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ABSTRACT
Humans are social animals and they interact with differ-
ent communities of friends to conduct different activities.
The literature shows that human mobility is constrained by
their social relations as well as geographic constraints. In
this paper, we investigate the social impact of a person’s
communities on his mobility, instead of all friends from his
online social networks. This can be particularly useful, as
not all online friends are really true friends and certain be-
haviors are influenced by specific communities but not all
friends. To achieve our goal, we first develop a measure to
characterize a person’s social diversity, which we term ‘com-
munity entropy’. Through analysis of a real-life dataset, we
demonstrate that a person’s mobility is influenced only by a
small fraction of his communities and the influence depends
on the social contexts of the communities. We then exploit
machine learning techniques to develop two models captur-
ing features of communities and friends separately to predict
the location of persons’ future movement. Experimental re-
sults show that the model based on communities leads to
more effective predictions.

Categories and Subject Descriptors
H.2.8 [Database Management]: Database Applications—
Data mining

General Terms
Algorithms, theory, experiments

Keywords
Human mobility, social networks, network communities

1. INTRODUCTION
Humans are social animals, everyone is a part of the so-

ciety and gets influences from it. For example, our daily
behaviors, such as what types of music we listen to, where
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we have lunch on weekdays and what activities we conduct
on weekends are largely dependent on our social relations.
Normally, we categorize our social relations into different
groups, i.e., social communities, using different criteria and
considerations. By definition, a community is a social unit
of any size that shares common values.1 Typical communi-
ties include family, close friends, colleagues and etc. In daily
life, humans are engaged in various social environments, and
they interact with different communities depending on the
environments. For our specific behaviors, social influences,
in most of cases, are not from all our friends but from cer-
tain communities. For example, we listen to similar types
of music as our close friends, but not our parents; we have
lunch together with our colleagues on weekdays, but not our
college friends living in another city; on weekends we spend
more time with family, but not our colleagues.

Location-based social network services (LBSNs) have been
booming during the past five years. Representative services
include Foursquare, Gowalla and Facebook Places. Nowa-
days, it is common for a user to attach his location when he
publishes a status or photo using his online social network
account. Moreover, users may just share their locations,
called check-in, to tell their friends where they are or to
engage in social games as in Foursquare. Since these large
amount of location and social relation data become available,
studying human mobility, one of the most common behav-
iors of human being, and its connection with social relation-
ships become quantitatively possible (e.g., [13, 7, 6, 26, 11,
5]). Understanding human mobility can lead to compelling
applications including location recommendation [34, 31, 33,
10, 16], urban planning [32], immigration patterns [3], etc.

Previous works, including [1, 4, 7, 25], show that human
mobility is indeed influenced by social factors. However,
there is one common shortcoming: they all treat friends of
users equally. First, in online social networks some of a user’s
friends are not his real friends, and the links may be created
randomly or due to other malicious purposes [17]. These
friends have little influence on users’ behaviors. Second,
even only considering real friends, similar to other social be-
haviors, in most cases mobility is only influenced by commu-
nities but not all friends. For example, the aforementioned
colleagues can influence the place a user goes for lunch but
probably have nothing to do with his weekend plans. Mean-
while, where a user visits on weekends largely depend on
his friends or family, but not his colleagues. Therefore, the
impact on a user’s mobility should be considered from the
perspectives of communities instead of all friends.

1http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Community
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Contributions. In this paper, we aim to study the im-
pact from communities on a user’s mobility and predict his
locations based on his community information.

First, we analyze the community influences on users’ mo-
bility and our main conclusions include: (1) In general, fake
or random friends don’t have impact on users’ mobility; (2)
Community’s influence on users’ mobility is stronger than
their friends’; (3) Users with higher social diversity are more
influenced by their communities. Moreover, when investigat-
ing the impact of communities closely, we find that each user
is only influenced by a small number of his communities; and
such influence is typically constrained by temporal and spa-
tial contexts. Second, we predict users’ locations using their
community information. The results on a real-life dataset
show that the community-based predictor outperforms the
one based on friends.

Organization. After the introduction, we present a few
preliminaries and our dataset in Sect. 2. Then we describe
the community detection process in Sect. 3. Community
and friends impact on users’ mobility are analyzed and com-
pared in Sect. 4. Sect. 5 analyzes the properties of com-
munities that impose influences on user’s mobility in more
detail. Based on our analysis, we propose a location predic-
tor with features linked to community information in Sect. 6
and present experimental results on a real-life dataset. We
discuss related work in Sect. 7 and conclude our paper with
some future work in Sect. 8.

2. PRELIMINARIES
We summarize the notations in Sect. 2.1 and briefly dis-

cuss the dataset we use throughout the paper in Sect. 2.2.

2.1 Notations
All users are contained in the set U while a single user

is denoted by ui. We use the set ui.f to represent all ui’s
friends. Therefore, when two users ui and uj are friends, we
have both ui ∈ uj .f and uj ∈ ui.f . We define a community
of a user as a subset of his friends, and use ui.cx to repre-
sent ui’s community x (i.e., ui.cx ⊆ ui.f ). Meanwhile, ui.c
represents all the communities of ui, i.e., ui.c is a set of sets
and we have ui.cx ∈ ui.c. Every friend of a user is assigned
with a community, the union of all the communities is the
set of all friends. Moreover, we only consider non-overlap
communities in this paper,2 namely, ui.cx ∩ ui.cy = ∅.

The set L contains all the locations. We use `a to denote
a location and it corresponds to a pair of latitude and longi-
tude. We use `a.ci to denote all the check-ins of a location
`a and `a.u to denote all the users who have ever checked in
at `a. The event ui checks in at `a can be represented as a
tuple 〈ui, t, `a〉 where t is the time of the check-in. Set ui.loc
contains all the locations ui has visited. Without ambigu-
ity, we use a user’s check-in and location interchangeably in
the following discussion. We also perform clustering opera-
tions on locations, ct(ui) denotes the set of cluster centers.
Function d(`a, `b) represents the distance between `a and
`b. When L ⊆ L is a set of places, d(`a, L) returns a set of
distance between `a and each location contained in L.

2.2 The dataset
2This assumption is not crucial to our approach and our
results can be extended for overlap communities.

We use the dataset [7] collected from Gowalla to conduct
our analysis. The dataset was collected from February 4th,
2009 to October 23rd, 2010. There are in total 6,442,892
check-ins. Besides location information, the dataset also in-
cludes the corresponding social data which contains around
1.9 million users and 9.5 million edges.

In this work, we mainly focus on the check-in data in
four metropolises in US, including New York, Los Angles
(L.A.), Bay Area and Dallas-Fort Worth (Dallas). They are
among the areas with most check-ins in the dataset. We
also notice that the data are not uniformly distributed in
time. Therefore, we only consider the data after March 1st,
2010 from when large quantity of check-ins appear. Table 1
summarizes the data in the four metropolises.

Table 1: Dataset summary.

New York L.A. Bay Area Dallas

# of users 6,987 6,429 7,734 6,713
Avg.# of friends 22.1 21.2 31.4 18.1
# of check-ins 148,381 176,737 243,149 219,876

Avg.# of check-ins 21.2 27,5 31.4 32.8

3. COMMUNITY
We first show how to detect communities on online social

graphs in Sect. 3.1 and then we propose a new notion to
characterize users’ social diversity in Sect. 3.2.

3.1 Community detection in social networks
Community detection in networks (or graphs) has been ex-

tensively studied for the past decade (e.g., see [21, 2, 14, 24,
19, 29, 28, 18, 30]). It has important applications in many
fields, including physics, biology, sociology as well as com-
puter science. The principle behind community detection is
to partition nodes of a large graph into groups following cer-
tain metrics on the graph structure [14]. In the context of
social networks, besides social graph, each user is also affili-
ated with attributes. These information can also be used to
detect communities (e.g., see [19, 29]). For example, people
who graduate from the same university can be considered
as a community. Since the dataset we use only contains a
social graph and no personal information are provided, we
apply the algorithms that are based on information encoded
in graph structure to detect communities.

According to [14], among all the community detection al-
gorithms, InfoMap [24] has the best performance under cer-
tain metrics on undirected and unweighted graphs which
is exactly the same as our social graph. Moreover, it pro-
vides parameters to adjust the number of resulting com-
munities. This outperforms other algorithms, such as the
Louvain method [2] which suffers from capturing small com-
munities in large networks. To detect communities of ui,
first we find all his friends as well as all the links among
them. Then, we delete ui and all edges linked to him from
the graph. This may generate some single nodes, i.e., nodes
only linked with ui but not with any others. We put each
of such nodes into an independent community, named sin-
gleton community. Then, we apply InfoMap algorithm with
suitable parameters to the remaining part of the graph.

Fig. 1 presents the detected communities of users 521 and
727. Each community is marked with a different color. The
algorithm finds 6 communities for u521 who has 15 friends.
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Figure 1: Communities of users 521 and 727.
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Figure 2: Distribution of users w.r.t the number of commu-
nities and distribution of communities w.r.t their size.

Among all these 6 communities, three of them are single-
tons, i.e., only containing either u34740, u34726 or u34737 (the
three communities on top of Fig. 1a). Similarly, we detect
9 communities for u727, there are four major communities
(marked as red, purple, blue and green), the other five con-
tain one user each (the five outliers in Fig. 1b).

Table 2: Community summary.

# of users 107,092
# of communities 552,772

Avg.# of communities 5.3
Avg. community size 2.4

# of singletons 302,020

Table 2 lists the summary of community information of
all users who have shared their locations in the Gowalla
dataset. For all the 107,092 users, totally we detect 552,772
communities. Each user has on average 5.3 communities.
Note that the communities contain all users, not just users
who have check-ins. Among all communities, around 60%
(302,020) are singletons. This shows that users in online so-
cial networks may randomly add other users as their friends
who are not true friends in their life. We will further study
their check-in behaviors in Sect. 4. Due to this fact, the av-
erage size of the communities is only 2.4. When we ignore
all the singleton communities, the average size of commu-
nities becomes 4.6. Fig. 2 plots the distributions of users
with respect to their community number, and the distribu-
tion of communities with respect to community size (both
cases include singleton communities), from which we can see
that both of them follow the power law: most of the users
have small number of communities and most of the detected
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communities are small as well.

3.2 Community entropy
After detecting communities, we are given a new domain

of attributes on users. Among all these attributes, we are
particularly interested in how diverse a user’s communities
are. We motivate this social diversity through an example.
Suppose a user is engaged in many communities, such as
colleagues at work, family members, college friends, chess
club, basketball team, etc. Then, he is considered an active
society member. Users of this kind are always involving in
different social scenarios or environments. Therefore, his
daily behaviors are largely dependent on his social relations.

Although we do not have the semantics of each of our de-
tected communities, such as the aforementioned colleagues
at work or chess club, we can still use the information en-
coded in the graph to define a user’s social diversity. For
instance, for a user with several communities whose sizes
are more or less the same, his social diversity is for sure
higher than the one with only one community.

To quantify the social community diversity of a user, we
introduce the notion of community entropy.

Definition 1. For a user ui, his community entropy is de-
fined as

coment(ui) =
1

1− α log
∑
ui.cx

(
|ui.cx|
|ui.f |

)α.

The community entropy is actually a Rényi entropy. Here,
α is called the order of diversity. It can control the impact
of community size on the value which gives us more flexibil-
ity to distinguish users when focusing on the sizes of their
communities. In simple terms, our community entropy,

• when α>1, values more on larger communities;
• when α<1, values more on smaller communities;
• when α =1, is the Shannon entropy.

In general, if a user has many communities with sizes equally
distributed, then his community entropy is high indicating
that his social relations are highly diverse. We fix α as 10
in the following discussions.

Fig. 3 shows the histogram of community entropies of all
users who have ever shared their locations in the dataset.
There are totally 32,276 users whose community entropies
are zero (around 30% of all users), this means that their
friends are grouped into one community. In fact, the average
number of friends for these 32,276 users is only 2.1, and
19,039 of them have only one friend. On the other hand,
some user’s friends are densely connected which also makes



his community entropy low. Fig. 4 shows an example of this,
u114034’s community entropy is zero, but he has 10 friends
and there are 41 edges among them (marked in purple).

4. COMMUNITY AND FRIENDS
Friends shouldn’t be treated equally regarding their in-

fluences on users’ mobility in online social networks. There
are mainly two reasons. First, not all friends in online so-
cial networks are users’ real friends, such fake friends do not
have (or have little) influence on users’ mobility. Second, in
many cases, impact from a certain community is stronger
than friends on users’ behaviors including mobility.

In this section, we first analyze fake friends’ check-in be-
haviors. Then we proceed with quantifying community im-
pact and compare it with friends impact. In the end, we
focus on what types of users are influenced more by his
communities than by his friends. Note that we only focus
on users who have at least 10 check-ins in the metropolises,
and their friends should have check-ins as well. This gives
us 1,230 users for New York, 1,445 for L.A., 2,187 for Bay
Area and 1,954 for Dallas.

4.1 Singleton communities
In online social networks, there are mainly two reasons for

the existence of fake friends. First, some users treat online
links as a capital and they try to add as many friends as pos-
sible to become powerful in the online world [12]. Second,
some users intend to threat some target’s privacy by adding
his friends into their social networks [17]. For a normal user,
the above mentioned users linked to him are called his fake
friends. In this work, for each user we assume his single-
ton communities containing his fake friends. This is mainly
because a user may have several fake friends, but the proba-
bility that these fake friends are linked to his other friends is
low, i.e., fake friends do not have any common friends with
the user which are exactly the singletons detected by our
community detection algorithm.

Now, we focus on the behaviors of the singleton communi-
ties. First of all, most singletons don’t have check-ins at all.
Fig. 5 shows the number of singletons with check-ins and
the total number of singletons in the four metropolises. As
we can see, the differences between the numbers are huge:
the ratio of singletons with check-ins over all singletons is
only 6.4% for New York, 8.2% for L.A. and 9.2% for Bay
Area. The number for Dallas is fairly higher, but is still only
16.2%. Second, for singletons with check-ins, their average
friends number as well as average check-in number are much
higher than normal users. In Table. 3, the average number
of friends of singletons with check-ins is 72.02 for New York
while the average number of friends for all users is only 22.1
(see Table. 1). The same cases happen with the other three
metropolises. For the average number of check-ins, the gap
between singletons and normal users is large as well. For in-
stance, singletons in Dallas have three times more check-ins
than normal users in the same metropolis (see Table. 1). We
believe that these users are the so-called social capitalists:
they have many friends and many check-ins everywhere in
the metropolis. Therefore, this type of friends should have
little influence on a specific user’s mobility.

Note that due to the incompleteness of the social graph,
there may be some real friends appearing to be singletons in
our dataset. However, in general most of the detected sin-
gletons are just users without check-ins and those who have

Table 3: Singleton communities.

Singletons New York L.A. Bay Area Dallas

Avg.# of friends 72.02 52.72 57.64 34.51
Avg. # of check-ins 74.02 81.58 80.60 94.12

New York L.A. Bay Area Dallas
0
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15000

 

 

# of singletons

# of singletons with check−ins

Figure 5: the number of singletons v.s. the number of sin-
gletons with check-ins.

check-ins are social capitalists as we have already discussed.
In the rest of the paper, we ignore all the singletons when
conducting analysis.

4.2 Impact quantification
It has been proved that social factors play an important

role on users’ mobility, e.g., see [7]. For instance, one may go
to lunch with his friends or go to a bar to hangout with his
friends. Meanwhile, for a user, friends of his social networks
(as well as in real life) are not all equal. Instead friends
normally belong to certain communities. When consider-
ing a user’s mobility, intuitively different communities can
have different influence within certain contexts or social en-
vironments. Continuing with the above example, the people
the user has lunch with are normally his colleagues while
the people he hangout with at night are his close friends.
Therefore, in order to analyze the impact from a user’s so-
cial relations on his mobility, it is reasonable to consider his
different communities, instead of considering all his friends
as a whole and treating them equally.

To verify our intuition, we need to quantify the impact of
communities on users’ mobility and compare it with the im-
pact of their friends. To quantify such impacts, we choose
to use ‘distances’. More precisely, we represent the social
impact from friends and communities by the distance be-
tween a user’s frequent movement areas and the frequent
movement areas of his friends or communities.

Frequent movement areas. To discover a user’s (his
friends or communities’ ) frequent movement areas, we first
perform clustering on all his (their) locations. Each cluster
is then represented by its central point. The algorithm we
use is the agglomerative hierarchical clustering algorithm.
We regulate that any two clusters can be aligned only if the
distance between their corresponding centroids is less than
one kilometer which is a reasonable range for human activ-
ities. In order to clean outliers of location data, we ignore
clusters which contain check-ins less than 0.1% of all check-
ins of the user (his friends or community). Then a frequent
movement area is represented by its cluster centroid.

Fig. 6 plots a user’s (u2746) frequent movement areas in
Manhattan, as well as his friends’ and his two communities’.
First, the clustering algorithm we use captures a user’s fre-
quent movement areas quite well. As we can see, u2746’s
movement areas (marked as red) are associated with land-
marks such as The Museum of Modern Art, NYU, China
Town, NoMad, etc. The same applies to his friends (marked
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Figure 6: u2746, his friends and his two communities’ fre-
quent movement areas in Manhattan.

as blue) and his two communities (marked as cyan and ma-
genta, respectively). Second, we can observe a difference be-
tween the two communities’ frequent movement areas: com-
munity 1 has a movement area near NYU while community 2
doesn’t; community 2 has an area near NoMad but commu-
nity 1 doesn’t. This indicates that different communities
have their social activities at different areas. The third ob-
servation is that the movement areas for communities are
different from the ones of friends (e.g., see Lower Manhat-
tan in Fig. 6). This leads to the different strength between
friends’ impact and communities’ impact on user’s mobility
which we will discuss in more details next.

Friends impact. Given a user and his friends’ frequent
movement areas, the impact on his mobility from friends are
then formulated as ‘distance’: the average of the distances
between each movement area of a user and the corresponding
nearest movement area of his friends. Formally, for ui, the
impact he gets from his friends on mobility is defined as

im(ui)
f =

1

|ct(ui)|
∑

c∈ct(ui)

min{d(c, ct(ui.f ))},

where im(ui)
f is named the friends impact of ui and ct(ui)

contains all ui’s movement areas. Suppose that ui’s loca-
tions are partitioned into five movement areas, we compute
the smallest distance, expressed by the function d(·, ·), be-
tween each of them to any movement area of ui’s friends.
Then, im(ui)

f is simply the mean of these five values.

Community impact. Similarly, we quantify the commu-
nity impact using a ‘distance’ as well. As we mentioned
before, a user has several communities and a user’s mobility
can be influenced by different communities. Therefore, this
impact is defined as

im(ui)
c =

1

|ct(ui)|
∑

c∈ct(ui)

min{d(c,{ct(ui.cx)|∀ui.cx⊆ui.c)}}.

Here, im(ui)
c is the community impact and it is the aver-

age of all the shortest distances between a user’s frequent
movement areas and any movement areas from any commu-
nities of the user. A smaller distance indicates a stronger
impact on mobility. Therefore, given a user’s im(ui)

f and
im(ui)

c , if im(ui)
f > im(ui)

c , then we say that ui gets more
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Figure 7: The numbers of users who get more, less or equal
impact from their communities than their friends.

(or stronger) impact on his mobility from his communities
than his friends, and vice versa.

Notice that when computing a user’s community impact,
we mainly focus on those communities whose frequent move-
ment areas are closest to the user’s areas. We call such
communities, that are actually used in computing a user’s
community impact, as the user’s influential communities.
Influential communities are considered as communities that
actually give impact on users’ mobility, we will analyze them
in more detail in Sect. 5.

4.3 Impact comparison
We extract the friends and community impacts on users’

mobility in the four metropolises. Fig. 7 depicts the num-
ber of users who get more influence from communities, i.e.,
im(ui)

c < im(ui)
f (marked as blue), same influence from

both sides (marked as red) or more influence from friends
(marked as cyan). From Fig. 7, for the four metropolises,
the number of users of the first case is much bigger than the
number of users of the third case. In New York, Bay Area
and Dallas, almost twice users get more impact from com-
munities than friends while the gap in L.A. is smaller (445
vs. 321). In fact, in New York and L.A. more users have the
similar friends and community impacts while in Bay Area
and Dallas more users are influenced by their communities.
In the example in Fig. 6, u2746’s frequent movement areas
near NYU, civic center as well as Midtown are closer to his
communities’ movement areas than his friends’, while the
ones near The Museum of Modern Art and NoMad get a
same impact from friends and communities, i.e., the nearest
friends and communities’ movement areas are identical.

The reason for community impact being different from
friends impact in general can be explained as follows. After
partitioning friends into communities, check-ins of all friends
are separated as well. This can be considered as categoriz-
ing friends’ check-ins at the community level or a“clustering”
process driven by community detection before the hierarchi-
cal clustering algorithm. Then, after this “two-level” cluster-
ing, users’ community impact become different from friends
impact. Such difference is solely caused by community par-
tition. The results in Fig. 7 showing that community impact
is often stronger than friends impact confirm our intuition
stated in the beginning of this section.

4.4 Community impact vs. community entropy
Intuitively, if a user’s communities are more diverse (as

described by community entropy), then he is more easily
influenced by his social relations, in terms of communities.
Given the fact that a user’s community impact on mobility
is stronger than friends impact in general, we look into their
connection in this section.

Fig. 8a plots the percentage of users whose community im-
pact is stronger than their friends impact among all users in
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Figure 8: Community impact with community entropy.

the four metropolises, as a function of community entropies
(bigger than certain values). Fig. 8a shows that with the
increase of community entropy, the percentage increases as
well, which indicates that higher a user’s community entropy
is, more chances his community impact is stronger than his
friends impact. Besides that, we also look into the actual
differences between community and friends impact. We plot
the average difference between friends impact and commu-
nity impact, i.e., 1

|U|
∑
ui∈U im(ui)

f−im(ui)
c , as a function

of community entropy. Fig. 8b shows that the difference
between the two impacts also grows with the increase of
community entropies, which indicates that higher a user’s
community entropy is, stronger his community impact is
(than his friends impact).

5. COMMUNITY AND MOBILITY
After demonstrating communities’ influences on users’ mo-

bility are stronger than friends’, we study the characteristics
of the influential communities that are used to compute com-
munity impact. There are two intuitions: (1) A user’s daily
activities are constrained, and the communities that users
interact are limited. (2) Communities influence a user’s so-
cial behavior under different contexts.

5.1 Number of influential communities
Research shows that a user’s mobility is constrained geo-

graphically (see [6, 7]), e.g., a user normally travels in or
around the city he lives in. Meanwhile, social relations
are not restricted by geographic constrains. For instance, a
user’s college friends form a community and this community
can spread all over the world. Now we focus on how many
communities can actually influence a user’s mobility. Intu-
itively, this number should be small as each user’s activities
are only influenced by a limited number of his communi-
ties in his daily life. To verity this, we plot the distribu-
tion of the number of user’s influential communities in the
four metropolises in Fig. 9a, and the distribution follows the
power law, indicating most of users are influenced only by a
small number of communities.

We proceed with studying how many friends are actually
contained in each user’s influential communities. For each
user, we compute the ratio of the sum of his influential com-
munities’ sizes over his friends’ size. Fig. 9b plots the average
ratio of all users as a function of friends number. In general,
influential communities contain about half of users’ friends
(the staring point of the four lines in Fig. 9b). The ratio
in Dallas in higher, around 70%, than the other three areas
whose ratios are around 50%. This result is a bit biased as a
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Figure 9: Influential communities and friends.

lot of users only have one friend, or one community. Then,
with the increase of the number of friends, the ratio goes
down linearly (see Fig. 9b). For users who have more than
50 friends, their influential communities only take a small
part of their friends, i.e., 30% for New York and L.A., 40%
for Bay Area and 50% for Dallas.

From the above analysis, we conclude that only a small
number of communities have influence on users’ mobility and
also these influential communities contain a relatively small
parts of users’ friends.

5.2 Influential communities under contexts
Influential communities are constrained by contexts. For

instance, a user has lunch with his colleagues and spends
time with his family near where he lives. Here, the lunch
hour and the home location can be considered as contexts,
and the two communities (colleague and family) have im-
pact on the user’s behavior under each of the context, re-
spectively. Thus it is interesting to study whether this as-
sumption holds generally.

Temporal contexts. First, we focus on temporal contexts.
The first pair of contexts we choose are lunch (11am–1pm)
and dinner (7pm–9pm) hours on weekdays. We first perform
clustering to find users’ frequent movement areas during
lunch and dinner, respectively. Then, we find the influential
communities for users with respect to these two contexts. In
the end, we count the number of distinct as well as common
influential communities for each user. Fig. 10a shows the ac-
cumulated result above all users. As we can see, the number
of different influential communities (marked as red) is about
twice the commonly used ones (marked as blue), indicating
that the influential communities of users during lunch and
dinner time are indeed quite different. This simply reflects
the fact that the people that users have lunch and dinner
with are different. We also choose another pair of contexts,
i.e., working hours (9am–6pm) and nightlife (10pm–6am)
on weekdays. From Fig. 10b, we have a similar observation.
Actually, the differences in the four metropolises are even
bigger than the previous case.

Spatial contexts. Next we study the influence of spatial
contexts. In each of the four metropolises, we pick two dis-
joint areas including Uptown and Downtown Manhattan,
Downtown L.A. and Hollywood, San Francisco and Oak-
land, Downtown Dallas and Downtown Fort Worth. Then,
we find frequent movement areas for users in these areas.
We collect the number of distinct and common influential
communities. Fig. 10c depicts the results in all four location
pairs, again the number of common and distinct influential
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Figure 10: The number of common and distinct influential communities under temporal or spatial contexts.

communities are quite different, meaning that the influen-
tial communities are constrained by spatial contexts as well.
Note that we choose the sub areas randomly, not with a spe-
cial semantics in mind, e.g., business areas or living areas.

From the above analysis, we conclude that community
impact is constrained under spatial and temporal contexts.

6. LOCATION PREDICTION
Location prediction can drive compelling applications in-

cluding location recommendation and targeted advertising.
On the other hand, it may also threat users’ privacy [27].
Following the previous analysis, we continue to investigate
whether it is possible to use community information to effec-
tively predict users’ locations, using machine learning tech-
niques. More precisely, the question we want to answer is:
given a user’s community information, whether he will check
in at a certain place in the future or not. As shown in
Sect. 4, the community impact is stronger than friends im-
pact, thus we are also interested in whether the location
predictor based on community information has better per-
formance than the one based on friends. Having these two
questions in mind, we build two location predictors based
on community and friends information, respectively. Note
that, besides social impacts, there are other non-social fac-
tors can be used to predict a user’s location, such as time
and location itself, which we also consider.

We first list all the features in the community-based loca-
tion prediction model. Then, we present the friends-based
predictor. Experimental results are described in the end.

6.1 Community-based location predictor
Community related features. We use the following fea-
tures that are related to communities.

• Distance between communities and a location. We
choose the shortest distance between the location and
all of the user’s communities’ frequent movement ar-
eas. Thus, for the given location we select one com-
munity which is closest to it.
• Community size. Number of the user’s friends in the

community chosen above.
• Number of the community’s frequent movement areas.
• Community’s total number of check-ins.
• Community connectivity. This is the ratio between the

number of edges in the community and the maximal
number of possible edges.

Time. Check-ins are related to time as well. Fig. 11a
(Fig. 11b) plots the total number of check-ins in the dataset
in a daily (weekly) scale. The point marked in red depicts
the rush hour of the day. In our model, we mainly consider
four time-related features, including time entropy, day en-
tropy, total numbers of check-ins at the time and the day
(i.e., Monday to Sunday). The time and day entropies are
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both Shannon entropy. Here, instead of using the exact time,
we set up a two-hour range, i.e., one hour earlier and one
hour later than the check-in time. For example, the total
number of check-ins at 7:50 in the morning is the number of
all check-ins performed during 6:50 and 8:50.

Location. The location related feature we consider is the
popularity of the location. For example, a user doesn’t need
his friends’ or communities’ recommendation to visit a popu-
lar place such as Empire State Building or Hollywood. This
means that the check-ins at a popular place should have less
influence from social impacts. Location entropy (first pro-
posed in [9]) is the standard way to measure the popularity
of a location. Formally, it is

locent(`a) = −
∑

ui∈`a.u

|ui.`a|
|`a.ci | log(

|ui.`a|
|`a.ci | ),

where locent(`a) is called the location entropy of `a. Similar
to our community entropy, higher a location’s entropy is,
more popular it is. Fig. 12 depicts the heat map of the four
metropolises with respect to location entropy. In all four
maps, the hot or bright areas are the centers or landmarks
of the metropolises, such as Manhattan, Hollywood, down-
town San Francisco and Dallas. In previous works, location
entropy is mainly used to infer friendships in LBSNs [9]. To
the best of knowledge, we are the first to incorporate it into
location prediction.

6.2 Friends-based location predictor
The time and location related features of this model are

exactly the same as the ones for community-based model.
We only replace the community related features with the
following friends related ones.

• Distance between friends and a location. It is the dis-
tance between the location and the nearest movement
area of the user’s friends.
• Number of friends of the user.
• Number of friends’ frequent movement areas.
• Friends’ total number of check-ins.
• Friends connectivity.
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Figure 12: Heat map of the four metropolises.

6.3 Experiment setup
We split the dataset into two time ranges. The one from

March 1st to September 25th is used to extract information
such as location entropy and a user’s community or friends’
frequent movement areas. The data from September 26th
to October 23rd are used for location prediction.

Another restriction that we impose is that users have to
live in the area, i.e., we only predict the location of the city
inhabitants not tourists. As no ground truth is provided for
users’ home location in the dataset, several ways have been
proposed to address this problem (see [6, 7]). Here, we use a
simple one: the user who lives in an area has to check-in the
area for at least 50 times in the last one month. This leaves
us 12,573 check-ins for New York, 16,352 for L.A., 17,720
for Bay Area and 28,871 for Dallas.

We partition the four metropolises into 0.01×0.01 degree
latitude and longitude cells, a user is said to be in a cell if
he checked in at any place belonging to the cell. We con-
struct a balanced dataset for each metropolis. We exploit
the support vector machines (SVM) with Gaussian kernel to
perform classification: 70% of the data are used for training
and 30% used for test.

6.4 Results
We adopt accuracy and precision-recall to compare the

community-based model with the friends-based one.

Accuracy. As shown in Fig. 13, for all users (users with
community entropy ≥ 0), the accuracy is fairly reasonable
(around 70%) for all the four metropolises. The results from
our two prediction models are similar when community en-
tropy is small. With the increase of community entropy, the
accuracy grows faster for the community-based model which
means the predictor works better for users with high com-
munity entropies. This validates our observation in Sect. 4
that users with high social diversities get more impacts from
their communities than friends. Especially, in New York and
Dallas the accuracy is more than 80% when community en-
tropies are larger than 1.5. We can conclude that community
information can be explored to achieve promising location
predictions, especially for those users with high community
entropies, and the predictor using community information’s
performance is better the one using friends information.

Precision-recall. Fig. 14 summarizes the precision-recall
results for users with community entropies higher than 1.0.
The posterior probability of SVM is calculated by the Platt’s
method [23]. First, our location predictor based on commu-
nity data performs better than the one based on friends’ in-
formation in the four metropolises. Second, the community-
based model’s performance itself is promising. In L.A., at

recall 60%, the precision can still be almost 80%. The result
in Dallas and Bay Area are similar. The predictor in New
York has the best performance, it can achieve 85% precision
with recall around 80%.

Difference between cities. For both metrics, we ob-
serve that the models’ performance are different in the four
metropolises. New York has the best performance in terms
of both accuracy and precision-recall, with Dallas being the
second. Meanwhile, the difference between our two models
is small in L.A.. The reason could be due to the density of
the metropolis (e.g., New York’s population density is higher
than the other three), or the adoption of Gowalla by users
in the four metropolises. In the dataset, users in western US
have more check-ins than the ones in eastern. We leave the
investigation as a future work.

6.5 Other strategies to choose community
So far, we have shown that exploring community infor-

mation is more effective in location prediction than friends
information. The community we choose is the one that has
the closest frequent movement area to the target location.
This involves collecting check-ins from all users’ friends and
clustering them community by community. We would like
to know if other strategies to choose community that can
achieve similar results. We consider three strategies includ-
ing choosing the community with most users (max-size), the
community with highest connectivity (max-con) and ran-
dom community (random). We plot these strategies’s per-
formance on the data of New York in Fig. 15. Our original
strategy outperforms these three. For these three strategies,
max-size performs better than the other two, but it is still
relatively worse than our original strategy to choose com-
munity. This again validates our observation in Sect. 5 that
influential communities are constrained by contexts (spa-
tially or temporally), in other words one community cannot
influence every location of the user.

7. RELATED WORK
Since LBSNs become available, mobility as well as its con-

nection with social relations have been intensively studied [6,
26, 11]. There are mainly two directions of research going on
in the area. One direction is to use the location information
to predict friendships, see e.g. [15, 9, 8, 4, 25, 22], the other
studies the impact from friendships on locations [1, 4, 7, 25,
20] which is what we focus on in the current work.

Backstrom, Sun and Marlow [1] study the friendship and
location using the Facebook data with user-specified home
addresses. They find out that the friendship probability as
a function of home distances follows a power law, i.e., most
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Figure 13: Prediction accuracy for users in the four metropolises.
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Figure 14: Precision-recall curves for users with community entropy ≥ 1.0.
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Figure 15: Performance of different strategies.

of friends tend to live closely. They also build a model to
predict users’ home location based on their friends’ home.
Their model outperforms the predicator based on IP ad-
dresses. The authors of [4] use the Facebook place data to
study check-in behaviors and friendships. They train a lo-
gistic model to predict users’ locations. Besides that, they
also investigate how users respond to their friends’ check-in
and use the location data to predict friendships. Cho, Myers
and Leskovec [7] investigate the mobility patterns based on
the location data from Gowalla, Brightkite as well as data
from a cellphone company. Based on their observation, they
build a dynamic Gaussian mixture model for human mobil-
ity involving temporal, spatial and social relations features.
Sadilek, Kautz and Bigham [25] propose a system for both
location and friendship prediction. For location prediction,
they use dynamic Bayesian networks to model friends’ loca-
tions (unsupervised case) and predict a sequence of locations
of users over a given period of time. McGee, Caverlee and
Cheng [20] introduce the notion of social strength based on
their observation from the geo-tagged twitter data and in-
corporate it into the model to predict users’ home locations,
and their model outperforms the one of [1].

The main difference between previous works and ours is
the way of treating friends. We consider users’ friends at a
community level while most of them treat them the same
(except for the paper [20] which introduce ‘social strength’,
which is based on common features but not on communi-
ties). Moreover, like the unsupervised algorithm in [25], our
location predictor doesn’t need any user’s own information
but his friends’. Our predictor’s performance in terms of
accuracy is quite good, especially for users’ with high com-
munity entropies. Other minor differences include the pre-
diction target: we want to predict users’ certain location not
their home [1, 20] or a dynamic sequences of locations [25].

8. CONCLUSION AND FUTURE WORK
In this paper, we have studied the community impact

on user’s mobility. Analysis leads us to several important
conclusions: (1) communities have a stronger impact than
friends on users in general and especially on the ones with
high social diversities; (2) the communities which influence
a user’s mobility only take a small part of all his friends; and
(3) different communities have influences on mobility under
different spatial and temporal contexts. Based on these, we
use machine learning techniques to predict users’ future loca-
tions focusing on community information. The experimental
results on a real-life dataset are consistent with our analysis
and show that our predication model is very effective. The
scripts for conducting the analysis and experiments are avail-
able at http://satoss.uni.lu/yang/communities.zip.

In the future, we plan to extend our work in several direc-
tions. First, we would like to conduct the analysis of commu-
nity impact on other behaviors such as interests adoption.
Second, considering the different results for location predic-
tion in the metropolises we will investigate their different
characteristics. Third, so far we only focus on the impact
from community on mobility, we also would like to perform
community detection based on users’ check-in behaviors.

http://satoss.uni.lu/yang/communities.zip
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