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ABSTRACT
Short-format videos have exploded on platforms like TikTok, In-
stagram, and YouTube. Despite this, the research community lacks
large-scale empirical studies into how people engage with short-
format videos and the role of recommendation systems that offer
endless streams of such content. In this work, we analyze user
engagement on TikTok using data we collect via a data donation
system that allows TikTok users to donate their data. We recruited
347 TikTok users and collected 9.2M TikTok video recommenda-
tions they received. By analyzing user engagement, we find that the
average daily usage time increases over the users’ lifetime while
the user attention remains stable at around 45%. We also find that
users like more videos uploaded by people they follow than those
recommended by people they do not follow. Our study offers valu-
able insights into how users engage with short-format videos on
TikTok and lessons learned from designing a data donation system.
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1 INTRODUCTION
We are witnessing a significant shift in how people consume and
engage with social media content. This shift is the result of two
new trends on social media platforms: first, the rise in popularity
of short-format videos (i.e., videos that are less than 60 seconds),
and second, the rise of algorithmic recommendation systems that
offer endless streams of personalized recommendations of these
videos, requiring no explicit inputs from users. A social media
platform that pioneered and exemplified these trends is TikTok, a
conglomeration of traditional social networking features, content
shared via short-format videos, and a recommendation algorithm
that offers never-ending streams of video recommendations. TikTok
is widely popular, with more than 1.3 billion users worldwide [22].
In response to TikTok’s popularity, other platforms like Facebook
(Reels [16]), YouTube (Shorts [70]), Instagram (Reels [21]), and even
Netflix (Fast Laughs [41]) started offering their own short-format
video feature, powered by recommendation algorithms.

Despite the rapidly growing adoption and use of this short-
format video feature powered by algorithmic recommendations,
we lack empirical studies on how users engage with short-format
videos and what role the recommendation algorithm plays in users’
content consumption online. Anecdotal evidence and journalistic
investigative reports [51, 54] highlight that TikTok’s recommen-
dation algorithm is very effective and can accurately recommend
videos that users find interesting or engaging. At the same time,
there are some concerns that the recommendation algorithm may
lead users towards problematic content [54], which emphasizes the
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need to rigorously audit the effectiveness of recommendation algo-
rithms and their role in users’ content consumption/engagement.
Overall, beyond these anecdotal evidence and journalistic efforts
based on traces from automated accounts, there are a few empirical
studies (e.g., [6]) that rigorously examine the role and effectiveness
of algorithms that power short-format video recommendations.

In this paper, we attempt to bridge this research gap by focusing
on the effectiveness of TikTok’s recommendation algorithm by an-
alyzing users’ engagement with content recommendations. To do
this, we implement a data donation system that enables us to obtain
real traces from TikTok users that leverage their right of access
to data subjects as documented in EU’s General Data Protection
Regulation [14]. We recruited 347 real TikTok users and obtained
their viewing history and associated engagement signals, includ-
ing 9.2M video views. Then, we analyze user engagement with
short-format videos to shed light on the effectiveness of TikTok’s
recommendation algorithm, using empirical and authentic traces
from real users. We use three signals to measure the effectiveness of
the TikTok algorithm through the lens of user engagement: 1) Total
amount of time spent and volume of videos consumed by TikTok
users; 2) Whether TikTok users watch videos till the end (Attention);
3) Whether they interact with recommended videos (e.g., by liking
videos). Our analysis focuses on understanding the prevalence of
the above-mentioned signals and, more importantly, how these
signals change over time, which allows us to extract insights into
the effectiveness of TikTok’s recommendations. Based on previous
work [73], an effective recommendation system should be able to
maximize the user’s interaction with the social feed in terms of
engagement (e.g., liking recommendations or staying on TikTok
for longer periods). In this work, we combine the user engagement
objectives of recommendation systems, methods to measure user
engagement by [28], as well as platform-specific affordances from
TikTok, and we create the following constructs to measure the
effectiveness of TikTok’s recommendation algorithm through the
lens of user engagement:

• An effective recommendation system should increase the
number of videos a user watches until the end and the num-
ber of liked videos.

• An effective recommendation system should increase the
number of videos watched until the end and liked over time.
Also, it should increase the time spent on the platform and
the number of videos watched over time.

Our analysis focuses on studying the above-mentioned con-
structs. Additionally, we complement our analysis by investigating
differences in user engagement for videos originating from users’
social networks (i.e., from accounts that users follow) or not, as this
is a signal that provides explicit feedback about a user’s interests
to the recommendation algorithm.
Main Findings. The main findings from our analysis are:

• Over time, the TikTok participants’ daily average number of
videos viewed and time spent on the platform is increasing
(2× increase after 80 days).

• Across all the participants, we find that 55% of the recom-
mended videos were not watched till the end (with most

skipped before reaching the halfway point). When analyz-
ing the temporal dimension, we find that, over time, the
percentage of videos watched till the end is stable.

• Over time, our participants’ interaction with the recom-
mended videos via the liking feature is increasing (2× in-
crease after 120 days for videos from following and 1.5×
increase after 120 days for videos from non-following ac-
counts).

• TikTok users tend to pay more attention (i.e., watch until the
end) to recommended videos from accounts they don’t fol-
low than those they do. Videos from non-following accounts
are significantly more popular on TikTok than videos from
following accounts. This may explain why the participants
watched more of those videos until the end and why Tik-
Tok is likely limiting the recommendations from following
accounts.

Contributions.We make the following notable contributions:

• We perform a large-scale empirical analysis of how users
engage with short-format videos on TikTok. In contrast with
previous work (e.g., [6, 54]), we use data from real users that
are more authentic and diverse than traces obtained from
automated accounts.

• We shed some light on the effectiveness of TikTok’s recom-
mendation algorithm through the lens of user engagement.
We show that the volume of videos/time spent on the plat-
form and user engagement through liking increases over
time. At the same time, we find that the attention from the
TikTok participants does not increase over time and that
most participants watch between 30% and 50% of all videos
till the end. These empirical insights likely indicate that Tik-
Tok’s algorithm prioritizes increasing the time spent on the
platform and user engagement (through liking) rather than
making recommendations that are likely to be watched until
the end by users. Overall, this empirical evidence empha-
sizes the need to analyze these recommendation algorithms
further and improve our understanding of the interplay be-
tween recommendation algorithms and user engagement on
short-format video platforms.

• We demonstrate how data donation can be used to perform
empirical studies on social media platforms. We argue that
this is a promising avenue for future work aiming to collect
and analyze behavioral traces from real users rather than
automated accounts/profiles implemented by researchers.
Also, we share lessons learned from conducting our data
collection and future avenues for obtaining real traces via
data donation. Given recent changes to data access by social
media platforms like Twitter and Reddit that essentially pre-
clude access to large-scale datasets to researchers [38, 67],
we believe that collecting datasets using data donations and
citizen science is an effective alternative way to perform
research studies with data that is otherwise hard to obtain.
Our experience and lessons learned from our data collection
efforts will be invaluable to the research community and
future endeavors that aim to collect large-scale datasets via
data donations. The proposed approach is versatile and can
be applied for obtaining data from any social media platform
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that allows users to obtain their data after GDPR data access
requests.

2 BACKGROUND & RELATEDWORK
2.1 TikTok
TikTok is a short-format video platform launched in 2016 [24, 56, 58].
Since then, TikTok has become themost downloaded app of 2020 [4].
As a platform, TikTok allows users to both watch and create short-
format videos up to 10minutes in length [35]. TikTok offersmultiple
editing capabilities for creators and allows users to connect with
peers via following, messaging, and sharing content. One of the
app’s most prominent characteristics is its ability to recommend
relevant video content to viewers [26, 51]; when using TikTok, a
user 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 many different creators (“For You”).
Much of the prior work on TikTok has studied the recommendation
algorithm, the content on the platform, and the users.
Recommendation Algorithm. TikTok itself has stated that user
interactions, video information, and device/account information
impact a user’s For You feed [59], with no further information on
what other data may play a role or how much each factor matters.
Research efforts are being made to understand recommendations
via algorithm audits. At present, it is difficult to assess whether
a video is popularized by user engagement or by systematic am-
plification from the algorithm [1]. Sock-puppet audits have found
evidence that a user’s language, location, use of the “follow” and
“like” features, and video viewing length all impact the contents of a
user’s For You feed, with the use of the “follow” feature exerting the
strongest influence [6]. “Time of posting” has also been identified
as a relevant factor [26]. Journalistic investigations have discussed
the dangers of the algorithm, including its potential to drag users
down rabbit holes of harmful content [51, 54].
Content Analyses. Prior work has also surveyed the content
posted on TikTok like sentiments towards particular topics (e.g., [3,
17, 46, 69]), the proliferation of viral trends and memes [29, 71], and
differences in content between TikTok and other platforms [32, 56].
Researchers also analyze TikTok content to uncover correlations
between types of content and user engagement [2, 12, 30]. Con-
tent analyses have additionally been used to audit the quality of
information on the app [52] and the presence of harmful content,
with research finding that extremist, far-right, and anti-Semitic
content has a robust presence [65, 66]. Inaccuracies in TikTok’s use
of warning labels have been discovered via content analysis [30],
showcasing that detectingmisinformation on a platform that affords
concurrent audio, video, and text content can be challenging [49].
User Studies. Users have identified best practices for interact-
ing with their For You feed in order to personalize its content, as
well as formed beliefs on how the algorithm may systematically
suppress or uplift certain content [23, 50, 72]. Video engagement,
posting time, and piling hashtags stand out to users as driving fac-
tors for virality [26]. In studying motivations to use the platform,
researchers find escapism, social interaction, and archiving videos
are primary motivators for passive TikTok use among U.S. users,
while self-expression motivates participation on the platform [43];
entertainment drives of all types of TikTok use in Denmark [8];

and entertainment, learning new information, socially-rewarding
self-expression, trendiness, escapism, and novelty are drivers in
China [33, 48]. Motivations for non-use are also studied; among
Chinese users who leave the platform, users cite fears of addiction
or perceiving the content as low quality [33], or requiring tempo-
rary focus on other tasks as motivations for non-use [33]. In terms
of TikTok’s potential negative impacts, neither passive nor active
use of TikTok was found to relate to individuals’ well-being during
the COVID-19 pandemic [36]. TikTok’s impact on marginalized
communities like LGBTQ+ identified individuals are also being
investigated [50]. With significant app engagement and a growing
user base, the impact of TikTok on its users continues to be an
important area of study.

2.2 User Engagement
Prior work focused on operationalizing, understanding, and ana-
lyzing user engagement with video-related content on social media
platforms, mainly YouTube and TikTok. O’Brien and Toms [42] pro-
vide a conceptual framework to define user engagement: “a quality
of user experience characterized by attributes of challenge, positive
affect, endurability, aesthetic and sensory appeal, attention, feed-
back, variety/novelty, interactivity, and perceived user control.” The
user engagement definition is pretty broad, covering many aspects
ranging from users’ immediate actions to the content (e.g., liking
videos) to psychological factors (e.g., positive affect, perceived user
control, etc.). For the purposes of our work, we mainly focus on
the user engagement attributes related to attention and feedback,
aiming to understand the interplay of user engagement and the
recommendation algorithm on TikTok. Prior work focuses on user-
generated video platforms like YouTube and TikTok to analyze
user engagement. Specifically, Yang et al. [68] study user engage-
ment with online science videos on YouTube, focusing on how
video characteristics likely affect user engagement, highlighting
that users tend to view shorter videos. Khan [25] surveys YouTube
users, finding that users’ motives play a significant role in user
engagement in the form of liking or disliking videos on YouTube
and that males are more likely to dislike YouTube videos. Park et
al. [44] focus on analyzing the video view duration on YouTube (i.e.,
time spent on a video by users), finding that the video view duration
is associated with the video’s view count, the number of likes, as
well as the sentiment in the comment. Spartz et al. [53] undertake
an experiment on a climate change YouTube video, showing that
people are more likely to engage with the video when the video
has a large number of video views. Cheng and Li [13] focus on user
engagement on news-related TikTok videos, showing that videos
with negative sentiment had significantly higher user engagement.
Overall, most prior work on user engagement on user-generated
video platforms like YouTube and TikTok focuses on specific types
of videos (news) or reporting aggregate results based on a video’s
overall engagement. In contrast, in our work, we leverage a data
donation system to obtain user behavioral traces, which allows
us to perform a fine-grained analysis of user engagement without
focusing on videos on a specific topic.



CHI ’24, May 11–16, 2024, Honolulu, HI, USA Zannettou et al.

2.3 Data Donation
Most of the prior work on TikTok detailed above uses data scraped
from public content on the app, user data from researcher-created
accounts, or self-reported user data. Our work diverges from pre-
vious research by studying TikTok with data donated directly by
users. Per the EU’s GDPR [14], 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 promi-
nent movement in the medical field [5, 55], 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 digital platforms [61]:
for example, uncovering widely-used ad targeting mechanisms on
Twitter that were largely ignored by prior work [64] and gaining
new insights into how adolescents use Instagram [11] have all been
possible via user data donation.

Motivations for using user-donated data stem from the limita-
tions of other methods. People’s perceptions of their own online
behavior, for instance, can be unreliable [9, 15, 45, 62]. Addition-
ally, researcher-created accounts on digital platforms may lack the
authenticity, diversity, and history of real user accounts. Further,
scraping TikTok data yields fruitful datasets yet has capacity limita-
tions and totally relies on public – 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.

2.4 Remarks
To the best of our knowledge, we perform the first study that lever-
ages data directly donated from users to study user engagement
with short-format videos on TikTok and shed some light on the
effectiveness of the recommendation algorithm. Also, in contrast to
previous work that focuses on understanding algorithmic recom-
mendations using synthetic traces from automated accounts, we
rely on a dataset donated directly from real TikTok users, which
offers a detailed and comprehensive view of algorithmic recommen-
dations made to users, as well as their actions (e.g., liking videos,
time spent on each video, etc.) on TikTok. We argue that using data
from real users is paramount, as synthetic traces from automated
accounts lack the authenticity and diversity of real user accounts.

3 DATA DONATION SYSTEM
We implement a data donation system, Social Media Donator (SMD),
where users can get information on how they can request their data
from the TikTok mobile application. In this section, we provide
details on how users can request their TikTok data and what is
included in the data. After users download their data, they can use
SMD to anonymize and customize their data before transferring it
to our backend.

3.1 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 a few 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 record of the videos the user
watched and the time they began watching them.

• Like History: A record of the videos the user liked and the
time they liked them.

• Search History: A record of the search queries the user
made on TikTok, along with the time they made each query.

• Share History: A record of the videos the user shared, the
time they shared them, and the method used to share (e.g.,
WhatsApp, Facebook Messenger, etc.).

• Login Information: A record of each time the user logged
into the TikTok app, including the time, IP address, device
and network information, and carrier.

• App Settings: Information about the user’s preferences and
settings in the TikTok app, such as their interests and privacy
settings.

• Comments: A record of the comments the user made, along
with the time they made them. Note that the file does not
include the specific videos on which the comments were
posted.

• Favorites: A record of the videos, effects, hashtags, sounds,
and videos the user marked as favorites on TikTok, along
with the time they marked each item as a favorite.

• Following/Followers: A record of the accounts the user
follows/who follow the user and the time of the follow action.

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

• Profile Information: Information the user provided about
themselves in their TikTok profile, such as their bio, email
address, phone number, username, and profile photo.

• Direct Messages: A record of private messages the user
exchanged with other TikTok users.

• Video Uploads: A record of the videos the user uploaded
to TikTok.

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

• Account Status: Information about the status of the TikTok
app on the user’s device, such as the app version and screen
resolution.

3.2 Data Anonymization.
The data collected from TikTok includes 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 infrastructure,
our SMD system removes certain information by default. This in-
cludes the user’s profile information, direct messages, information
about videos uploaded, IP addresses and device information, pur-
chase information, and account status. The anonymization process
is done on the client side, and we emphasize 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 without using SMD. This script is identical to the
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one available in SMD and is intended for use by participants who
are concerned about privacy.

3.3 Data Customization.
TikTok users may have different comfort levels in sharing certain
data fields. For example, a user who frequently posts comments
with personal information 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 per-
sonal information and identifiers (as outlined in the data anonymiza-
tion 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 con-
tain sensitive information, we have added warning labels to alert
users that the field may potentially 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 related 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 data fields they opt-in to donate. The manda-
tory video viewing history is compensated with $5, while all the
optional fields such as Like History, Search History, Share History,
Login Information, App Settings, Comments, Favorites, Following,
Followers, and Ads Information are compensated with $1 each,
except for comments. For comments, users can 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.

3.4 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 general demographic questions and questions about
their usage of the TikTok platform and their perceptions of the
TikTok algorithm’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 not to 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
In this section, we present our approach to collecting data from
TikTok users. We describe our recruitment process, metadata collec-
tion for TikTok videos, our efforts to assess the quality of donated
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Figure 1: Percentage of donations that opt-in to donate to
each field included in the TikTok data.

data, and our user viewing duration inferences. We also discuss our
ethical considerations when collecting and analyzing data.

4.1 User Recruitment
We recruited participants by 1) sharing the study on Twitter and
2) running Facebook Ads targeting people who are aged over 18
years old and who live in the U.S. whom Facebook had tagged with
the "TikTok" interest category. For Twitter, we shared the study
via a single tweet that was retweeted by all the authors’ Twitter
accounts. The tweet received 64.5K impressions and was shared in
January 2022. For Facebook, we ran ads between January 21, 2022,
and February 13, 2022, with an average budget of $8.5 per day. By
leveraging these two ways, we recruited 347 participants, whom
we compensated with an overall amount of $6.9K in the form of
Amazon gift cards sent via email. Note that we do not have a way
to distinguish recruited participants that participate in the study
because of the Facebook ads, Twitter, or possibly hearing about
the study advertisement elsewhere. Also, we note that all recruited
participants were active users on TikTok by the time of our data
collection. Hence we are unable to study the dynamics between
retained and lost users on TikTok (i.e., users that stopped using the
platform).

Fig. 1 shows the percentage of participants that opted-in to do-
nate each potential field that exists in their TikTok data. As we
can observe, most of our participants chose to donate almost 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%), and Comments (98%). This is
potentially due to the warning labels associated with these fields
in our SMD interface, explaining that some information included
in these fields might be sensitive (see Section 3). This result sug-
gests that most participants perceive the trade-off between the
compensation and the donation of additional fields as worthwhile.
Participants’ Demographics. 96% of all participants filled out
our survey, hence we obtained demographic information about
them. Regarding the location of our participants, we found that
slightly more than half were from Africa (52%). The rest came from
North/Central America (32%), South America (6.6%), and Europe
(3%). Notably, a significant portion of our participants were from
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#Actions #Participants

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

Table 1: Dataset statistics.

Africa, even though our recruitment efforts primarily targeted Face-
book users in the U.S. We speculate that the financial incentives
offered may have been particularly attractive to participants from
Africa, suggesting that individuals from underdeveloped countries
are willing to contribute their data for research in exchange for
monetary compensation. In terms of the age of our participants, we
found that the vast majority were 34 or younger (91%), with almost
half (48.6%) between 25-34 and slightly less than half (43%) aged
between 18-24. Our participants set is somewhat gender-balanced,
with 55% of the participants being men, while 43.2% of our partici-
pants are women and 1.2% are non-binary or self-described their
gender. In terms of education, the majority of our participants have
attained a higher level of education, with over half (54%) holding
a bachelor’s degree or higher (such as a Master’s or PhD), while a
third (32%) have completed post-secondary education or have an
associate’s degree or equivalent.
Dataset. Table 1 provides statistics about our dataset, which in-
cludes 9.2M video views made between July 26, 2020, and February
21, 2022. Our dataset also includes other actions made on the plat-
forms, particularly 1.1M like actions from 328 participants, 13K
search actions from 332 participants, 24.9K shares from 253 par-
ticipants, 52.4K comments from 227 participants, 84.6K following
actions from 333 users, and 43K follower actions from 295 partic-
ipants. Additionally, upon analyzing the temporal distribution of
these actions in our dataset, we discovered a 2-month gap in the
data for likes. Specifically, there is no information on likes for any
of the 347 recruited participants, which we suspect is due to techni-
cal difficulties with the data logging infrastructure within TikTok.
Furthermore, we found that data on video sharing is not present
until July 28, 2021.

4.2 Video Metadata Collection
Each participant’s data contains information on their activity, such
as the videos they viewed, liked, shared, etc. It’s worth mentioning
that for each video, the data only includes the video’s URL. To gain
additional context and information about the TikTok videos in-
cluded in our donations, we utilized an unofficial Python API wrap-
per [57], which uses Selenium to extract the metadata of each video
in JSON format by scraping the TikTok page. We found 4,938,805
unique TikTok videos viewed by our participants among the 347
donations. We attempted to gather metadata for all the videos, suc-
cessfully obtaining it for 4,122,038 videos (83.4% of all videos). The
remaining videos were either deleted by the uploader or by TikTok,
or the account that posted them had set their account to private.
As we collect participants’ data donations that include their entire

activity, we also collected videos from 2020 that are more likely
to be deleted when compared to newer videos. We collected video
metadata between January 17, 2022, and March 12, 2022. For each
video, we collected the following metadata: 1) Date and time of
the video creation; 2) A description and a title for each video as
defined by the uploader; 3) Uploader-specific information like the
uploader’s username and unique identifier; 4) Video metadata like
the duration, format, etc.; and 5) Video engagement statistics on the
entire TikTok platform, such as the number of shares, comments,
and number that the video was viewed (at the time of our data
collection).

4.3 Assessing the “Quality” of Donations
SMD requires participants to provide an email for the purposes 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
explicitly link the email address with the donation for anonymity
reasons. 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 different email addresses. To detect such malicious dona-
tions, SMD calculates all the pairwise Jaccard similarities between
the video URLs and timestamps that are included in the video view-
ing history. Then, SMD flags the donations with a Jaccard similarity
of over 0.2 for either the video URLs or the timestamps, and then
we manually check the donations to verify that they 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 compensation for all their subsequent duplicate
donations (as they had already received compensation).

Another concern is that malicious users can generate fake video
URLs and timestamps and try to donate fake data for compensation.
To verify if this is happening in our recruitment, we check for what
percentage of each donation’s videos we obtained 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 included
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 donation, 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.

4.4 Inferring Viewing Duration
Our dataset includes the video URLs and when each user started
watching each video. For the purposes of our study, we want to
assess whether users watched videos until the end, hence we aim
to infer the duration of each video view based on the timestamps.
We use the methodology by Halfaker et al. [19] that performs user
session identification based on the inter-arrival times of the user
actions. Specifically, we first calculate the time difference between
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Figure 2: CDF of video durations/inferred viewing duration.

consecutive timestamps of video views. This allows us to approxi-
mate the video view duration, except when the user takes a break
(the duration will be unreasonably high). The method by Halfaker
et al. [19], then uses a two-component Gaussian mixture model
that performs clustering on the inferred video view durations. The
main idea is that the first cluster will include all the durations cor-
responding to actual video views, while the second cluster will
include all inferred durations corresponding to user breaks. The
clustering allows us to identify a threshold by assigning the video
view durations to the clusters. Based on this method and the dataset,
we use a threshold of 105 seconds. We believe that this threshold is
reasonable as the Cumulative Distribution Function (CDF) of all the
inferred viewing durations and all video durations (obtained from
the video metadata) in Fig. 2 shows that 98.5% of all the inferred
viewing durations are 105 seconds or less.

Having inferred the viewing duration for each video view in
our dataset, we then calculate an Attention metric, which is simply
the percentage of viewing duration based on each video’s duration
(we divide the inferred duration with the video’s duration, and
we multiply by 100). The Attention metric allows us to assess if a
user watched a video until the end (i.e., if the metric is ≥ 100%),
whether a user watched the video multiple times (i.e., if the metric
is ≥ 200%), or whether a user continued to the next video before
the video’s completion (i.e., if the metric is < 100%).

4.5 Ethics
Before recruiting participants and gathering data from real TikTok
users, we received approvals from two Ethical Review Board com-
mittees, one from Saarland University and one from the University
of Washington. We submitted a comprehensive document to the
committees outlining the various data fields included in the TikTok
data, our methods for anonymization and customization, the con-
sent form that would be presented to users, and our recruitment
advertisements. For each participant, we obtained explicit consent
by providing them with a consent form that they can download
through our SMD donation system and by ensuring that they under-
stand and agree to the terms outlined in the form. Additionally, as
outlined in Section 3, we explained to participants how we planned

to use the data they donated and the potential privacy implica-
tions of providing certain data fields (such as comments, search
history, and follower/following network). As previously mentioned,
all users who donated their data received compensation in the form
of Amazon gift cards valued between $5-$20, depending on the
data fields they chose to donate and whether they completed the
optional survey.

We will permanently delete all user data within 36 months after
the completion of our project, and the data will not be shared with
any third parties. Additionally, we want to stress that participants
have control over which data fields they choose to donate. We
strictly abide by standard ethical guidelines [47] in our analysis,
such as reporting our results in aggregate and not attempting to
track users across platforms. Additionally, our metadata collection
is limited to publicly available videos on the TikTok platform during
the data collection period, thus, we do not collect any information
about private or deleted videos.

5 RESULTS
This section presents our analysis and results that aim to assess the
effectiveness of TikTok’s recommendation algorithm through the
lens of user engagement.

5.1 Characterizing our participants’ viewing
activity on Tiktok and how it changes over
time

We start with a high-level characterization of the dataset, focusing
on the participants’ activity on TikTok and how it changes over time.
We look into how much time the participants spent on TikTok, how
many videos they watch daily, how many videos are from following
accounts, and how these metrics change over time.
Time Spent. To calculate the time spent, we sum all the inferred
viewing durations (in seconds) except the last video of each session,
as we can not reliably determine howmuch time a user spent on the
last video of each session (see Section 4.4). We find amedian value of
1,622 seconds per day (27 minutes), with 25% of the participants (Q1)
spending on average less than 834 seconds per day (13.9 minutes)
on TikTok, while the 25% most active (Q3) participants spent 2,891
seconds (48 minutes) or more (𝜎 : 1,864 seconds). This consumption
is larger compared to other video platforms like YouTube, where
people spend on average 19 minutes [37].
Volume of Videos. We find that, on average, the participants
watch a substantial number of videos per day, with a median of
89.9 videos per day (Q1: 40.7, Q3: 170.3 , 𝜎 : 128.9). This is somewhat
expected since TikTok videos are usually short in length, hence
users can watch a large number of videos without spending much
time (compared to other video platforms like YouTube).
The TikTok participants view more videos and spend more
time on the platform over time. Here, we aim to longitudi-
nally analyze how the volume of videos and time spent on TikTok
changes over time for the participants. We do this analysis to under-
stand how compelling the TikTok platform is over time (according
to the participants’ data), which gives us some insights into whether
the recommendation algorithm achieves its goal of keeping people
watching videos. We undertake a temporal analysis where we re-
port the aggregation of the time spent and volume of videos over
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Figure 3: Changes in the volume of watched videos and time
spent on TikTok over time. We observe that over time, there
is an increase in both the volume of videos watched per day
and the daily time spent on TikTok.
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Figure 4: Number of participants that are considered for each
day in our temporal analysis. The first day considers all par-
ticipants while the 120th day considers 26% of them.

time by normalizing the time across participants. First, we split the
viewing histories of all participants into equal periods (i.e., per day).
Then, we align the viewing histories across participants by consid-
ering the index of the day (rather than the absolute day). We do this
alignment mainly because the participants started using TikTok
at different time periods. We calculate each metric and report the
aggregate results by reporting the mean and median values of these
metrics across all participants for each relative day. Note that our
analysis, for each participant, focuses only on days when a partici-
pant was active on TikTok. For instance, if a user started watching
videos on the first day, then had two days of break (i.e., not using
the platform), and then returned on the fourth day, then we assume
that the fourth day is the participant’s second active day, which is
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Figure 5: Number of following accounts and number of videos
that are viewed from following accounts over time. The aggre-
gate number of following accounts increases over the users’
tenure, while the percentage of videos that are watched from
following accounts remains stable over the users’ tenure.

what is represented in our analysis.1 This is a crucial preprocessing
step since keeping days when participants are inactive will lead to
underestimating the aggregate activity (e.g., the median number
of watched videos is zero simply because most of the participants
were not active during the same normalized days).

Fig. 3 provides an overview of how the volume of videos and time
spent on TikTok changed over time. We limit the analysis to the
first 120 days because, over time, the number of participants that are
analyzed decreases (see Fig. 4, this is because the participants have
varying tenure duration on TikTok), and we wish to avoid making
conclusions based on only a small number of participants. From
Fig. 3, we can observe that the mean/median volume and time spent
on the platform increase over participants’ tenure. For instance,
the average number of viewed videos starts at 107.31 videos per
day, while after 80 days, it is consistently over 200 videos per day,
with a peak of 233 videos per day. The same applies to the time
the participants spent on the platform; on the first day, the average
number of seconds is 1,730 (nearly 29 minutes), while after 120
days, it is over 3,000 seconds (50 minutes) per day. To assess the
effect of the decreasing number of participants over time, we repeat
the same analysis with only the participants that are active for
all 120 days (26% of all participants). Our analysis shows that the
results presented above are not due to the decreasing number of
participants over time but are based on the participants’ behavior
changes.

1While investigating these gaps is important for understanding user retention on the
platform, we leave this analysis as part of our future work.
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Following. During the early days of typical social media platforms
like Facebook and Twitter, most of the content consumed by the
users originated from users they follow.2 TikTok has a different
approach to delivering content since the “For You Page,” consists of
a lot of videos coming from accounts that a user does not follow.
We investigate this phenomenon through the lens of the dataset,
mainly aiming to assess how prevalent is the consumption of con-
tent coming from the following accounts and how it changes over
time. To do this, for each participant, we extract the accounts that
the user follows (along with the associated timestamp of the fol-
lowing action) and then label all videos from those accounts as
videos from followings, only if the video view timestamp is after
the following action. Overall, we find that only 10.3% of the video
views in the dataset are actually for videos originating from ac-
counts that the participants followed in advance, emphasizing that
the majority of content consumed on TikTok is originating from
accounts that the participants did not explicitly follow. Also, we
assess changes over time by visualizing the number of accounts
that the participants follow over time, as well as the percentage of
all video views originating from following accounts, per participant
(see Fig. 5). As expected, over time, the participants follow more
and more accounts, hence the number of following accounts grows
over time (see Fig. 5(a), on average 40 accounts on day 1, while
after 120 days, the average is 350). However, when we look into the
number of video views from the following accounts (see Fig. 5(b)),
we observe that the number of videos from the following accounts
that the participants consume is stable over time (a median of 10%
of the videos that a user consumes are from the following). This
likely indicates that the TikTok algorithm or the platform features
are designed in such a way so that the users receive only a lim-
ited number of videos from following accounts, irrespective of the
number of accounts a user follows.
Take-Aways. The main take-away points from our high-level char-
acterization are:

• We find that the participants watch a larger number of
videos over time, resulting in spending more time watching
videos on TikTok (e.g., on average, participants’ time spent
increased 2× after 80 days).

• Despite the fact that the participants follow more accounts
over time, the percentage of videos that they watch and are
from following accounts is stable over time, with a median
of approximately 10% of all video views.

5.2 Analyzing our participants’ engagement
activity and its evolution over time

This section analyzes the participants’ engagement behavior. We
focus on: 1) users’ attention (i.e., watching the video until the end);
and 2) users’ interaction through video liking. While we acknowl-
edge that comments and shares are crucial engagement signals, our
analysis focuses only on likes for various reasons. First, for com-
ments, our dataset does not include the video in which a comment
was made; hence, using comments data is not trivial and will require
inferences based on timestamps. The accuracy of such inferences

2Note that in recent days, platforms like Facebook and Twitter are becoming more
TikTok-alike, as a large portion of content that appears to user feeds originates from
outside their social networks.
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Figure 6: CDF of the participants’ attention per video view.
For 45% of the video views, the participants watched the video
until the end.

will be hard to measure; hence, we refrain from using comments
in our analysis. Second, given that shares comprise only 2% of all
engagement actions, we elected to focus only on likes as the shares
will not yield any statistically significant differences in our results.
What percentage of each video did the participants watched
on TikTok? We take into account the video duration and how
much time participants spend watching each video (relative to
its duration) to compute an Attention metric. Measuring attention
allows us to understand how many videos are watched to the end
or skipped before the end. We compute the Attention metric by
calculating the inferred viewing duration divided by the video
duration (obtained from the video metadata) and multiplied by 100.
If this percentage is 100%, it means that the participant watched the
video until the end. If it is less than 100% it implies the participant
skipped the video by swiping up before the end of the video, and if
the percentage is greater than 100% it means that the participant
watched the video (or portions of it) multiple times (in these cases
we set the Attention of that video to 100% since the participant
watched the entire video). Note that ourAttention analyses are based
only on video views for which we have video metadata (83.4% of
all videos).

Fig. 6 shows the CDF of the participants’ attention for each video
view. We find that the median attention is 82%, which indicates that
the participants watch most of the video’s duration before going
to the next video. Also, we find that for 45% of the video views,
the participants watched the videos until the end, while for the
rest 55% of the video views, the participants proceeded to the next
video before its completion. In particular, 24% of the video views
are skipped quickly (i.e., before watching 20% of the entire video
duration), and 40% of the video views are skipped before watching
50% of the video. By aggregating the results on a participant level
(see Fig. 7), we find that no participant watched until the end more
than 65% of the videos, while 70% of the participants watched until
end 30%-50% of all the videos in their watching history. The fact
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Figure 7: CDF of the percentage of videos watched until the
end, per participant. The majority of the TikTok users in the
dataset watch until the end between 20% and 60% of all videos
they watched.

that a large number of videos are skipped before their end either
indicates that recommending short-format videos to users is a hard
task or that the TikTok algorithm recommends videos that are
likely to be skipped to maximize users’ long-term excitement and
retention on the platform.
The TikTok participants have stable Attention over time and
they tend to watch more videos until the end for videos from
non-following accounts. Here, we aim to understand how the
participants’ attention changes over time, as this analysis will in-
dicate how well the TikTok algorithm recommends content that
participants watch to the end. For instance, if the algorithm effec-
tively infers participant interests, we expect that the percentage
of videos that are watched to the end will increase over time. We
assume that there is no ceiling effect (i.e., users having a limited
time to view videos), as based on our analysis, we find that on
aggregate, users’ time on the platform increases over time, and we
do not observe any ceiling effect (see Fig. 3(b)). Also, this analy-
sis provides us with a sense of how compelling TikTok is for the
participants, as we can assess how attention changes over time.
We perform a similar analysis to the one presented in Section 5.1,
particularly looking into how the Attention (percentage of videos
watched until the end) signal changes over time for the participants,
separating videos originating from followings and non-followings.
Fig. 8 shows how the Attention signal changes over the first 120
days of the participants’ tenure.

Wemake several observations. First, we find that the participants’
attention (i.e., the percentage of videos watched till the end) over
time is somewhat stable, which is surprising since we expected it to
increase over time. This is because previous anecdotal [34] evidence
suggests that the TikTok algorithm performs well in inferring users’
interests and recommending engaging content. Second, we observe
that videos coming from non-followings attract more attention
from the participants compared to videos coming from followings
(between 44% and 46% of the videos are watched until the end for
videos from non-followings, while the same percentage is between
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Figure 8: Mean attention (percentage of videos watched until
the end) over time. We find that the attention metric does
not substantially change over the users’ tenure on TikTok.
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Figure 9: Mean interaction (percentage of videos liked) over
time. We find that users’ engagement using likes increases
over the course of the users’ tenure on TikTok.

38% and 42% for videos from following). This finding might also
explain why TikTok limits the videos from following accounts (see
Fig. 5(b)). In other words, TikTok participants are less likely to
watch until the end videos from followings, and since the goal of
the algorithm is to recommend videos that people will eventually
watch till the end, TikTok is limiting the prevalence of videos from
following accounts in its recommendations.

To assess the robustness of our results, we make a sensitivity
analysis concerning the number of participants included in the
analysis and the threshold used for watching a video until the end
(we used 100%). With regard to the effect of the varying participant
numbers over time, we repeat the analysis considering only the
participants that were active for all 120 days. We find a similar
pattern as the attention does not change substantially over time.
Also, we repeat the analysis, with a varying threshold for watching
a video until the end (between 50% and 90%), finding that our results
still hold even when considering a less strict threshold for inferring
when a video is watched until the end.
The TikTok participants have an increased video interaction
over time and they tend to like more videos from following
accounts. Next, we look into the interaction signal and how it
changes over time. Fig. 9 shows how the Interaction signal (i.e.,
percentage of videos that are liked) changes over time, following
the same approach as before. We observe a substantially different
pattern compared to the attention signal; the participants’ interac-
tions increase over time for both videos coming from followings
and non-followings (from 6% to 12% for videos from non-followings,
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Figure 10: Comparison of video characteristics for videos from followings and non-followings. Videos from following accounts
tend to be less popular, tend to have higher duration, and tend to be newer when compared to videos from non-followings.

and from 12% to 18% for videos from followings, after 120 days),
while at the same time, videos from followings receive more in-
teraction compared to videos from non-followings. The increased
interaction on videos from the followings is expected since the
participants already expressed explicit interest in those accounts
and the following accounts are more likely to be similar to the
participants (e.g., be friends), which increases the probability to like
their content [20].
What are likely reasons why videos from non-following ac-
counts receive more attention? Previously, we showed that the
participants paid less attention to videos from non-followings than
from followings, which is counter-intuitive since the participants ex-
plicitly expressed interest in that content by following the accounts.
To further understand this phenomenon, here we analyze the videos
coming from followings vs. non-followings by comparing various
video characteristics. We focus on three video characteristics:

• Video Popularity:The number of times each video is played
on TikTok. We aim to assess whether videos from followings
are more popular than videos from non-followings or vice
versa.

• Video Duration: The duration of the video in seconds. We
aim to assess whether there are differences regarding the
video duration for videos from followings vs. videos from
non-followings.

• Video Age: The difference between the video’s creation date
and the date that our participant watched the video. We aim
to assess whether videos from followings are newer than
those from non-following.

Fig. 10 shows the three above-mentioned video characteristics for
videos from followings and non-followings. We observe that videos
from non-followings are significantly more popular compared to
videos from followings (median: 755K vs.median: 85K, see Fig. 10(a)),
which might be the underlying reason why the participants have
increased attention to these videos. In other words, the participants
are more likely to watch until the end videos from non-followings,
likely because they are more compelling to users, hence being more
popular on TikTok compared to videos from followings. With re-
spect to the other video characteristics, we find that videos from
the followings have slightly higher video duration (Q1: 11 vs. Q1:

10 and Q3: 35 vs.Q3: 30, for followings and non-followings, respec-
tively), while for video age we find that videos from followings
tend to be newer compared to videos from non-followings (median:
3.29 days vs. median: 1.21 days for followings and non-followings,
respectively). The differences between the videos from followings
and non-followings across all three characteristics are statistically
significant, as confirmed by t-tests (𝑝 < 0.05). Overall, this analysis
highlights that TikTok users are likely to have increased attention to
videos from non-followings because they are more popular among
TikTok users (as determined by the overall play count on TikTok).
This finding is particularly interesting, especially when considering
the fact that the participants have a stable consumption of videos
from followings over time (see Fig. 5(b)). Taken altogether, our re-
sults might indicate that TikTok’s algorithmic recommendations
limit the number of videos from following accounts with the goal
of maximizing users’ attention and retention to the platform.
Take-Aways. The main take-away points from our engagement
analysis are:

• A large percentage of videos are not watched till the end
(55%), and most of the participants watched until the end
30%-50% of their recommended videos.

• The attention of the participants is stable over time, and
TikTok users tend to watch until the end more videos from
non-following accounts compared to videos from following
accounts.

• Videos from non-following accounts are significantly more
popular on TikTok compared to videos from following ac-
counts, which likely explains why the participants were
more likely to watch them until the end and why TikTok
is limiting the recommendation of videos from following
accounts (median of 10% that is stable over time).

• The user interaction by liking videos has an increasing trend
over time; we find a 2× increase after 120 days for videos
from followings and a 1.5× increase for videos from non-
followings.

6 DISCUSSION & CONCLUSION
In this work, we performed the first empirical analysis of how
people engagewith short-format videos by undertaking a case study
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on TikTok. We implemented a data donation system, recruited 347
users, and collected 9.2M video views. By analyzing our dataset, we
shed some light on how people engage with short-format videos
and how their engagement changes over time. We argue that our
study is an important step toward understanding the effectiveness
of intelligent information retrieval systems recommending short-
format videos to users. Below, we discuss our main findings and
their implications, the lessons learned by undertaking our data
donation, and the limitations of our study.

6.1 User Engagement on TikTok
Increasing number of video views and time spent over time.
Our analysis shows that the participants spend considerable time
daily on TikTok and watch many videos, more so than on other
popular video platforms like YouTube [37]. Also, we find that over
time, the participants spent an increasing time on the platform,
which highlights the need to further explore how addictive the plat-
form is [39], especially when considering that TikTok is extremely
popular among people of younger age (e.g., teens). In particular, we
believe that future work should focus on understanding the role
of recommendation algorithms in users’ experience and potential
issues that may arise from recommending short-format videos that
the user finds engaging (e.g., addictive behavior). Overall, we argue
that it is important that platforms like TikTok design and offer
appropriate well-being nudges that inform users who are spending
an increasing amount of time watching videos in an attempt to
avoid the development of addiction or other health issues from the
continuous exposure of TikTok content (e.g., sleep deprivation).
Note that TikTok, since 2022, has in place the infrastructure and
features for such nudges [40]. However, users have to explicitly opt-
in for these features. We argue that such nudges should be in place
by default, assuming that they do not lead to detrimental effects
in terms of user autonomy and user engagement. We emphasize
the need for further research that aims to analyze and understand
the interplay of these nudges and how it affects user autonomy
and/or user engagement in short-format video platforms like Tik-
Tok. Overall, we believe that such barriers are even more important
on short-format video platforms, which offer an endless stream of
recommended short videos since people can watch many videos,
and the platform utilizes an algorithm that aims to maximize users’
attention and retention.
Engagement for videos from following accounts. Our analysis
shows that the TikTok participants watch more videos until the
end for videos coming from non-following accounts compared to
videos from following accounts (between 44%-46% vs. 38%-42%).
Looking into the underlying reason for this phenomenon, we find
that videos from non-following accounts are, in general, more pop-
ular on TikTok, which might be the reason why the participants
watched more of such videos until the end (since they are popular
and might be more engaging compared to something that they
already know since it originates from following accounts). At the
same time, we find that, while the participants followmore accounts
over time, the percentage of videos from accounts they follow does
not increase over time, which likely indicates that the recommenda-
tion algorithm limits the prevalence of the recommended content
originating from accounts users follow. This likely indicates that

the recommendation algorithm limits the prevalence of recommen-
dations originating from the users’ social networks, possibly in
an attempt to further explore users’ interests (i.e., recommending
videos to explore if the users are interested by receiving implicit
feedback like the time spent watching the video). Finally, when
considering user engagement by liking videos, we find that the par-
ticipants are more likely to like videos from accounts they follow
compared to those they do not follow, which is somewhat expected
since users usually like content from accounts that might be their
friends or they share other similarities with, to send them a direct
signal and boost their confidence or self-esteem [10].
Video Attention and Algorithmic Recommendations. Our re-
sults show that only 45% of the video views are watched until the
end, that 70% of the participants watched until the end between 30%
and 50% of all the videos in their watch history, and that the partici-
pants’ attention (i.e., watching until the end) does not increase over
time. There are multiple possible explanations for this phenomenon.
On the one hand, it is likely that the recommendation algorithm
tries to maximize users’ attention by recommending videos that are
likely to be watched until the end, however, the task of predicting
attention on short-format videos is too hard or the user signals are
too noisy. Another possible explanation is that the recommendation
algorithm can actually do a better job in recommending videos that
will be watched until the end but refrain from doing so to increase
overall user attention or retention on the platform. That is, the
recommendation algorithm is using “Reinforcement to increase
behavior” [18] by mixing positive reinforcement (i.e., videos that
are likely to be watched until the end) with some negative rein-
forcement (i.e., videos that are likely to be skipped by the users).
The inclusion of negative reinforcement is a known phenomenon
in Psychology, and it was shown to contribute to addictive behav-
ior in gambling [63] or drug use [27]. Nevertheless, future work
is needed to demystify whether the task of recommending short-
format videos is hard or whether the recommendation algorithm
intentionally includes some negative reinforcement, which can lead
to long-term user retention/attention on the platform.

6.2 Data Donation Systems and Design
Considerations

Designing a data donation system that uses citizen science to obtain
data requires considerations of many factors [60]. Here, we discuss
some of our considerations and provide details on lessons learned
from designing and deploying our data donation system.
User recruitment. In this work, our initial goal was to recruit
participants exclusively from the U.S., which is why we targeted
people from the U.S. on Facebook and explicitly mentioned that we
were recruiting U.S. people in our Twitter post. Despite our initial
goal and our ads, our data donation systemwas publicly available to
anyone, and we did not limit access to people coming from specific
regions. Hence, we obtained a substantial number of participants
from other regions as well (e.g., Africa). Future work that aims
to recruit participants from specific regions or with other restric-
tions should implement measures that ensure participants meet the
study’s requirements. One way to do this is by limiting access to the
system to specific IP addresses that come from the region/country of
interest. Despite this, we believe that obtaining global datasets can
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be extremely useful to the research community. Given the extensive
documentation of bias in academic research toward samples from
WEIRD – western educated industrialized, rich, and democratic –
participant populations [31], collecting global datasets can assist
in holistically understanding social phenomena through the Web.
Overall, given that few studies in the research community study
user behavior in, for instance, Africa, we encourage future work
that similarly focuses on a diverse population.
Malicious users and assessing the quality of donations.During
our recruitment and data donation procedures, we noticed 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 mul-
tiple times with different email addresses) 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 entire 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 follow-
ing recommendations. Researchers implementing data donation
systems should design and implement specific countermeasures to
detect malicious users who try to donate “useless” data. Concretely,
developers of data donation systems should implement features to
detect duplicate or near-duplicate donations similar to the ones we
implemented. In addition, to overcome the problem of people creat-
ing new accounts for the sake of donating their data, data donation
systems can be developed in such a way that they only accept dona-
tions that meet a minimum number of days of activity. For instance,
in our case, our donation system rejected all donations where the
donation lifespan (i.e., the difference between the last video view
and the first video view) was less than three months. Finally, in
our work, we did not notice any attempts 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 donate
their data for research purposes with monetary incentives high-
lights 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 do-
nation infrastructures is the underlying pricing mechanism since
this may affect how willing potential participants will be to do-
nate their data. For our data donation infrastructure, 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 were 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 will
likely affect participant recruitment. We made two design choices
in an effort to enhance participant trust. First, we provided 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 investigate 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 collecting
and analyzing user-donated data from TikTok, we noticed some
missing data for all the participants (i.e., there was 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. Neverthe-
less, this prompts the need for systematic audits of social media
platforms to assess the platforms’ compliance with the access rights
of data subjects. Future work can design controlled experiments to
assess how accurate and comprehensive the data provided by plat-
forms 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.
Versality of Data Donation System. While in this work, we
demonstrated the applicability of data donation systems on Tik-
Tok, we argue that the same methodology can be applied to other
social media platforms. During this work, we downloaded GDPR
data dumps from other platforms (e.g., YouTube Shorts, Instagram,
Facebook, Twitter, etc.) to check and assess whether similar data do-
nationmethodologies can be applied.We observed that all platforms
provide data dumps, with varying degrees of data included, which
indicates that performing studies via data donations is a promising
avenue for future research. As part of our future work, we aim to
expand our data donation system to support data donations from
other platforms like YouTube Shorts.

6.3 Limitations
We conclude our work with our study’s limitations with respect to
the data collection and user recruitment, as well as our analysis’s
limitations.
Data Collection & User Recruitment. First, our analysis relies
on a dataset that comprises a small number of participants (347
TikTok users across the globe). The dataset does not cover a full
range of user demographics (e.g., age, gender, geography, see Sec-
tion 4). Due to a lack of public information about the demographics
of TikTok’s user base, we cannot draw conclusions about the rep-
resentativeness of the dataset. Despite this limitation, our results
offer a first investigation into how people consume and engage
with content on TikTok. Second, the video metadata collection was
done post-hoc, hence we are unable to obtain a holistic view of all
videos referenced in the data since approximately 17% of all videos
were not accessible during the video metadata collection period.
Third, the dataset focuses on a single platform (TikTok), hence we
are unable to make comparisons with other platforms. Obtaining
behavioral traces across multiple platforms is challenging due to
diverse features on each platform and differences in the data pro-
vided using data access requests across platforms (e.g., YouTube not
providing the like data). Finally, the recruitment methodology of
the dataset might introduce some biases as it is likely that recruited
participants are, in general, more willing to donate their behavioral
traces for research purposes than other TikTok users. Additionally,
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given the extensive documentation of bias in academic research
toward samples from WEIRD – western educated industrialized,
rich, and democratic – participant populations (see, e.g., the study
from Linxen et al. [31]), we analyzed a dataset that includes partici-
pants across the globe. Given that few studies in academia measure
social media user engagement in, e.g., Africa, we encourage future
work that similarly focuses on a diverse user population, which can
serve to evaluate the representativeness of the dataset.
Analysis. Our analysis has some limitations that are worth men-
tioning. First, our participants started using TikTok at different
periods, and while we aligned the viewing histories in our analysis,
we can not assess whether the collected dataset represents a stable
state for each participant. That is, some participants may have just
started using the platform and be excited about using a new plat-
form. Second, our engagement analysis focuses on the participants’
liking behavior. While commenting and sharing videos is a cru-
cial engagement signal, we focused on likes as the overwhelming
majority of the user engagement is done via likes in our dataset,
and because of the fact that we do not have information about
the videos, comments were made on. Third, our analysis of user
attention (i.e., how many videos are watched till the end) does not
consider a potential ceiling effect (i.e., users having limited time to
view videos). A ceiling effect will lead to users raising their bar on
what to watch till the end, leading to the stagnation of the atten-
tion metric. Also, our work does not analyze user retention on the
platform or users who drop from the platform (i.e., users who stop
using the platform). We believe that this is a fascinating avenue
for future work; we do not perform this analysis in this work, as
it will require a new data collection and recruitment methodology.
This is because, when recruiting TikTok users, we required them
to be active on TikTok for at least the last three months. Therefore,
our dataset only includes data for active users on TikTok, and we
do not have any data about lost users. Additionally, our analysis
makes some assumptions about the direct relationship and influ-
ence of the recommendation algorithm on user engagement. It is
possible that there are other confounding factors that might affect
user engagement beyond the recommendation algorithm and are
not accounted for in our work. Another important limitation is
that even though the data obtained via donations are quite detailed,
some of our results are based on inferences, such as the 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 methodology
by [19]. Therefore, our results based on the time spent on the plat-
form should be considered lower-bound results, as we exclude all
the video views at the end of each inferred session. To conclude,
many of our limitations reflect fundamental challenges with data
donation and data analysis on data donated by real users directly
to study and audit closed platforms externally.

REFERENCES
[1] Jack Bandy and Nicholas Diakopoulos. 2020. #TulsaFlop: A Case Study of

Algorithmically-Influenced Collective Action on TikTok. In FAccTRec.
[2] Corey H Basch, Zoe Meleo-Erwin, Joseph Fera, Christie Jaime, and Charles E

Basch. 2021. A global pandemic in the time of viral memes: COVID-19 vaccine
misinformation and disinformation on TikTok. Human Vaccines & Immunothera-
peutics 17, 8 (2021), 2373–2377.

[3] Corey H Basch, Bhavya Yalamanchili, and Joseph Fera. 2022. # Climate change
on TikTok: a content analysis of videos. Journal of community health 47, 1 (2022),

163–167.
[4] BBC. 2021. TikTok named as the most downloaded app of 2020. https://www.

bbc.com/news/business-58155103.
[5] Matthew Bietz, Kevin Patrick, and Cinnamon Bloss. 2019. Data donation as a

model for citizen science health research. Citizen Science: Theory and Practice 4,
1 (2019).

[6] Maximilian Boeker and Aleksandra Urman. 2022. An Empirical Investigation of
Personalization Factors on TikTok. In Proceedings of the ACM Web Conference
2022. 2298–2309. https://doi.org/10.1145/3485447.3512102

[7] Laura Boeschoten, Jef Ausloos, Judith E. Möller, Theo Araujo, and Daniel L.
Oberski. 2022. A framework for privacy preserving digital trace data collection
through data donation. Computational Communication Research 4, 2 (2022),
388–423. https://doi.org/10.5117/CCR2022.2.002.BOES

[8] Christina Bucknell Bossen and Rita Kottasz. 2020. Uses and gratifications sought
by pre-adolescent and adolescent TikTok consumers. Young consumers (2020).

[9] Kaitlyn Burnell, Madeleine J George, Allycen R Kurup, Marion K Underwood,
and Robert A Ackerman. 2021. Associations between self-reports and device-
reports of social networking site use: an application of the truth and bias model.
Communication methods and measures 15, 2 (2021), 156–163.

[10] Anthony L Burrow and Nicolette Rainone. 2017. How many likes did I get?:
Purpose moderates links between positive social media feedback and self-esteem.
Journal of Experimental Social Psychology 69 (2017), 232–236.

[11] Xavier Caddle, Ashwaq Alsoubai, Afsaneh Razi, Seunghyun Kim, Shiza Ali, Gi-
anluca Stringhini, Munmun De Choudhury, and Pamela Wisniewski. 2021. In-
stagram Data Donation: A Case for Partnering with Social Media Platforms to
Protect Adolescents Online. In ACM Conference on Human Factors in Computing
Systems (CHI 2021)/Social Media as a Design and Research Site in HCI: Mapping
Out Opportunities and Envisioning Future Uses Workshop.

[12] Qiang Chen, Chen Min, Wei Zhang, Xiaoyue Ma, Richard Evans, et al. 2021.
Factors driving citizen engagement with government TikTok accounts during
the COVID-19 pandemic: Model development and analysis. Journal of medical
internet research 23, 2 (2021), e21463.

[13] Zicheng Cheng and Yanlin Li. 2023. Like, Comment, and Share on TikTok: Explor-
ing the Effect of Sentiment and Second-Person View on the User Engagementwith
TikTok News Videos. Social Science Computer Review (2023), 08944393231178603.

[14] European Commision. 2016. General Data Protection Regulation. https://eur-
lex.europa.eu/eli/reg/2016/679/oj.

[15] Sindhu Kiranmai Ernala, Moira Burke, Alex Leavitt, and Nicole B Ellison. 2020.
How well do people report time spent on Facebook? An evaluation of established
survey questionswith recommendations. In Proceedings of the 2020 CHI Conference
on Human Factors in Computing Systems. 1–14.

[16] Facebook. 2021. Unlock your creativity with Reels on Facebook. https://www.
facebook.com/creators/reels-for-facebook.

[17] Leah R Fowler, Lauren Schoen, Hadley Stevens Smith, and Stephanie R Morain.
2021. Sex education on TikTok: a content analysis of themes. Health Promotion
Practice (2021), 15248399211031536.

[18] Michael S Gazzaniga, Todd FHeatherton, andDiane FHalpern. 2010. Psychological
science. WW Norton New York.

[19] Aaron Halfaker, Os Keyes, Daniel Kluver, Jacob Thebault-Spieker, Tien Nguyen,
Kenneth Shores, Anuradha Uduwage, and Morten Warncke-Wang. 2015. User
session identification based on strong regularities in inter-activity time. In Pro-
ceedings of the 24th International Conference on World Wide Web. 410–418.

[20] Adam J Hampton, Amanda N Fisher Boyd, and Susan Sprecher. 2019. You’re
like me and I like you: Mediators of the similarity–liking link assessed before
and after a getting-acquainted social interaction. Journal of Social and Personal
Relationships 36, 7 (2019), 2221–2244.

[21] Instagram. 2021. Introducing Instagram Reels. https://about.instagram.com/blog/
announcements/introducing-instagram-reels-announcement.

[22] Mansoor Iqbal. 2022. TikTok Revenue and Usage Statistics (2022). https:
//www.businessofapps.com/data/tik-tok-statistics/

[23] Nadia Karizat, Dan Delmonaco, Motahhare Eslami, and Nazanin Andalibi. 2021.
Algorithmic folk theories and identity: How TikTok users co-produce Knowledge
of identity and engage in algorithmic resistance. Proceedings of the ACM on
Human-Computer Interaction 5, CSCW2 (2021), 1–44.

[24] D Bondy Valdovinos Kaye, Jing Zeng, and Patrik Wikstrom. 2022. TikTok: Cre-
ativity and culture in short video. John Wiley & Sons.

[25] M Laeeq Khan. 2017. Social media engagement:Whatmotivates user participation
and consumption on YouTube? Computers in human behavior 66 (2017), 236–247.

[26] Daniel Klug, Yiluo Qin, Morgan Evans, and Geoff Kaufman. 2021. Trick and
please. A mixed-method study on user assumptions about the TikTok algorithm.
In 13th ACM Web Science Conference 2021. 84–92.

[27] George F Koob. 2013. Negative reinforcement in drug addiction: the darkness
within. Current opinion in neurobiology 23, 4 (2013), 559–563.

[28] Mounia Lalmas, Heather O’Brien, and Elad Yom-Tov. 2022. Measuring user
engagement. Springer Nature.

[29] Chen Ling, Jeremy Blackburn, Emiliano De Cristofaro, and Gianluca Stringhini.
2022. Slapping Cats, Bopping Heads, and Oreo Shakes: Understanding Indicators
of Virality in TikTok Short Videos. (2022), 164–173. https://doi.org/10.1145/

https://www.bbc.com/news/business-58155103
https://www.bbc.com/news/business-58155103
https://doi.org/10.1145/3485447.3512102
https://doi.org/10.5117/CCR2022.2.002.BOES
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/eli/reg/2016/679/oj
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/eli/reg/2016/679/oj
https://www.facebook.com/creators/reels-for-facebook
https://www.facebook.com/creators/reels-for-facebook
https://about.instagram.com/blog/announcements/introducing-instagram-reels-announcement
https://about.instagram.com/blog/announcements/introducing-instagram-reels-announcement
https://www.businessofapps.com/data/tik-tok-statistics/
https://www.businessofapps.com/data/tik-tok-statistics/
https://doi.org/10.1145/3501247.3531551
https://doi.org/10.1145/3501247.3531551


Analyzing User Engagement with TikTok’s Short Format Video Recommendations using Data Donations CHI ’24, May 11–16, 2024, Honolulu, HI, USA

3501247.3531551
[30] Chen Ling, Krishna P. Gummadi, and Savvas Zannettou. 2023. "Learn the Facts

About COVID-19": Analyzing the Use of Warning Labels on TikTok Videos.
Proceedings of the International AAAI Conference on Web and Social Media 17, 1
(2023), 554–565. https://doi.org/10.1609/icwsm.v17i1.22168

[31] Sebastian Linxen, Christian Sturm, Florian Brühlmann, Vincent Cassau, Klaus
Opwis, and Katharina Reinecke. 2021. How weird is CHI?. In Proceedings of the
2021 chi conference on human factors in computing systems. 1–14.

[32] Ioana Literat and Neta Kligler-Vilenchik. 2021. How Popular Culture Prompts
Youth Collective Political Expression and Cross-Cutting Political Talk on So-
cial Media: A Cross-Platform Analysis. Social Media+ Society 7, 2 (2021),
20563051211008821.

[33] Xing Lu, Zhicong Lu, and Changqing Liu. 2020. Exploring TikTok use and non-
use practices and experiences in China. In International conference on human-
computer interaction. Springer, 57–70.

[34] Amalie Macgowan. 2020. The TikTok Algorithm Knew My Sexuality Better Than
I Did. https://repeller.com/tiktok-algorithm-bisexual/.

[35] Aisha Malik. 2022. TikTok expands max video length to 10 minutes, up from 3
minutes. https://techcrunch.com/2022/02/28/tiktok-expands-max-video-length-
to-10-minutes-up-from-3-minutes/.

[36] Alexandra Masciantonio, David Bourguignon, Pierre Bouchat, Manon Balty, and
Bernard Rimé. 2021. Don’t put all social network sites in one basket: Facebook,
Instagram, Twitter, TikTok, and their relations with well-being during the COVID-
19 pandemic. PloS one 16, 3 (2021), e0248384.

[37] Stacey McLachlan. 2022. 23 YouTube Stats That Matter to Marketers in 2022.
https://blog.hootsuite.com/youtube-stats-marketers/.

[38] Ivan Mehta. 2023. Twitter’s restrictive API may leave researchers out in the
cold . https://techcrunch.com/2023/02/14/twitters-restrictive-api-may-leave-
researchers-out-in-the-cold.

[39] Kevser Zeynep Meral. 2021. Social media short video-sharing TikTok application
and ethics: data privacy and addiction issues. In Multidisciplinary approaches to
ethics in the digital era. IGI Global, 147–165.

[40] Stephanie Mlot. 2022. TikTok Starts Reminding Users to Stop Scrolling and Go Do
Something Else. https://www.pcmag.com/news/tiktok-starts-reminding-users-
to-stop-scrolling-and-go-do-something-else.

[41] Netflix. 2021. Wanna See Something Funny? Fast Laughs Is Here. https://about.
netflix.com/en/news/fast-laughs-is-here.

[42] Heather L O’Brien and Elaine G Toms. 2008. What is user engagement? A
conceptual framework for defining user engagement with technology. Journal of
the American society for Information Science and Technology 59, 6 (2008), 938–955.

[43] Bahiyah Omar and Wang Dequan. 2020. Watch, share or create: The influence of
personality traits and user motivation on TikTok mobile video usage. (2020).

[44] Minsu Park, Mor Naaman, and Jonah Berger. 2016. A data-driven study of view
duration on youtube. In Proceedings of the International AAAI Conference on Web
and Social Media, Vol. 10. 651–654.

[45] Douglas A Parry, Brittany I Davidson, Craig JR Sewall, Jacob T Fisher, Hannah
Mieczkowski, and Daniel S Quintana. 2021. A systematic review and meta-
analysis of discrepancies between logged and self-reported digital media use.
Nature Human Behaviour 5, 11 (2021), 1535–1547.

[46] Vidya Purushothaman, Tiana McMann, Matthew Nali, Zhuoran Li, Raphael
Cuomo, Tim K Mackey, et al. 2022. Content analysis of nicotine poisoning (nic
sick) videos on TikTok: retrospective observational infodemiology study. Journal
of medical internet research 24, 3 (2022), e34050.

[47] Caitlin M Rivers and Bryan L Lewis. 2014. Ethical research standards in a world
of big data. F1000Research 3 (2014).

[48] Sebastian Scherr and Kexin Wang. 2021. Explaining the success of social media
with gratification niches: Motivations behind daytime, nighttime, and active use
of TikTok in China. Computers in Human Behavior 124 (2021), 106893.

[49] Lanyu Shang, Ziyi Kou, Yang Zhang, and Dong Wang. 2021. A Multimodal
Misinformation Detector for COVID-19 Short Videos on TikTok. In 2021 IEEE
International Conference on Big Data (Big Data). IEEE, 899–908.

[50] Ellen Simpson and Bryan Semaan. 2021. For You, or For" You"? Everyday LGBTQ+
Encounters with TikTok. Proceedings of the ACM on human-computer interaction
4, CSCW3 (2021), 1–34.

[51] Ben Smith. 2021. How TikTok Reads Your Mind. https://www.nytimes.com/2021/
12/05/business/media/tiktok-algorithm.html.

[52] Shijie Song, Xiang Xue, Yuxiang Chris Zhao, Jinhao Li, Qinghua Zhu, Mingming
Zhao, et al. 2021. Short-video apps as a health information source for chronic
obstructive pulmonary disease: information quality assessment of TikTok videos.
Journal of medical Internet research 23, 12 (2021), e28318.

[53] James T Spartz, Leona Yi-Fan Su, Robert Griffin, Dominique Brossard, and Sharon
Dunwoody. 2017. YouTube, social norms and perceived salience of climate change
in the American mind. Environmental Communication 11, 1 (2017), 1–16.

[54] WSJ Staff. 2021. Inside TikTok’s Algorithm: A WSJ Video Investigation. https:
//www.wsj.com/articles/tiktok-algorithm-video-investigation-11626877477.

[55] Veronika Strotbaum, Monika Pobiruchin, Björn Schreiweis, Martin Wiesner, and
Brigitte Strahwald. 2019. Your data is gold–Data donation for better healthcare?
It-Information Technology 61, 5-6 (2019), 219–229.

[56] Li Sun, Haoqi Zhang, Songyang Zhang, and Jiebo Luo. 2020. Content-based
analysis of the cultural differences between TikTok and Douyin. In 2020 IEEE
International Conference on Big Data (Big Data). IEEE, 4779–4786.

[57] David Teather. 2022. Unofficial TikTok API in Python. https://github.com/
davidteather/TikTok-Api.

[58] Joe Tidy and Sophia Smith Galer. 2020. https://www.bbc.com/news/technology-
53640724. https://www.bbc.com/news/technology-53640724

[59] TikTok. 2020. How Tiktok recommends videos #ForYou. https://newsroom.
tiktok.com/en-us/how-tiktok-recommends-videos-for-you/

[60] Ramine Tinati, Max Van Kleek, Elena Simperl, Markus Luczak-Rösch, Robert
Simpson, and Nigel Shadbolt. 2015. Designing for citizen data analysis: A cross-
sectional case study of a multi-domain citizen science platform. In Proceedings
of the 33rd Annual ACM Conference on Human Factors in Computing Systems.
4069–4078.

[61] Irene Van Driel, Anastasia Giachanou, J Loes Pouwels, Laura Boeschoten, Ine
Beyens, Patti M Valkenburg, et al. 2021. Promises and Pitfalls of Instagram Data
Donations. (2021).

[62] Tim Verbeij, J Loes Pouwels, Ine Beyens, and Patti M Valkenburg. 2021. The accu-
racy and validity of self-reported social media use measures among adolescents.
Computers in Human Behavior Reports 3 (2021), 100090.

[63] Jeffrey N Weatherly, Joseph C Miller, and Heather K Terrell. 2011. Testing the
construct validity of the gambling functional assessment–revised. Behavior
Modification 35, 6 (2011), 553–569.

[64] Miranda Wei, Madison Stamos, Sophie Veys, Nathan Reitinger, Justin Goodman,
Margot Herman, Dorota Filipczuk, Ben Weinshel, Michelle L Mazurek, and Blase
Ur. 2020. What Twitter knows: Characterizing ad targeting practices, user per-
ceptions, and ad explanations through users’ own Twitter data. In 29th USENIX
Security Symposium (USENIX Security 20). 145–162.

[65] Gabriel Weimann and Natalie Masri. 2020. Research note: spreading hate on
TikTok. Studies in conflict & terrorism (2020), 1–14.

[66] Gabriel Weimann and Natalie Masri. 2021. TikTok’s Spiral of Antisemitism.
Journalism and Media 2, 4 (2021), 697–708.

[67] Kyle Wiggers. 2023. Reddit will begin charging for access to its API . https://
techcrunch.com/2023/04/18/reddit-will-begin-charging-for-access-to-its-api/.

[68] Shiyu Yang, Dominique Brossard, Dietram A Scheufele, and Michael A Xenos.
2022. The science of YouTube: What factors influence user engagement with
online science videos? Plos one 17, 5 (2022), e0267697.

[69] Anthony Yeung, Enoch Ng, and Elia Abi-Jaoude. 2022. TikTok and Attention-
Deficit/Hyperactivity Disorder: A Cross-Sectional Study of Social Media Content
Quality. The Canadian Journal of Psychiatry (2022), 07067437221082854.

[70] YouTube. 2020. Get started with YouTube Shorts. https://support.google.com/
youtube/answer/10059070?hl=en.

[71] Jing Zeng and Crystal Abidin. 2021. ‘# OkBoomer, time to meet the Zoomers’:
studying the memefication of intergenerational politics on TikTok. Information,
Communication & Society 24, 16 (2021), 2459–2481.

[72] Jing Zeng and D Bondy Valdovinos Kaye. 2022. From content moderation to
visibility moderation: A case study of platform governance on TikTok. Policy &
Internet 14, 1 (2022), 79–95.

[73] Lixin Zou, Long Xia, Zhuoye Ding, Jiaxing Song, Weidong Liu, and Dawei Yin.
2019. Reinforcement learning to optimize long-term user engagement in recom-
mender systems. In Proceedings of the 25th ACM SIGKDD International Conference
on Knowledge Discovery & Data Mining. 2810–2818.

A COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS ACROSS
REGIONS

Our dataset is quite diverse regarding the users’ geographical lo-
cations, with most users being from North/Central America and
Africa. Here, we undertake a comparative analysis of user behavior
and engagement across the various geographical locations in our
dataset. Fig. 11 shows the number of videos watched and time spent
per day by participants across multiple regions in our dataset. We
observe that the general trend of increasing number of videos and
time spent daily over time holds for participants, irrespective of
their geographical region. Also, we note that in our dataset, partici-
pants from North/Central America tend to watch more videos daily
and spend more time on TikTok than participants from Africa or
other geographical regions.

With respect to the number of video views from accounts that
our participants follow, we find no substantial differences across
the demographic regions. Specifically, by considering all the video
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Figure 11: Changes in the volume of watched videos and time
spent on TikTok over time for participants across regions.
We observe that over time, for all geographical regions, there
is an increase in the volume of videos watched per day and
the daily time spent on TikTok.
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Figure 12: Average number of video views from users that
our participants already followed for participants across ge-
ographical regions.
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Figure 13: Changes in the Attention metric (mean number of
watched till the end videos) and engagement through liking
for participants across various geographical regions. We re-
port average values for participants grouped based on their
geographical regions.

views in our dataset, we find that participants from North/Central
America watched 10.91% of their videos from accounts they already
followed, while for participants from Africa and Other regions,
we find a percentage of 10.72% and 8.28%, respectively. Also, by
looking into how the number of videos from following accounts
changes over time for participants across geographical regions
(see Fig. 12), we find no substantial differences across geographical
regions. Overall, these results show that the recommendation algo-
rithm recommends a similar proportion of videos from accounts
that a user already follows, irrespective of a user’s geographical
location.

We also plot the changes over time in terms of the Attention met-
ric and the percentage of videos that are liked by participants across
the various geographical regions in Fig. 13. Similarly to the aggre-
gate results (for all participants), we observe that the Attention
metric is stable over time, indicating that irrespective of the partici-
pants’ geographical region, participants watch a similar percentage
of videos till the end (see Fig. 13(a)). Concerning the participants’
engagement through liking videos, we observe some differences
across the participants based on their geographical regions. For
participants from North/Central America, we observe a substantial
increase in the percentage of liked videos, from 6% to 16% after 120
days. On the other hand, for participants from Africa, we observe
that the engagement via liking videos increases for the first 15 days
(from 6% to 10%), and then the liking behavior becomes more stable
with participants liking between 6% and 8% of videos per day).

Taken altogether, this comparative analysis shows that, based
on our dataset, the participants’ activity, with the exception of
liking behavior over time for participants in Africa, does not exhibit
substantial differences.
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