161 81 63,89 32,14 50,31

[CZ] How to teach writing 429 207 119 48,25 27,74 57,49

MEANS 49,38 27,21 54,86

 The number of people who watched the videos for 3 or 10 seconds, as we expected, depends 
on the reach achieved, however, when this number is divided by the population reach, it is proved that 
the video with the most audience reach is not always the most watched one. In fact, in our experience, 
the video which had the greatest reach was the one with the highest rate of premature abandonment: 
only over a third part of the audience reach watched it during the first three seconds (see table 2); the 
rest of the followers reached this video and subsequently abandoned it in less than 3 seconds.

 The results of our study demonstrate that approximately a half of the people who reached the 
video left the video in less than three seconds... and of those who keep watching, a half left before 
reaching 10 seconds. If we consider the fact that the videos were 30 seconds long, we arrive at a 
conclusion that only a quarter of the reached population watched just the first third of the video. We 
have no data on how many of them actually kept watching the video until the end.

 - Reached people, “likes”, percentage of 3-second-viewers who kept watching  
till the 10th second, and average video watching time.

The data in Table 2 suggest that there is a significant dropout rate among the public watching 
the videos. It is useless to make a video of great quality if afterwards the students do not watch it. In 
this line, we add a new parameter to the analysis of the contest, which is the average viewing time. 
This parameter is correlated with the “permanence rate” (people who watched the video until the third 
second and who continued watching it in the tenth second). 
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Table 3: Reached people, “likes”, % of 3-second-viewers that kept watching till the second 10, and average video 

watching time. (In bold the maximum values, underlined the minimum).

Título Reached Likes

PERMANENCE 
RATE

 (% of 3-sec-
ond-viewers that 

kept watching till the 
second 10)

Average 
video 

watching 
time (sec.)

[FR] Home laundering symbols meaning 13406 963 54,98 7

[SK] Fracture of forearm 4478 668 68,65 11

[ES] Dental hygiene in conventional orthodontic... 7168 481 51,92 7
[SK] Massage KM back 4251 345 54,92 8
[SK] Burned hand 2360 219 64,32 7
[ES] Placing sterile gloves 904 170 55,31 9

[SK] Hypothermia 2138 120 65,80 8

[ES] How to purge correctly 1303 109 49,01 6

[CZ] Changing nappies 1260 105 70,93 11
[CZ] Adoption of the child 1265 104 55,96 8

[CZ] Christmas tree 517 83 55,37 8

[ES] Express hairstyle 1028 75 55,63 7
[ES] The Magic T-Boat 822 64 48,32 7

[ES] Heimlich Maneuver 1682 59 40,32 5

[ES] RCP 985 57 39,21 4

[ES] CPR cardiopulmonary resuscitation 726 49 45,99 5

[CZ] Bullying 605 43 59,66 9

[CZ] How to write a CV 263 38 53,01 5

[CZ] Job Interview Tips 252 23 50,31 5
[CZ] How to teach writing 429 21 57,49 6

45842 3796
54,86 

(mean)

7,2 

(mean)

The average viewing time of the 20 videos was 7.2 seconds (minimum 4 s, maximum 11 s), 
even though all of them lasted only 30 seconds. There is no relationship between the viewing time 
and the number of “likes” (r=0,328).

4. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

In this study, we proposed a video contest in which the video with the greatest number of 
“likes” was awarded. We are aware that the number of “likes” may be conditioned by non-objective 
factors (Lee, Hansen, & Lee, 2016), such as elements of friendship, hedonic, utilitarian, and affiliation 
motivations (Chin, Lu, & Wu, 2015), and even by alterations of the personality of members of the 
public (Bachrach, Kosinski, Graepel, Kohli, & Stillwell, 2012). In this sense, it is worth remembering 
that “like” is NOT anonymous, so the author knows who provided him/her with a “like” and who did 
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not, which directly invalidates the proper “like” as an element of impartial evaluation.

The fact that the award would belong to the video with most “likes” caused that some authors 
requested their acquaintances to share and “like” their videos. Some of them personally confirmed 
this assertion. In general terms, the authors who managed to gather most followers were the best 
classified, but that does not signify that their videos were the ones most liked by the public.

Obviously, the number of “likes” and the number of people who watched the video depends 
on the reach. Neither does the absolute number (of “likes” or reach or of an audience who watched it 
for 3 or 10 seconds) seem to be a right indicator of quality because it strongly depends on the reach. 
If, by a circumstance, the students shared the video with more people, it would greatly increase 
the reach, and this would raise the number of people who watched the video and probably also the 
amount of “likes”, even though the quality of the video would remain the same.

Considering that clicking on “like” was the way of giving a vote to the video and consequently 
guaranteeing its victory and being aware (as we are) that many students (and also some centres) 
launched true broadcasting campaigns to get “likes”, the results prove that, in case the video is not 
in the interest of the viewers, they only spend watching it for a short time. Despite the insistence or 
recommendations, when viewers have to give a “like” for the sake of friendship or peer pressure, they 
give it a “like”, but they do not really watch the video. They only enter, click on the “like” option and 
leave.

The “permanence rate” (the number of people who watched the video for 10 seconds or more 
compared to those who watched it for 3 seconds) can give a better idea of   the acceptance of the video. 
If it does not demonstrate the   quality, at least it proves the aroused interest among the audience, so as 
not to abandon it immediately. Millennials take a few seconds to leave the visualization if the video 
does not appeal to them (Lebreton, Kawashima, Yamagishi, & Okamoto, 2018).

In view of the foregoing, the average viewing time also seems to be a good indicator, because 
it gives an idea of   the abandonment rate, but its value can also be reduced by other factors, such as 
(1) that the video on a certain topic is shared with other people who are not interested in that subject 
and consequently abandon before finishing it, or (2) that the video is longer than a current student is 
willing to tolerate.

So, we can conclude that the number of “likes” does NOT express the quality of a didactic 
video, nor that the video has actually been seen. However, the number of “likes” is perceived as a 
compliment that reinforces the self-esteem of the recipient (Scissors, Burke & Wengrovitz, 2016). 
It is not an objective reality, but an illusory representation of the reality seen through the rose-tinted 
glasses of our friends/students/colleagues, all of them conditioned by the lack of anonymity. It seems 
to be evident that other factors such as the average viewing time or the permanence rate described 
above, give a better idea of   whether the video is interesting for the students or not.

In general, we conclude that the analysis of the viewing data of the didactic videos exposed 
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on Facebook is the true indicator of their quality, beyond the “reactions” or “likes” that they can 
generate. These statistics truly reflect the behaviour of the student while he/she is watching the video. 
The trompe l’oeil, in painting, is the representation of an object with such verisimilitude as to deceive 
the viewer concerning the material reality of the object. The number of “likes” is actually an illusory 
representation of the quality of a didactic video, that in reality is not genuine. It is a digital trompe 
l’oeil.
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