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Abstract
TikTok is a relatively novel and widely popular media plat-
form. In response to its expanding user base and cultural im-
pact, researchers are turning to study the platform; however,
TikTok, like many social media platforms, restricts external
access to data. Prior works have acquired data from scraping
the platform, user self-reports, and from accounts created by
researchers for the study’s purpose. Existing techniques, while
yielding important insights, contain limitations for gathering
large-scale quantitative insights on how real TikTok users be-
have on the platform. We bridge this research gap by imple-
menting a data donation system to collect TikTok data. Our
system leverages users’ right to access their data enabled by
the EU’s GDPR regulation. We recruit 347 TikTok users, ask
them to request their data from TikTok, and then use our sys-
tem to customize, anonymize, and donate their data. We collect
4.9M videos viewed 9.2M times by our participants – and as-
sociated engagement metrics – to analyze how people consume
content on TikTok, how prevalent liking behavior is on TikTok,
and whether there are substantial differences across our partic-
ipants’ demographics. We conclude our work by discussing
the lessons learned and future avenues for implementing data
donation systems, which we believe offer a promising avenue
for collecting user behavioral traces to understand social phe-
nomena through the lens of the Web.

1 Introduction
The Web is a constantly evolving ecosystem, with new media
platforms proliferating and changing the way people consume
information. One recent and notable addition to the ecosystem
is TikTok, a short-form video platform revolutionizing the way
people get entertained online by offering an endless stream of
video recommendations. TikTok is widely popular, currently
sitting at 1.3 billion users worldwide [16]. Academic research
has quickly turned to focus on the platform, seeking to under-
stand TikTok’s algorithm (e.g., [6]), content (e.g., [48, 19, 1])
and users (e.g., [18, 22, 26]).

Due to TikTok’s lack of external access (e.g., API) through
which to conduct direct measurements, all of this research

must be conducted with external data. Prior work has gath-
ered data by scraping the platform (e.g., [2, 19, 20]), an ap-
proach that can only collect a few thousands of videos, re-
lies on publicly available information that are included on
the web page’s source, and is usually biased towards popular
videos; from self-reports (e.g., [18, 22, 26]), which suffer from
known biases in social media research [27, 42, 9, 12]; or from
researcher-created accounts [6, 35], which is a promising tech-
nique, but may yield data that ultimately lacks the authentic-
ity, diversity, and account history that real user accounts would
contain.

In this work, we offer a method for overcoming such data
collection limitations via a novel measurement system for di-
rectly measuring the TikTok platform. Using this system, we
conduct the first, to the best of our knowledge, measurement
of people’s consumption and engagement with TikTok con-
tent. Our measurement approach combines the power of col-
lective action with the protections offered by the EU’s General
Data Protection Regulation (GDPR) [11] to design a TikTok
data donation system. The GDPR describes the right of ac-
cess by the data subject (Article 15), which allows individuals
(i.e., users) to request and get access to all the data about them
that the controller (i.e., social media platform) collects and pro-
cesses. Should users have a means of donating their data for
research, this opens new possibilities for undertaking research
studies. Indeed, previous work leverage the rights of data sub-
jects for data donations to study advertisements on Twitter [43]
and the use of Instagram by adolescents [10]. These efforts,
however, do not design and implement a data donation system;
they rely simply on users uploading their files to a server. As
the data includes many personal identifiers, having a data dona-
tion system is essential to better balance user privacy with data
donation (i.e., by removing personal identifiers client-side),
which may increase the likelihood of user data donation.

Our data donation system facilitates donations from TikTok
users who request their downloadable data from the platform.
Our donation system accepts data generated by the TikTok
platform and allows users to anonymize and customize their
data (i.e., select which fields of the data they want to donate)
before donating their data to our infrastructure. This approach
allows us to collect data on a user’s activity from the beginning
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of their TikTok usage to the time they requested their data. The
data includes a wide variety of fields, including the entire video
viewing history and engagement activities (e.g., likes, shares,
and comments on videos). These datasets are rich and provide
us with an invaluable opportunity to study how people use Tik-
Tok, while maintaining user privacy.

In this work, we use our donation system to conduct a study
of TikTok user behavior that seeks to understand how people
behave on TikTok (e.g., how many videos people watch and
how much time they spent on the platform), how prevalent is
video engagement on TikTok, and whether there are signif-
icant differences across our participants’ demographics. We
recruited 347 TikTok users (our study participants) to donate
their data using our system, ultimately compensating our par-
ticipants with $6.9K USD. We find that participants watch a
relatively large number of videos per day (median of 90 videos
per day) and spend on average 27 minutes per day on Tik-
Tok. Compared to YouTube, this daily consumption is larger
(based on one report, users spent 19 average daily minutes on
YouTube in 2022 [24]), despite the fact that YouTube’s videos
have a longer duration. Also, we find that younger partici-
pants (aged between 18-24 years old) spent more time on Tik-
Tok compared to older participants (e.g., aged between 25-34).
This result prompts the need for further investigation into how
younger people use TikTok, particularly, to investigate poten-
tial social media addiction. With regards to user engagement,
we find that participants typically engaged with videos by lik-
ing them (vs. commenting or sharing) and that younger par-
ticipants (aged between 18-24 years old) tend to ‘like’ more
videos compared to older participants (aged between 25-34
years old).

Contributions. The contributions of this work are two-fold.
First, to the best of our knowledge, we perform the first re-
search study on TikTok that is based on data donated by real
users. We shed light on how TikTok users behave on the plat-
form and how prevalent their engagement is via video liking.
As TikTok becomes increasingly popular, especially among
younger people, such studies allow us to understand better
how people are using this emerging platform. Second, we in-
vestigate the possibility of performing social media studies by
leveraging data donated by the users themselves. By design-
ing, implementing, and using a data donation system, we expe-
rience and surface challenges (e.g., malicious users) that exist
in obtaining and analyzing data donated by real users. We dis-
cuss these challenges and the lessons we learned, which we
believe will be of interest to the research community focusing
on understanding closed social media platforms.

Paper Organization. Section 2 reviews previous work, while
Section 3 describes our data donation system that facilitates
data donations from real users. In Section 4.1 we report our
recruitment procedures and in Section 5 we discuss our ethi-
cal considerations. Section 6 includes our analysis and results
aiming to provide insights into how people behave on TikTok.
Finally, we conclude and discuss our findings, potential impli-
cations, and lessons learned in Section 7.

2 Background & Related Work
2.1 TikTok
Known as Douyin in China, TikTok is a short-form video plat-
form owned by parent company ByteDance. ByteDance first
launched Douyin for China-based users in 2016, and launched
TikTok as its international counterpart shortly after [39, 37].
The company acquired Musical.ly, a similar short-form video
platform, in 2018, and in doing so enabled TikTok to expand
its user base worldwide [39]. Since then, TikTok usage has
continued to grow, rising to be the most downloaded app of
2020 [4]. At the time of this writing, TikTok sits at 1.3 billion
monthly active users worldwide [16].

As a platform, TikTok allows users to both watch and cre-
ate short-form videos up to 3 minutes in length (currently, the
company is rolling out a 10-minute length option for select
users [23]). TikTok offers multiple editing capabilities for
creators, and allows users to connect with peers via follow-
ing, messaging, and sharing content. One of the app’s most
prominent characteristics is its ability to recommend relevant
video content to viewers [33, 18]; when using TikTok, a user
may scroll through two different content feeds, one contain-
ing videos posted by the people they follow (“Following”),
the other a curated feed of content from many different cre-
ators (“For You”). Contents on the For You feed are served to
users based on a user’s account information and behavior, the
specifics of which are largely unknown to the public.

Much of the prior work on TikTok has studied the recom-
mendation algorithm [40, 1, 6, 18, 35, 34], the content on the
platform [3, 13, 28, 46, 19, 48, 37, 21, 44, 45, 31], and per-
formed user studies on TikTok users [49, 32, 17, 18, 26, 8,
30, 22]. To the best of our knowledge, our work is the first
to investigate user behavior through the lens of data donated
directly from users using the rights of data subjects. These
datasets allow us to obtain a holistic and unique view into how
people behave on TikTok and how they engage with content on
TikTok.

2.2 Data Donation
Per the EU’s GDPR [11], most major digital platforms now
provide their users with electronic access to the personal data
they have on each user, via downloadable data packages [7]. A
prominent movement in the medical field [5, 36], researchers
studying digital platforms are beginning to leverage the rich
information in these packages by requesting that users donate
them for study. Data donations offer unique insights into dig-
ital platforms [41]: for example, uncovering widely-used ad
targeting mechanisms on Twitter that were largely ignored by
prior work [43] and gaining new insights into how adolescents
use Instagram [10] have all been possible via user data dona-
tion.

Motivations for using user-donated data stem from limita-
tions of other methods. People’s perceptions of their own on-
line behavior, for instance, can be unreliable [27, 42, 9, 12].
Additionally, researcher-created accounts on digital platforms
may lack the authenticity, diversity and history that real user
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accounts have. Further, scraping TikTok data yields fruitful
data sets, yet has capacity limitations and totally relies on pub-
lic – and typically, popular – content available on the platform.
User-donated TikTok data can provide further insight into how
real TikTok users are consuming content on TikTok. In this
work, we design and implement a data donation system that
facilitates data donations from TikTok users directly.

3 Data Donation System
We implement a data donation system, Social Media Donator
(SMD), where users can get information on how they can re-
quest their data from the TikTok mobile application. We pro-
vide details on how users can request their TikTok data and
what is included in the data in Appendix A. After users down-
load their data, they can use SMD to anonymize and customize
their data before transferring the data to our infrastructure.
Data Anonymization. The data collected from TikTok in-
cludes personal information and identifiers for each user, such
as phone numbers and email addresses. Due to this, it is
essential to ensure proper anonymization of the data before
transferring it to our infrastructure. To ensure the data is
properly anonymized before it is transferred to our infrastruc-
ture, our SMD system removes certain information by default.
This includes the user’s profile information, direct messages,
information about videos uploaded, IP addresses and device
information, purchase information, and account status. The
anonymization process is done on the client side, and we em-
phasize that we only transfer the anonymized dataset to our
backend. Additionally, we provide a Python script that allows
users to anonymize and customize their dataset offline with-
out using SMD. This script is identical to the one available in
SMD and is intended for use by participants who are concerned
about privacy.
Data Customization. TikTok users may have different lev-
els of comfort in sharing certain data fields. For example, a
user who frequently posts comments with personal informa-
tion may not feel comfortable sharing their comment-related
data. To address this, we have implemented a customization
feature in SMD, which allows users to choose which fields of
their data they are comfortable donating. The only manda-
tory field is the video viewing history, which includes only the
URLs of the videos watched and the timestamps. Additionally,
there are some fields that users are not able to donate, as they
contain personal information and identifiers (as outlined in the
data anonymization procedure). For the remaining fields that
a user can choose to donate, we provide clear explanations of
what data is included, with specific examples and a description
of how we plan to use each field in our analysis. Additionally,
for data fields that may contain sensitive information, we have
added warning labels to alert users that the field may poten-
tially include private information. For example, for the search
history, we added a warning label that says "This information
may be sensitive if you did uncommon searches for things re-
lated to your real identity, e.g., searching for videos of a family
member’s small sports team." Similar warnings were added for

the followers, following, and comments data since these fields
may reveal the user’s identity through their follower network
and comments made on public videos.

SMD calculates the compensation for the user based on
their selections of which fields of data they opt-in to donate.
The mandatory video viewing history is compensated with $5,
while all the optional fields such as Like History, Search His-
tory, Share History, Login Information, App Settings, Com-
ments, Favorites, Following, Followers, and Ads Information
are compensated with $1 each, except for comments. For com-
ments, users have the option to either donate their comment
timestamps and content for $2 or only the timestamps for $1.
The total compensation for each user ranges from $5 to $16,
depending on their selections.

Data Donation & Survey. Users can donate and transfer their
anonymized and customized data to our infrastructure with a
single click on the SMD interface. After the data donation,
we present all users with an optional survey that includes gen-
eral demographic questions and questions about their usage of
the TikTok platform and their perceptions of the TikTok algo-
rithm’s recommendations. This survey helps us to gain extra
context on the users such as their age, gender, and location. It is
important to note that all questions in the survey are optional,
and users can choose to not answer by selecting the "Prefer
not to say" option. All users who choose to fill out the survey
will receive an additional compensation of $4 regardless of the
questions they choose not to answer.

4 Data Collection
We present our approach to collecting data from TikTok users.
We describe our recruitment process, metadata collection for
TikTok videos, and our efforts to assess the quality of donated
data.

4.1 User Recruitment
We recruited participants for the study in two ways: 1) by shar-
ing the study through the authors’ networks on Twitter, and
2) by running Facebook Ads targeting people over 18 years
old living in the U.S. who Facebook had tagged with the "Tik-
Tok" interest category. For the former, we created a poster to
advertise the study and shared a single tweet that was amplified
by all the authors’ Twitter accounts. The tweet was shared in
January 2022 and received 64.5K impressions on Twitter. For
the latter, we ran Facebook Ads between January 21, 2022,
and February 13, 2022, with an average budget of $8.5 per
day. Using these two methods, we recruited 347 participants,
whom we compensated with an overall amount of $6.9K in the
form of Amazon gift cards sent via email.

Fig. 1 shows the percentage of participants that opted-in to
donate each potential field that exists in their TikTok data. As
we can observe, most of our participants chose to donate al-
most all the fields, as all fields appear in at least 95% of all
the donations. Participants were less willing to share their
Search History (95%) and Followers (96%), Following (98%),
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Figure 1: Percentage of donations that opt-in to donate to each field
included in the TikTok data.

Region # (%) Age # (%)

Africa 174 (52.2%) 25-34 years old 162 (48.6%)
N/C America 108 (32.4%) 18-24 years old 145 (43.5%)
South America 22 (6.6%) 35-44 years old 13 (3.9%)
Prefer not to say 19 (5.7%) Prefer not to say 12 (3.6%)
Europe 10 (3.0%) 45-64 years old 1 (0.3%)

Gender # (%) Education # (%)

Men 183 (54.9%) Bachelor’s or above 181 (54.3%)
Women 144 (43.2%) Associate’s degree 58 (17.4%)
Non-binary 3 (0.9%) Some college 51 (15.3%)
Prefer not to say 2 (0.6%) HS or below 26 (7.8%)
Self-described 1 (0.3%) Prefer not to say 15 (4.5%)
- - Trade school 2 (0.6%)

Table 1: Demographics of the participants that completed our survey
(96% of all participants). “Prefer not to say” refers to users that opted
out from answering that question in the survey, while “N/C America”
refers to “North/Central America.”

and Comments (98%). This is potentially due to the warning
labels associated with these fields in our SMD interface, ex-
plaining that some information included in these fields might
be sensitive (see Section 3). This result suggests that most par-
ticipants perceive the trade-off between the compensation and
the donation of additional fields as worthwhile.

Participants’ Demographics. Participants self-reported their
demographics via an optional survey (see Section 3). Note that
14 out of 347 participants (4%) opted out from completing the
survey, hence we do not have any demographic information
about them. Table 1 provides an overview of our participants’
demographics.

About the reported region in which they reside, we observe
that just over half of our participants are from Africa (52%),
while the remainder is from North/Central America (32%),
South America (6.6%), and Europe (3%). Interestingly, many
of our participants were from Africa despite the fact that we
mainly targeted Facebook users living in the U.S. We hypoth-
esize that the monetary incentives may have been relatively
more substantial for users from Africa highlighting that people
from under-developed countries can be attracted by the mone-
tary incentives to participate in research by donating their data.
With regards to the age of our participants, we note that the
majority of our participants are 34 years or younger (91%),

#Participants #Actions

Video Viewing History 347 9,212,100
Like History 328 1,120,716
Search History 332 13,282
Share History 253 24,944
Comments 227 52,436
Following 333 84,654
Followers 295 43,642

Table 2: Overview of our dataset. We report the number of partici-
pants with at least one action.

with 48.6% of the participants aged between 25-34 years old
and 43% of the participants aged between 18 and 24 years old.
Note that given the popularity of these age groups in our par-
ticipant set, we focus our demographic analysis in Section 6 on
the 18-24 years old and 25-34 years old age groups only. Our
participants set is somewhat gender-balanced with 55% of the
participants being men, while 43.2% of our participants are
women and 1.2% are non-binary or self-described their gen-
der. Note that we compare only men and women in the gen-
der analyses presented in Section 6, as we do not have suffi-
cient statistical power to make comparisons between people of
other genders. Finally, most of our participants are educated
with 54% having a bachelor’s degree or above (e.g., MSc or
PhD), 32% have completed some post-high school coursework
or completed an associate’s degree or country equivalent.
Dataset. Table 2 reports an overview of our dataset; it in-
cludes 9.2M video views from 347 participants, between July
26, 2020 and February 21, 2022. Our dataset also includes
1.1M like actions from 328 participants, 13K search actions
from 332 participants, 24.9K shares from 253 participants,
52.4K comments from 227 participants, 84.6K following ac-
tions (i.e., the participant started following a user) from 333
users, and 43K follower actions (i.e., a TikTok user started fol-
lowing one of our participants) from 295 participants. Also,
we note that by looking into how these actions appear over
time in our dataset, we find that there is a 2-month gap for the
like actions data. That is, there is no likes information for any
of the 347 recruited participants, likely because of issues with
the logging infrastructure within TikTok. Also, we find that
information about sharing videos is only included in the data
after July 28, 2021.

4.2 Video Metadata Collection
Each participant’s data includes information about their activ-
ity, including the videos they watched, liked, shared, etc. Note
that for each video, the data only includes a video URL. To ob-
tain more context and metadata about the TikTok videos that
are included in our donations, we scrape each video’s Tik-
Tok webpage. Specifically, we use an unofficial Python API
wrapper [38] that essentially uses Selenium to scrape the Tik-
Tok page for each video and provide the video’s metadata in
JSON format. Overall, in our 347 donations, we find 4,938,805
unique TikTok videos viewed by our participants. We at-
tempted to collect the metadata for all of the videos, man-
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aging to obtain metadata for 4,122,038 videos (83.4% of all
videos). The rest of the videos were either deleted by the up-
loader or TikTok itself, or the account that posted the videos
set their account into private mode. Since participants’ data
donations include their entire activity, we collect videos from
2020, which are more likely to be deleted compared to newer
videos. We ran our metadata collection between January 17,
2022, and March 12, 2022. For each video, we collected the
following metadata: 1) Video creation timestamp; 2) Video
description and title (defined by the uploader); 3) Information
about the uploader such as the uploader’s username and unique
identifier; 4) Video metadata such as video duration, video for-
mat, definition (e.g., 720p), etc.; and 5) Video statistics such as
the number of shares, comments, and number of times that the
video was viewed (at the time of our crawl).

4.3 Assessing the “Quality” of Donations
SMD requires participants to provide an email, for the pur-
poses of sending the compensation. We also use the MD5
hash of each email as the unique identifier for each donation.
Note that we do not link the email address explicitly with the
donation for anonymity purposes. As expected with studies
that offer a monetary incentive, users may try to “trick” the
system to earn money easily. Indeed, during our recruitment,
we noticed that some TikTok users were trying to earn more
money by donating duplicate or near-duplicate data under dif-
ferent email addresses. To detect such malicious donations,
SMD calculates all the pairwise Jaccard similarities between
the video URLs and timestamps that are included in the video
viewing history. Then, SMD flags the donations that have a
Jaccard similarity of over 0.2 for either the video URLs or the
timestamps, and then we manually check the donations to ver-
ify that are indeed duplicate or near-duplicate donations. This
process is done before sending the compensation. Overall, we
received 31 duplicate or near-duplicate donations (all of them
having a Jaccard similarity of 0.9 or more) that would have
cost us $571. For these donations, we did not pay users, and
we informed them via email that they would not receive com-
pensation for all their subsequent duplicate donations (as they
already received compensation previously).

Another concern that we have is that malicious users can
generate fake video URLs and fake timestamps to try and do-
nate fake data for compensation. To verify if this is happening
in our recruitment, we check for what percentage of each do-
nation’s videos we were able to obtain video metadata. Here,
we hypothesize that if a malicious user generates fake URLs
then we will not be able to get any metadata for the videos in-
cluded in the donation (since the URLs will not exist). We did
not find any evidence of users submitting fabricated donations,
since for all the donations we were able to obtain metadata for
a large percentage of the videos — at least 70% for every do-
nation, with a median of 90%. As discussed above, the rest of
the videos were inaccessible because they were either deleted
or the account became private.

5 Ethical Considerations
Before recruiting participants and collecting any data from real
TikTok users, we obtained approvals from two different Ethi-
cal Review Board committees (one from a university in Eu-
rope and one from a university in the US). We provided to
the Ethical Review Board committees a detailed document
explaining all the various data fields included in the TikTok
data, our anonymization/customization procedures, the con-
sent form that is presented to the users, as well as our adver-
tisements for recruiting users.

For each recruited user, we obtained explicit consent by pro-
viding them with a consent form (which can be downloaded
via our SMD donation system) and by requesting the users to
acknowledge that they fully understand the content of the con-
sent form and that they allow us to store their data. Addition-
ally, as noted in Section 3, for each data field we explained to
the participants how we are planning to use the data included
in their data and the potential privacy implications of donating
some fields of the data (e.g., comments, search history, and fol-
lower/following network). As mentioned in the previous sec-
tion, all users that donated their data got a compensation using
Amazon gift cards between $5-$20 depending on the fields of
their data they opted-in to donate and whether they filled in the
optional small survey.

We will permanently delete all user data within 36 months
after the end of our project and the collected data will not be
distributed to any third parties. Also, we emphasize that the
users have the power on their hands with regard to what spe-
cific fields of data they opt-in to donate. For our analysis, we
follow standard ethical guidelines [29] like reporting our re-
sults in aggregate and not attempting to track users across plat-
forms. Finally, our metadata collection focuses only on pub-
licly accessible videos that are available on the TikTok plat-
form during the data collection period (i.e., we do not collect
any information about private videos or deleted videos).

6 Results
In this section, we present our analysis and results focusing
on understanding how users behave on TikTok, particularly,
assessing how many videos they watch, how much time they
spent on the platform, how many videos each participant liked,
and whether there are substantial differences on user behavior
across demographics.

Method. We compute two metrics to measure consumptive
behavior: Time Spent and Volume. To compute Time Spent on
the platform, we need to infer an approximation of the watch-
ing duration of each video view based on the timestamps since
the donated data only contains information on when each par-
ticipant started watching each video (see Appendix A on what
is included in the data). To do this, for each video, we calcu-
late the number of seconds between the time that the partici-
pant started watching a video and the time that the participant
started watching the next video. This allows us to obtain an ap-
proximation of the viewing duration of each video, except for
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Figure 2: CDF of the average time (in seconds) that our participants spent watching TikTok videos per day.
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Figure 3: CDF of the average number of daily video views per participant.

the last video of each session: when the user takes a break, we
would infer the viewing time of the last video of the session
to be unrealistically long. Unfortunately, we cannot simply
use the duration of the video itself to identify session breaks,
because we do not have duration metadata for all videos, and
because on TikTok, videos automatically start again and loop
if users do not scroll to the next one. Instead, we set the
threshold for identifying session breaks to 105 seconds (1.75
minutes) following the methodology by Halfaker et al. [15].
The main idea of the method is that one can perform user
session identification (i.e., when users take breaks) based on
inter-activity times by performing a two-component Gaussian
mixture model clustering using the expectation-maximization
algorithm [25].

By obtaining the results from this clustering, we can iden-
tify the cutoff threshold between the two clusters, which in our
TikTok dataset is equal to 105 seconds. This means that when-
ever a participant appears to spend more than 105 seconds on
a video, then we infer that they took a break and this marks the
end of a session — in this case, we are unable to infer the time
that the participant devoted to that specific video. This thresh-
old is substantially smaller compared to the one found by Hal-
faker et al. [15] on Wikipedia (about 1 hour). This is mainly
due to the fundamental differences between the two platforms,
as people tend to spend more time on a Wikipedia article than
a TikTok video. Indeed, by looking at the inferred viewing du-
rations and all video durations (obtained from the video meta-
data), we find that 98.5% of all the inferred viewing durations
are 105 seconds or less. At the same time, only a small fraction
of the videos have a duration of over 105 seconds (1.8% of all
videos). Note that we experimented with larger thresholds (be-

tween 100 seconds and 600 seconds); the main insights from
our results were the same, hence we report the results with 105
seconds as our threshold. Second, we compute a Volume met-
ric: the average number of videos each participant watched per
day.

Time Spent. We start our analysis by looking into how much
time our participants spend on TikTok. Fig. 2 shows the Cumu-
lative Distribution Function (CDF) of the average time spent
per day for each participant. For each participant, we calculate
the sum of the inferred durations for each day that they used
TikTok, and then we calculate the average time across all days.
For all participants (see Fig. 2(a)), we find a median value of
1,622 seconds per day (27 minutes), with 25% of our partici-
pants (Q1) spending on average less than 834 seconds per day
(13.9 minutes) on TikTok, while the 25% most active (Q3) par-
ticipants spent 2,891 seconds (48 minutes) or more (σ: 1,864
seconds). The most active participant in our dataset spent, on
average, 12,186 seconds per day (3.3 hours).

We also investigate if there are differences across partici-
pants based on their demographic information (see Fig. 2(b)
for age and Fig. 2(c) for gender). We find that participants
aged between 18-24 years old spent more time on TikTok (me-
dian: 1,821 seconds, Q1: 948 seconds, Q3: 3,131 seconds,
σ: 2,008 seconds) compared to participants aged between 25-
34 years old (median: 1,423 seconds, Q1: 749 seconds, Q3:
2,667 seconds, σ: 1,771 seconds). To assess the statistical sig-
nificance of our results, we perform a Mann-Whitney U test
on the distributions finding that the differences between partic-
ipants aged between 18-24 years old and 25-34 years old are
statistically significant (p < 0.05). With regards to the gender-
related results (see Fig. 2(c)), we find that women (median:
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Figure 4: Percentage of videos that the participants liked per dona-
tion.

1,917 seconds, Q1: 962 seconds, Q3: 3,243 seconds, σ: 2,109
seconds) spent more time on the platform compared to men
(median: 1,360 seconds, Q1: 728 seconds, Q3: 2,432 seconds,
σ: 1,452 seconds). These results are statistically significant, as
confirmed by a Mann-Whitney U test (p < 0.01).

Volume. Next, we analyze the volume of videos watched by
participants. Fig. 3(a) shows the CDF of the average number of
video views per participant, for all participants, while Fig. 3(b)
and Fig. 3(c) show the same results for participants grouped
by the gender and age groups we compare, respectively. We
observe that, on average, our participants watch a substantial
number of videos per day, with a median of 89.9 videos per
day (Q1: 40.7 videos, Q3: 170.3 videos σ: 128.9 videos). This
is somewhat expected since TikTok videos are usually short in
length, hence users can watch a large number of videos with-
out spending much time (compared to other video platforms
like YouTube). We also investigate the differences across age
groups and gender (see Fig. 3(b) and Fig. 3(c)), finding that,
among our participants, women watched significantly (MWU
all tests p < 0.01) more videos on TikTok than men.

Liking behavior. From the statistics in Table 2, we can ex-
tract some valuable insights into user engagement on TikTok.
Our dataset’s most popular engagement action is liking videos,
with 1.1M actions. This is a substantially larger number than
other engagement actions, such as shares (24K) and comments
(52K). Given the popularity of these engagement actions and
their temporal coverage (see Dataset in Section 4), through-
out the rest of the paper, we focus on likes when we study our
participants’ engagement with videos.

We look into the prevalence of likes on a per-participant
level. Fig. 4 shows the Cumulative Distribution Function of
the percentage of videos that were liked per participant (for the
ones that opted-in for donating to each of these engagement-
related fields). We find a median of 4% of videos that are liked
per donation (Q1: 0.87%, Q3: 14.09%, σ : 15.03%).

We also investigate differences in liking prevalence on Tik-
Tok across our participants’ demographic attributes. Fig. 5
shows the CDF of the percentage of videos that are liked by
each participant across the ages and genders we compare. We
observe similar results as with the consumptive behavior fo-
cusing on the number of videos or time spent on the platform;
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Figure 5: Percentage of videos that the participants liked across our
demographic attributes.

1) Participants aged between 18-24 years old tend to like more
videos (median: 5.8%, Q1: 1.2%, Q3: 23.6%, σ: 16.6%)
compared to the participants that are between 25-34 years old
(median: 3.6%, Q1: 0.9%, Q3: 10.5%, σ : 13.5%) or older
(median: 4%, Q1: 1.5%, Q3: 14.5%, σ: 14.8%). This dif-
ference in engagement between the age groups is statistically
significant with p < 0.05; 2) We find no statistically signifi-
cant differences (p = 0.15) in participants’ liking behavior for
men and women.
Take-aways: The main take-away points from our analysis
are:

• Our participants spent a considerable amount of time
watching videos on TikTok per day (median time spent:
27 minutes, median number of videos: 90 videos). This
consumption is larger compared to other video platforms
like YouTube, where people spend on average 19 min-
utes [24]. Also, we find that participants aged between
18-24 years old tend to spend more time on the platform
than participants aged between 25-34 years old. This dif-
ference in consumptive behavior highlights the need for
more research efforts on understanding user consump-
tive behavior in young people, especially in teens (an age
group that we do not analyze here and might be more
prone to addiction from TikTok). Finally, we find that
women tend to spend more time and watch more videos
on TikTok compared to men.

• By far the most popular engagement action is liking a
video with sharing and commenting on videos having a
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substantially smaller prevalence in our dataset. Also, we
find statistically significant differences in the liking be-
havior of participants aged between 18-24 years old com-
pared to participants aged 25-34 years old (i.e., younger
participants tend to like more content on TikTok).

7 Discussion & Future Work
Below, we discuss our TikTok user behavior measurements
and lessons for future data donation efforts.

7.1 Observing TikTok Behavior
Our work is a stepping stone to understanding how people con-
sume and engage with content on TikTok, based on traces from
real users via data donations. Our analysis shows that our par-
ticipants spend a considerable amount of time per day on Tik-
Tok and watch many videos, more so than on other popular
video platforms like YouTube [24]. They engage with videos
to a relatively limited extent: a median of 4% of videos were
liked per donation, and likes were significantly more prevalent
than other engagement actions such as shares and comments.

Our quantitative findings and data collection methodology
can assist future investigations that analyze content and/or par-
ticipant experiences. For example: What is the impact of Tik-
Tok’s algorithm on users, and to what extent do the recom-
mendations lead to informational rabbit holes? What is the
content that people of different demographics engage with?
What actions do users take to influence TikTok’s recommen-
dations (e.g., intentionally skipping videos or following cer-
tain accounts), and how effective are those actions? What is
the role of ads on TikTok [14, 47]? Future research may also
wish to consider additional demographics than those explored
in our study.

7.2 Data Donation System
Here, we summarize future directions for and lessons learned
from designing and deploying our data donation system.
User recruitment. In this work, our initial goal was to re-
cruit participants exclusively from the U.S., which is why we
targeted people from the U.S. on Facebook and explicitly men-
tioned that we were recruiting U.S. people in our Twitter post.
Despite our initial goal and our ads, our data donation sys-
tem was publicly available to anyone, and we did not limit
access to people coming from specific regions. Hence, we ob-
tained a substantial number of participants from other regions
as well (e.g., Africa). Future work that aims to recruit partic-
ipants from specific regions or with other restrictions should
implement measures that ensure participants meet the study’s
requirements. One way to do this is by limiting the access
to the system to specific IP addresses that come from the re-
gion/country of interest.
Malicious users and assessing the quality of donations.
During our recruitment and data donation procedures, we no-
ticed several instances of malicious users trying to “trick the
system” to get extra monetary incentives. We identified three

cases of malicious users: 1) users donating duplicate data (i.e.,
donating the same data multiple times with different email ad-
dresses) to get extra monetary incentives; 2) users donating
their data, then using TikTok for a few more days, and then
trying to donate their data again (i.e., duplicate data for the en-
tire period except the few extra days at the end of the data);
and 3) users creating new TikTok accounts, watching only a
few videos on TikTok, and then trying to donate their data via
our donation system. Based on these observations, we make
the following recommendations. Researchers implementing
data donation systems should design and implement specific
countermeasures to detect malicious users that try to donate
“useless” data. Concretely, developers of data donation sys-
tems should implement features to detect duplicate or near-
duplicate donations, similar to the ones we implemented. In
addition, to overcome the problem of people creating new ac-
counts for the sake of donating their data, data donation sys-
tems can be developed in such a way so that they only ac-
cept donations that meet a minimum number of days of activ-
ity. For instance, in our case, our donation system rejected all
donations where the donation lifespan (i.e., the difference be-
tween the last video view and first video view) was less than
three months. Finally, in our work, we did not notice any at-
tempts to donate completely fabricated data (e.g., randomly
computer-generated video URLs and timestamps). However,
we argue that this possibility exists, and tech-savvy malicious
users may use some techniques in the future depending on how
much money they can make from this activity.

Pricing mechanisms. Our experience recruiting people to do-
nate their data for research purposes with monetary incentives,
highlights that those from countries where the incentives offer
more purchasing power (e.g., African countries) may be more
willing to donate their data. More broadly, an essential aspect
of data donation infrastructures is the underlying pricing mech-
anism, since this may affect how willing potential participants
will be to donate their data. For our data donation infrastruc-
ture, we set some pre-defined compensation amounts for the
viewing video history ($5), as well as all optional fields ($1 for
each field). We thought that these prices are reasonable for our
purpose and what was asked from the participants. However,
future work is needed to empirically understand the interplay
between data donation and pricing.

Trustworthiness of the data donation system. The degree of
trust between the participants and the data donation system is
likely to affect participant recruitment. We made two design
choices in an effort to enhance participant trust. First, we pro-
vided offline tools that participants can run to anonymize and
customize their data before using our data donation system.
Second, we offer users control over which fields to donate.
Nevertheless, future work on data donation systems should in-
vestigate which, if any, of these measures enhance user trust
and explore additional measures that may appeal to users such
as stronger formal guarantees that the data donation code is
working as described and allowing only the access and queries
participants expect to be run on their data.

Missing data and the need for compliance audits. By col-
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lecting and analyzing user-donated data from TikTok, we no-
ticed some missing data for all the participants (i.e., there were
no like data for two months). The missing data might be due
to failures in the logging infrastructure within TikTok or due
to lost data. Nevertheless, this prompts the need for systematic
audits of social media platforms to assess the platforms’ com-
pliance with the access rights of data subjects. Future work can
design controlled experiments to assess how accurate and com-
prehensive the data provided by platforms is; e.g., by using the
platform to perform some pre-defined actions, then accessing
the provided data and comparing it with the set of pre-defined
actions.

7.3 Limitations
Naturally, our work has some limitations. First, our recruit-
ment procedure and research budget allowed us to obtain data
from a small number of participants (347). We did not cover a
full range of user demographics (e.g., age, gender, geography,
etc.). Due to a lack of public information about the demo-
graphics of TikTok’s user base, we cannot draw conclusions
about the representativeness of our sample. Despite this crit-
ical limitation, our results offer a first measurement-based in-
vestigation into how people consume and engage with content
on the TikTok platform. At the same time, the lessons learned
from designing and implementing a data donation system can
provide valuable insights to researchers that aim to collect data
using similar approaches. Second, our video metadata collec-
tion is (necessarily) done post-hoc, hence we are unable to ob-
tain a holistic view of all videos referenced in the data dona-
tions since approximately 17% of all videos were not accessi-
ble during our video metadata collection period. Third, even
though the data donations are quite detailed, some of our re-
sults are based on inferences, such as the inferred time that
each participant spent watching videos. Due to this, we are un-
able to accurately infer the viewing durations for video views
that are above our determined threshold following the method-
ology by [15]. Therefore, our results based on the time spent
on the platform should be considered lower-bound results, as
we exclude all the video views at the end of each inferred ses-
sion.

Many of our limitations reflect fundamental challenges with
data donation as a way to externally study and audit closed
platforms: our investigation was often limited by intentional or
unintentional (e.g., the gap in “like” data) omissions in the data
provided by TikTok’s data download feature. Hence, as the re-
search community and data protection regulation communities
consider the role of data donation in platform transparency and
auditing, we must also critically assess the quality and goals of
the data downloads that platforms provide to comply with data
protection laws.
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A Requesting Data from TikTok
TikTok enables its users to request a comprehensive dataset of
their activity on the platform and other personal information
the platform has on them. The request can be made through
the TikTok mobile application’s settings menu, and the data
will be provided in either JSON or a human-readable format
based on the user’s preference. The process takes around 3-4
days for the data to be ready for download. Here we outline the
various fields of information included in a user’s TikTok data
download.

• Video Viewing History: A list of videos and the times-
tamp that the user started watching each video.

• Like History: A list of videos that the user liked and the
timestamp of each like action.

• Search History: A list of search queries that the user per-
formed in TikTok, including a timestamp of each search
action.

• Share History: A list of videos that were shared by the
user, along with the timestamp of the action, and the
method for the share (e.g., shared via WhatsApp or Face-
book Messenger, etc.).

• Login Information: A list of login information for each
time the user started using the TikTok app. For each lo-
gin, the file includes the timestamp, the IP address from
where the user performed the login, information about the
device (device model and device system), network type
(e.g., WiFi, mobile data, etc.), and the carrier.

• App Settings: Information about the settings that the user
set on TikTok. For instance, the interests that the user
pre-defined in the TikTok application and privacy settings
(e.g., whether the account is private, who can comment
on their videos, who can message them, etc.)

• Comments: A list of comments made by the user along
with the timestamp of the action. Note that the file does
not include the specific video where the comment was
posted.

• Favorites: A list of videos, effects, hashtags, sounds,
and videos that the user favorited on TikTok including the
timestamp of each action.

• Following/Followers: A list of accounts that the user fol-
lows/follow the user along with the specific timestamp of
the follow action

• Ads Information: Information about the advertisers that
targeted the user.

• Profile Information: A set of profile attributes that the
user set on the TikTok application. It includes the user’s
bio, email address, telephone number, username, profile
photo, etc.

• Direct Messages: A list of messages shared via private
chats between the user and other TikTok users.

• Video Uploads: A list of the user’s uploaded videos.

• Purchase History: Information about the purchases
made by the user within the TikTok platform.

• Account Status: Information about the status of the Tik-
Tok application on the user’s phone (e.g., application ver-
sion, screen resolution, etc. )

11


	1 Introduction
	2 Background & Related Work
	2.1 TikTok
	2.2 Data Donation

	3 Data Donation System
	4 Data Collection
	4.1 User Recruitment
	4.2 Video Metadata Collection
	4.3 Assessing the ``Quality'' of Donations

	5 Ethical Considerations
	6 Results
	7 Discussion & Future Work
	7.1 Observing TikTok Behavior
	7.2 Data Donation System
	7.3 Limitations

	A Requesting Data from TikTok

