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The metaverse promises a shift in the way humans interact with each other,

and with their digital and physical environments. The lack of geographical

boundaries and travel costs in the metaverse prompts us to ask if the funda-

mental laws that govern human mobility in the physical world apply. We col-

lected data on avatar movements, along with their network mobility extracted

from NFT purchases. We find that despite the absence of commuting costs,

an individual’s inclination to explore new locations diminishes over time, lim-

iting movement to a small fraction of the metaverse. We also find a lack of

correlation between land prices and visitation, a deviation from the patterns

characterizing the physical world. Finally, we identify the scaling laws that

characterize meta-mobility and show that we need to add preferential selec-

tion to the existing models to explain quantitative patterns of metaverse mo-

bility. Our ability to predict the characteristics of the emerging meta-mobility

network implies that the laws governing human mobility are rooted in funda-

mental patterns of human dynamics, rather than the nature of space and cost
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of movement.

Introduction

With the ambition to create seamless, immersive, and personalized experiences by integrating

augmented and virtual reality, artificial intelligence, and blockchain technology (1), the meta-

verse promises a paradigm shift in the way humans interact with each other, as well as with their

digital and physical environments, and offers new ways to participate in virtual economies (2).

Driven by the potential of the technology and its far-reaching impact on society, in 2022, meta-

verse companies attracted over $120 billion in investments (3). Thanks to this influx of attention

and resources, the metaverse already enables individuals to explore three dimensional (3D) vir-

tual worlds (4), transfer digital assets through cryptographic safeguards (5, 6), create and trade

Non-Fungible Tokens (NFTs) (7, 8), and unlock novel avenues for self-expression (9).

Historically, human movements are confined to the tangible realm of the physical world,

limited by geographical and natural boundaries and the time and cost associated with com-

muting and movement. Facilitated by detailed data on individual human movements, studies

have unveiled the existence of multiple universal laws and patterns governing human mobil-

ity (10–12), and have inspired the development of a family of quantitative models capable of

explaining these patterns (13, 14). The resulting modeling framework quantifies the balance

of physical proximity and economic prospects in shaping human mobility (15, 16), and its im-

pact on socio-economic segregation (17–21). These models have taken a leading role during

the COVID-19 pandemic, when mobility-based approaches played a key role in predicting the

spread of the pathogen, proposed restrictions to curb its spread, and have fueled contact tracing

algorithms (22–25).

A distinguishing feature of the metaverse is that individuals are no longer limited by ge-

ographic constraints, nor by the expenses and time investment associated with travel, allow-
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ing them to seamlessly transition between different locations (26–28). In this new multi-

dimensional landscape, traditional modeling frameworks inspired by transportation modes and

residential choices (29), opportunities and geographic constrains deeply rooted in the physical

space of human existence (30,31), may no longer apply. Therefore, we need to ask whether the

well-established laws and patterns governing human mobility continue to apply, and if not, how

do we develop a new modeling framework for the virtual space, where choices are driven by

individual preferences, popularity, and network effects, rather than physical distance.

Here, we address these questions by exploring data collected from two separate metaverse

systems: (a) The first captures individual movements within a two dimensional (2D) virtual en-

vironment. As the movements are confined to a pre-defined grid, it offers an environment whose

metrics are comparable to the physical world. (b) The second data focuses on contract mobility,

capturing the movement of the individuals observed in (a) across different blockchain-based

NFT platforms. This data describes mobility in an infinite dimensional space, best described as

network mobility. By examining the movements of the same individuals in these two different

settings, we can offer a comprehensive perspective on human behavior within the metaverse

ecosystem (Fig. 1 A).

Our results indicate that despite the absence of commuting costs, an individual’s inclination

to explore new locations diminishes over time. As a result, movement is heavily concentrated

in a few locations in the metaverse, resulting in a pronounced disparity in visitor distribution

across various locations. Importantly, we find a lack of correlation between land prices and

visitation, underscoring the distinctive feature of the metaverse, where economic and spatial

mobility dynamics deviate from the persistent patterns identified in the physical world. Finally,

we show that to explain the observed metaverse mobility patterns and the emerging scaling

laws, we need to modify the prevailing mobility models, incorporating a preferential selection

mechanism for location selection. The proposed modification, a meta-mobility model called m-
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EPR, predicts mobility network and heterogeneous mobility flows in line with the empirically

observed features in the metaverse. The ability of the m-EPR model to accurately describe the

mobility network implies that individual movement in the metaverse is driven by popularity-

based dynamics, a feature absent from human mobility in the physical world.

Data Collection and Curation

Virtual world mobility. To examine mobility in the metaverse we focused on Decentra-

land, one of the first decentralized virtual worlds launched in 2019 (Fig. 1 B), featuring 90,601

distinct lands (locations), each of size 16 by 16 meters in the virtual space and organized in a

symmetrical layout. As the locations are implemented as NFTs on the Ethereum blockchain,

we can identify the ownership of each land (Supplementary Section 1.2). We collected tem-

poral mobility data of users on the platform in two separate sessions: from March 15, 2022 to

August 7, 2022 (D1) and from August 8, 2022 to September 19, 2022 (D2), together capturing

information on 163,770 users and their 251,643,262 movements. Using this data, we build a

virtual world mobility network, where nodes are locations and a link signifies movement across

the two locations.

Network mobility. Every NFT purchase is publicly documented on the blockchain, estab-

lishing a fail-proof system of verifiable ownership. Focusing on the set of 163,770 individuals

whose mobility we tracked on Decentraland, we extracted their network mobility by collect-

ing data regarding their NFT purchases from two blockchains: (a) Ethereum, finding 1,165,310

NFTs from 23,827 contracts (platforms) collected by 14,732 (9%) users, and (b) Polygon, find-

ing 3,112,300 NFTs from 54,918 contracts (platforms) engaging 41,870 (25%) users. Using

this data, we create a contract mobility network, whose nodes are NFT contracts (locations) and

edges indicate the subsequent purchases of NFTs from two contracts (Fig. 1 C).

The decentralized architecture of the Decentraland metaverse and the transparent nature

of blockchain technology provide a robust foundation for data integrity and privacy. As the
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metaverse is run using blockchain, data regarding individual behavior does not contain any

privately identifiable information, making it a viable and suitable source for scientific studies

(32). Our study received the necessary approval from the Institutional Review Board (IRB)

(Reference number 23-03-29).

Results

Emergence of collective attention

The globalization of transportation has increased interest in selected spots around the world. For

example, the Central Park in New York City, once a local park, now attracts an influx of visitors

from all over the world (33). To test whether patterns of high visitation emerge in the metaverse,

which lacks traditional transportation systems and travel restrictions (34), we examine the total

number of users that visit a specific location. We find that 76% (69,433) of the lands received

at least one visitor, and there was substantial variation in visitation numbers across these visited

locations: 21% (15,193) received a single visitor, 14% (9,391) were visited by two visitors, and

the remaining 65% (44,849) received visits by three or more individuals (Supplementary Fig.

S2).

Similarly, on the Ethereum blockchain, 31% (7,524) contracts received only one visitor,

14% (3,379) received two visitors, and the remaining 54% (12,924) received three of more

visitors. Overall, in the virtual world, the top 1% of the lands attracted 94% of all visitors,

while on the Ethereum blockchain, the top 1% of the contracts attracted 77% of the users,

and on the Polygon blockchain, the top 1% of the contracts attract 96% of all users, a rather

remarkable concentration of visits, unparalleled in the physical world.

To further quantify these patterns, we measured the distribution of the number of visitors

to a land or contract (S), finding that it is well-approximated by the power law, P (S) ∝ S−α,

where the visitation exponent α in the virtual world is αD1 = 1.98, and αD2 = 1.92 (Fig. 2 A),
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and in the contract mobility space αethereum = 2.02 and αpolygon = 2.07 (Fig. 2 B). We find the

distributions to be stable over time (Supplementary Fig. S3), indicating that in the metaverse

a few lands and contracts consistently attract most of the users while most lands and contracts

struggle to find visitors.

The price of a land or property in the physical world is known to be influenced by its geo-

graphic location, as well as its ability to attract significant foot traffic (35). Somewhat surpris-

ingly, we find that the selling price of a land in metaverse is not correlated with the number of

visitors it receives (β = 0.002, CI:[-0.02, 0.02], Supplementary Fig. S6). For example, the land

at location (118,-10) attracted 196 visitors and fetched a selling price of $4,029, while a nearby

land (120,-12) attracted 2,053 visitors but was sold only $3,566 (Supplementary Fig. S7). In

other words, despite receiving an order of magnitude more visitors compared to (118,-10), land

(120,-12) was unable to demand a higher valuation.

Further, urban centers, representing geographical clusters that attract high number of visi-

tors, illustrate the significance of geographical proximity in land visitation patterns (36), and its

impact on pricing (37). In the virtual world, we discover the emergence of local neighborhoods

characterized by high visitation, mirroring patterns observed in the physical world (Supple-

mentary Fig. S8 A). However, in the metaverse land prices are not geographically clustered

(β = 0.294, CI:[0.27, 0.31], R2 = 0.1, Supplementary Fig. S9), suggesting that proximity

to popular places is not a strong determinant of land prices (Supplementary Section 2). This

lack of a correlation between land prices and visitation underscores the distinctive feature of the

metaverse, where economic and spatial mobility dynamics deviate from the urban development

theories and the persistent patterns identified in the physical world (38).

In summary, our empirical observations reveal a pronounced disparity in visitor distribution

across various locations within the metaverse. The spatial layout of locations in the virtual

world leads to the emergence of clusters of high visitation, revealing high similarities to the
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emergence of hotspots in the real-world.

Characterizing individual movements

The movement of individuals in the physical world are guided by established patterns of reg-

ularity, shaped by the location of home and workplace, and the physical distances between

them (39–41). These patterns give rise to locations characterized by a higher visitation proba-

bility and diminishing rates of visitation to new locations (10). In the metaverse, the absence

of traditional places of interest and commuting costs prompts us to ask: do individuals typi-

cally explore a significant portion of the available locations? Importantly, do the principles that

govern individual mobility in the physical world hold true within the metaverse?

To answer this, we first measure the number of unique locations visited by an individual.

We find that, a typical individual explored 18 locations (lands) within the virtual world, or less

than 1% of all lands (Supplementary Figure S10 A). Individuals with ownership of virtual land

or digital currency in the metaverse explored an average of 39 locations, while those lacking any

financial involvement explored just 14 locations on average. In a similar fashion, an average

user bought NFTs from 20 different contracts on Ethereum, representing less than 0.1% of all

contracts, and an average user on Polygon purchased from 8 contracts, representing less than

0.1% of all contracts (Supplementary Fig. S10 B). These patterns suggest that despite the lack

of physical and time restrictions to discover and explore new locations, individuals tend to focus

their mobility to a small fraction of the metaverse.

To study the role of displacements in the metaverse, we next quantify the jump distance, δr.

In the virtual world, we can rely on the Manhattan distance, where a distance of five indicates

displacement to a land located five units away in any direction (Fig. 1 B, Supplementary Fig.

S12, Supplementary Section 3). We find that individuals continue to prefer to move in smaller

distances and rarely display large displacements (Fig. 2 C). Specifically, jumps greater than
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a distance of ten accounts for only 18% of all displacements (Supplementary Fig. S13). In

contrast to the physical world where distance dictates the visitation frequency between loca-

tions (29, 40, 42), in the virtual world spatial separation between locations does not affect an

individuals likelihood to visit a location (Supplementary Fig. S14).

In the contract mobility space, distance is measured using the shortest path length between

the two contracts (locations) on the contract network (Fig. 1 C). Similar to the mobility patterns

in the virtual world, we find that individuals prefer to purchase from contracts within one to

three steps in the contract network (Fig. 2 D). Furthermore, individuals tend to repeatedly

return to the same contract: we observe a 63% retention rate on Ethereum, and a 82% retention

rate on Polygon, suggesting a ”lock-in” effect in the metaverse, similar to the patterns found in

web browsing (43).

To characterize the variability in time allocation across locations, we employ two metrics:

the mean visitation frequency of each individual, fi = ni/Si, where ni is the total time spent and

Si is the number of unique locations visited by individual i, and the total dispersion in visitation

across all locations, σfi , allowing us to assess the degree of heterogeneity in how individuals

allocate their time across different locations. We find that the visitation flux in the metaverse

follows the scaling law σf ∝ ⟨f⟩β , where the exponent in the virtual world is βvw = 1.01 (Fig.

2 E), and in the network space it follows βethereum = 1.01 and βpolygon = 0.98 (Fig. 2 F). The

observed β ∼ 1, indicates that as individuals explore more locations, the variability of their

interests also grows linearly.

We examined the location discovery rate of individuals, quantified as the number of unique

locations visited, S(n), after n movements. We find that the exploration patterns of individuals

follows S(n) ∝ nµ, well-approximated by µvw = 0.52 in the virtual world (Fig. 2 G), and by

µethereum = 0.61 and µpolygon = 0.52 in the contract space (Fig. 2 H). This sub linear scaling

suggests that as individuals move in the virtual space or purchase from more contracts, the
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tendency to visit new locations decreases.

Finally, we ranked each location (land and contract) based on the number of times an in-

dividuals visited the location, so that S∗ = 3 represents the third-most-visited location for the

selected individual. We find that the probability of an individual returning to a specific location

follows a power law, P (S∗) ∝ S−α, characterized as αvw = 1.1 in the virtual world (Fig. 2

I) and αethereum = 1.01 and αpolygon = 1.8 (Fig. 2 J). That is, irrespective of the number of

visited locations, individuals spend more than 50% of their time in three to five locations and

tend to return to previously visited locations 90% of the time (Supplementary Figs. S15, S16),

a pattern also characterizing mobility in the physical world (10).

Macroscopic patterns of mobility

Despite corresponding to two separate systems within the metaverse - a virtual world with an

imposed 2D structure and blockchain-based NFT contracts forming an infinite dimensional net-

work— as Fig. 2 illustrates, these systems exhibit a remarkable degree of quantitative similarity

in individual mobility. This prompts us to ask, do the individual decisions driving these patterns

are also driven by similar mechanisms, resulting in similar large-scale mobility patterns? To

address this question, we develop a common network framework that captures mobility in both

systems (Supplementary Section 4): (a) the virtual world network (VWN), where a node indi-

cates a land (locations) and a link signifies temporal movement between the two lands. (b) the

contract network (CN), where a node indicates a contract (location) and a link signifies temporal

movement between the two contracts.

We find that the degree distribution of nodes in both mobility networks have a heavy tail,

where the probability of finding a location with degree k scales as P (k) ∝ k−α. In the

virtual world network we find αvw = 1.98 (Fig. 4 A), while in contract networks we find

αethereum = 2.9 and αpolygon = 2.4 (Fig. 4 B). The fact that 2 ≲ α < 3 in Ethereum and Poly-
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gon contract networks, resulting in the divergence of ⟨k2⟩, indicates that a few hub locations

receive a disproportionate number of connections (44–46).

To assess movement between locations, we examine the number of individuals traveling be-

tween two locations, quantified via the link weight, wij . We find that in both mobility networks

the link weight distributions follows a power law decay, P (wij) ∝ w−α
ij , well-approximated by

αvw = 2.07 in the virtual world network (Fig. 4 D) and αethereum = 2.85 and αpolygon = 2.5 in

the contract network (Fig. 4 E). That is, if individuals moved randomly between locations, we

would fail to observe such concentrated movement within a few specific locations (Supplemen-

tary Section 4.1).

Finally, we find that a location’s centrality within the network influences the number of in-

dividuals visiting that location: the number of visitors to a location follows NS ∝ kβ , where

in the virtual world network we have βvw = 1.05 (Fig. 4 G), and in the contract network

βethereum = 1.05 and βpolygon = 1.13 (Fig. 4 H). This pattern remains consistent when exam-

ining the connection between centrality of the contract and the number of NFTs sold (Supple-

mentary Fig. S17). The fact that β ∼ 1 suggests that locations central within the meta-mobility

network experience a linearly higher increase in the number of visitors compared to locations

with fewer connections.

Modeling the origins of metaverse mobility

Our empirical results underscore four aspects of human mobility, each captured by a distinct

scaling law: (1) individuals exhibit sub linear exploration patterns (S(n) ∝ nµ as µ < 1),

(2) The frequency of visits to all locations follows a power law distribution (P (S∗) ∝ S−α as

1 < α < 2), and (3) the movement between the various locations defines a mobility network

that exhibits a power law degree distribution (P (k) ∝ k−α with 2 < α < 3), and (4) the flow

between locations (link weights) follows another power law distribution (P (wij) ∝ w−α
ij with
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2 < α < 3).

To understand how well the existing models can account for mobility in the metaverse, we

start from the Exploration and Preferential Return (EPR) model (47), which has emerged as a

foundational framework for understanding human mobility in the physical world (30,42,48,49).

In the model, at each time step an individual decides to move to a randomly chosen new location

based on the probability pnew = ρS−γ , where S is the number of previously visited locations,

or returns to a previously visited location based on their past visitation history with probability

1 − pnew (Supplementary Section 5). Previous studies have estimated γEPR = 0.21 in the

physical world (47), different from γvw = 0.41 ± 0.03 we observe in the virtual world, and

the values γethereum = 0.07 ± 0.01 and γpolygon = 0.18 ± 0.01 we observe in the contract

space (Supplementary Fig. S19 A-C). This implies that contract mobility, defined by γethereum

and γpolygon, experiences a slower decay rate in exploration compared to the physical world,

showing a higher propensity to keep exploring new locations. On the other hand, the virtual

world exhibits a faster decay rate (high γvw) compared to the physical world or the contract

space, suggesting that individuals are less likely to explore new virtual locations (50).

The EPR model predicts the individual visitation frequency of locations, P (S∗) ∝ S−αEPR ,

with exponent αEPR = 1.42 ± 0.03, together with a sub-linear exploration patterns in new

visitation, S ∝ nµEPR , as µEPR = 0.7 ± 0.01 (Table S1, Supplementary Section 5.4). This

shows that the EPR model is able to account for the observed sub-linear visitation patterns and

the power law distribution in visited locations (αvw = 1.35 ± 0.03, µvw = 0.52 ± 0.01), as

highlighted in key observations (1) and (2).

Yet, as the agents select locations randomly, the EPR model is unable to uncover the emer-

gence of visitation hubs and the network-based relationship between the locations as docu-

mented in Fig. 4, i.e., the patterns (3) and (4). In particular, the network structure predicted

by the EPR model is not scale-free (Fig. 4 C), violating observation (3). It also fails to pre-
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dict heterogeneous visitation patterns, i.e. observation (4), finding link weights that are several

magnitudes lower than empirical data, and fails to capture the linear correlation between hubs

and their visitation numbers (Fig. 4 F, I). In fact, the mobility networks generated by the EPR

model closely resembles random movements without preferential return (Supplementary Fig.

S18), suggesting that the model offers inadequate explanations about collective mobility, as

highlighted in observations (3) and (4).

To resolve this discrepancy, we extend the EPR model by incorporating the relative pop-

ularity of each location, and biasing the individual movements towards more popular loca-

tions (Supplementary Section 5.3). In this new metaverse-adopted EPR model, that we call

the m-EPR model (Fig. 3), an individual decides to move to a new location with probability

pnew = ρS−γ , or return to a previously visited location with probability 1 − pnew, mirroring

the EPR model. Yet, in both scenarios we add a new element: before making a move, an indi-

vidual evaluates the popularity of all available locations, and moves according to the transition

probability, πj = mj/
∑

i mi, where mj is the number of visits to location j by all agents.

Unlike the EPR model and its several proposed variants (20, 30, 42, 48, 49), the m-EPR model

informs the individual movement based on the location’s visitation numbers, normalized across

all locations irrespective of distance. Indeed, the empirical data indicates that an individual is

significantly more inclined to visit a location with higher visitation numbers compared to those

with fewer visitation numbers (β = 0.95, R2 = 0.88), offering the empirical rationale for the

added component (Supplementary Fig. S19 D-F).

To explore the predictive power of the proposed m-EPR model, we performed simulations

using parameters derived from the virtual world (γvw = 0.41), and explored the model-based

predictions by determining the scaling exponents related to individual mobility and the mobility

network (Table S1). We also examined simulations with different temporal and spatial param-

eters (Supplementary Figs. S20, S21). In each case, we find a remarkable alignment with the
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empirical observations.

To be specific, we find that the m-EPR model recreates the individual mobility patterns

(key observations (1) and (2)), by predicting a sub linear behavior in exploration, S ∝ nµM

with µM = 0.6 ± 0.004, closely related to the empirically observed values of µvw = 0.52 ±

0.01 (Supplementary Fig. S22 A). The model also identifies a power law visitation frequency

distribution, P (S∗) ∝ S−αM , where αM = 1.41± 0.02, consistent with empirical observations

of αvw = 1.35± 0.03 (Supplementary Fig. S22 B).

Importantly, the m-EPR model can successfully capture the emergent characteristics of the

observed mobility network (key observations (3) and (4)). Specifically, we observe that the

m-EPR model predicts a scale-free network with degree distribution, P (k) ∝ k−αM , with

αM = 2.1± 0.06 (Fig. 4 C), closely aligned with empirical observations (αvw = 1.98± 0.01).

Further, the m-EPR model accurately captures the link weight distribution, P (wij) ∝ wαM
ij ,

with exponent αM = 2.19 ± 0.03 (Fig. 4 F), suggesting that the model explains the visitation

heterogeneity that emerges in the mobility network (αvw = 2.18 ± 0.08). Finally, the m-EPR

model, by encouraging individual movements to popular locations, successfully captures the

positive relationship between a location’s degree and the number of visitors, N(S) ∝ kβM ,

where βM = 0.96± 0.03 (Fig. 4 I), consistent with βvw = 1.05± 0.002) found in the empirical

data.

Indeed, the EPR model, which assumes that individuals select their destinations indepen-

dently of each other, overlooks the interconnected dynamics of exploration together with the

fact that some mobility patterns are driven by the previous popularity of the visited location. It

thus fails to uncover the heterogeneous flows between locations. In contrast, the m-EPR predicts

mobility network and heterogeneous mobility flows, hence capturing the essential features of

the collective mobility patterns in the metaverse. The ability of the m-EPR model to accurately

describe the aggregate level insights of the mobility network implies that individual movement
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in the metaverse is driven by popularity based dynamics, a feature absent from human mobility

within the physical space.

Discussion

The metaverse offers a freedom of mobility, releasing individuals from the traditional geo-

graphical constraints and limitations imposed by commuting times and costs (32). In theory,

this newfound freedom of movement offers the potential for a more equitable distribution of

access and human activity patterns (51). Yet, we find that the exploration patterns of individ-

uals, in both movements in the virtual world and purchasing of new NFTs, results in highly

uneven distribution of visitations across different locations. These empirical findings prompted

us to enrich the existing human mobility models, adapting them to the metaverse environment.

The resulting m-EPR model leverages a popularity-driven mechanism to successfully replicate

individual level characteristics and the aggregate mobility patterns in both the virtual world and

the contract space. The model’s ability to explain the observed quantitative patterns is rooted in

a simple prospective mechanism: an individual’s inclination to visit a specific location is influ-

enced by the number of previous visitors to that location, irrespective of his/her own visitation

history or distances between locations. This mechanism, absent from mobility in the physical

world, fundamentally alters the quantitative patterns of metaverse mobility.

At the same time, individual movements in the metaverse preserves multiple properties ob-

served in the physical world. For example, an individual’s inclination to explore new locations

diminishes over time, and individuals display substantial heterogeneity in visitation preference

across all visited locations. These consistent patterns underscore the persistent elements of

human behavior in mobility, holding relevance in both physical and metaverse environments.

Note that virtual worlds also contain a three-dimensional component (52). For example,

individuals could hike a mountain or hang out at the top of a building, dimensions captured by
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the data we collected and available for future work. The current modeling framework overlooks

these extra dimensions, along with other features that influence human decisions in mobility,

such as the impact of social networks on location choices, the different utility or aesthetic appeal

of the available locations, and the potential activities within specific points of interest— such

as playing poker at a virtual casino (53), or viewing digital art at Sotheby’s virtual gallery (54).

Future work should address their role, and may also design controlled experiments to understand

the value of autonomous generative agents in enabling social interactions and location discovery

(55–58).

Methods

Constructing meta-mobility systems

Virtual world mobility. The data regarding the movements of individuals is derived from

Decentraland, one of the first decentralized virtual worlds. We conduct two data collection pro-

cesses (Supplementary Section 1). First data collection process lasted from March 15, 2022 to

Aug 6, 2022, extracting data from a single data server, resulting in 81,563 users and 110,416,682

displacements (D1), and the second data collection lasted from Aug 7,2022 to September 19,

2022, capturing 141,226,580 movements by 94,149 users and (D2). Finally, we collect 15,209

sales of 6,773 lands, and 1,562 sales of 1,075 estates (collection of land) comprising of 7,159

lands. In the mobility network, a node is a land and a link signifies movement between the two

locations. We create the mobility network by aggregating the movements of all individuals (Fig.

1 A, Supplementary Section 1.1).

Contract network mobility. Each Non-Fungible Token (NFT) is associated with a specific

contract, either of type ERC-721 or ERC-1155, representing transaction rules and royalty rates

for each NFT transfer. An individual follows the rules set by the contract to purchase an NFT,

similar to how collectors purchase an art item (NFT) from an art gallery (contract). For the
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same set of individuals, whose wallets we followed on Decentraland, we extract data regarding

NFT purchases from two different blockchains: (a) Ethereum, finding 1,165,310 NFTs from

23,827 contracts collected by 14,732 (9%) users, and (b) Polygon, find 3,112,300 NFTs from

54,918 contracts by 41,870 (25%) users. Using the NFT purchase history of each individual,

we build a contract network, where a NFT contract for Foundation will be connected to an-

other NFT contract for Artblocks, if an individual purchased a NFT from Foundation and then

subsequently purchased an NFT from Artblocks (Fig. 1 A). The resulting contract network cap-

tures similarities between contracts and also characterises mobility in the NFT space (Fig. 1 C,

Supplementary Section 1.3).

Modelling metaverse mobility

EPR model. The simulations are conducted on a 300x300 location grid, and the choice of the

location is sampled from the jump distribution derived from empirical data. The probability that

an individual chooses to explore a new location is given by pnew ∝ S−γ , where S is the number

of locations visited by the individual so far. With probability, 1 − pnew, the individual decides

to revisit a previously visited location, proportional to the number of past visits.

m-EPR model. The individual decides to explore a new location with probability pnew ∝

S−γ , and with probability 1 − pnew, the revisit a previously visited location. In contrast to

the EPR model, the individual movements are influenced by the popularity of each location,

characterized by the number of visits to that location, π = mg/
∑

j mj , where mg represents

the total number of visits to the location i by all individuals. To do this, we keep track of the

number of visitors, mt(i) to a location i. At the end of each time step, the number of visitors to

the location, mt+1i is updated.

Simulation strategy. The simulations were conducted for n = 5, 000 agents and S =

20, 000 locations in a infinite dimensional space, meaning the distance between locations does
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not affect the transition probability. At time t = 0, the n agents are randomly distributed to S

locations. At each time step, an agent becomes active proportional to their activity level drawn

from the empirical distribution, and make m = 4 movements (the number of steps is arbitrary

and does not influence the macroscopic patterns). The agent visits a new location with proba-

bility pnew and with probability 1−pnew they revisit a previously visited location. The choice of

the location is decided based on the number of visits by all agents. The individual trajectories

were simulated until the visitation patterns achieved a stationary condition (see Supplementary

Section 5). The simulations followed discrete time movement, and it does not incur any waiting

time prior to each movement.

Data availability

The dataset used in this study along with the codes required to get the latest data is provided at

https://github.com/Barabasi-Lab/metaverse-mobility.
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Figure 1: Measuring meta-mobility. (A) To quantify mobility in the metaverse, we explore two sep-
arate datasets: Mobility in a 2-dimensional virtual world (left) and in the network space (right). In the
virtual world, an individual, posing as an avatar, can move through a 2D virtual environment via local
movements or teleportation. Using the trajectories of all individuals in the virtual world, we created a
mobility network, whose nodes are lands and a link captures the movement between two locations. We
track the mobility of the same individuals in the network space, capturing virtual marketplaces through
their NFT purchases, allowing us to build a time-resolved contract network. For example, a user with
screen name pikelpyramid, purchased an NFT from the Decentraland contract and the subsequently pur-
chased a new NFT from Sandbox, creating a link between Decentraland and Sandbox. (B) Visualization
of the Decentraland virtual world. Each land in the virtual world is identified by its (x, y) coordinates,
organized in a 2D symmetrical layout. The lands are colored based on the number of visitors. We mark
the parcels that were sold during our observation period, with points sized based on the selling price of
land. (C) The Ethereum contract network traveled by our users. The nodes (contracts) are sized based on
the number of users that visit the contract, and the top 10 network communities are colored for clarity.
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Figure 2: Individual mobility patterns. (A) Distribution of number of visitors in the virtual world. We
find that the proportion of visitors to different locations (lands) can be well-approximated by P (S) ∝
S−α, where αD1 = 1.98 and αD2 = 1.92. (B) Distribution of number of users per node of the network.
We find a fat-tailed distribution in number of visitors by contract, well-approximated by the power law
exponent αEthereum = 2.02 and αPolygon = 2.07. (C) Distance travelled in each displacement. We
measure the jump distance, δr, as the Manhattan distance between two parcels. We find that individuals
rarely move past a distance of 10. (D) Contract jump distance. We calculate jump distance, δr, as the
shortest path length between two contracts in the network. A distance of δr = 0 indicates purchase of
a new NFT from the same contract. We find that the majority of the jumps occur in short distances,
irrespective of the blockchain. Time allocation at different (E) lands and (F) contracts. We compare the
mean visitation frequency fi = n/S, where n is the total time spent and S is the number of locations, to
the dispersion in visitation counts across all locations, σf . We find that σf ∝ fβ , following βvw = 1.01
in the virtual world, and βethereum = 1.01; βpolygon = 0.98 in the network space. As β ∼ 1 it suggests
that as individuals explore more, they tend to unevenly distribute their time across all locations. Number
of unique locations visited over time. We measure the number of unique locations visited (S(n)) as
a function of number of steps taken (n). We find that S(n) ∝ nµ scales as (G) µvw = 0.52 in the
virtual world and (H) µethereum = 0.61, µpolygon = 0.52 in the network space. These insights reveal
a sub-linear scaling in the exploration new locations, suggesting that an individuals’ inclination to visit
more land decreases over time. (I) Location preference and time spent. We rank the locations visited
based on the total number of visits to those locations, and display the proportion of time spent at each
ranked location in the virtual world. This relationship is well-approximated using a power law with
exponent αvw = 1.35. Inset shows the same plot in the linear scale. (J) Proportion of NFTs purchased
from different contracts. Main panel shows the ranked frequency of locations based on the Ethereum
blockchain, and the inset shows the results based on the Polygon blockchain. In both systems, the
distribution of preference is well-approximated using a power law (αethereum = 1.05, αpolygon = 1.39).
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Figure 3: Foundation of the mobility model. We first organize the possible visiting locations a to g,
into whether the location has been previously visited (green) or unvisited (gray). At each movement, an
individual decides to explore a new location (gray) with probability pnew ∝ S−γ , where S represents
the number of previously visited locations. With its complementary probability, 1− pnew, an individual
decides to revisit a previously visited location (green). In the EPR formulation, when visiting a new
location, the individual randomly selects a new location drawn at some distance δr. In the proposed
m-EPR model, the individual is biased towards the more popular locations, sampled according to the
probability π = ma/

∑
j mj , where ma is the popularity of the location a. When deciding to revisit

a previously visited location, in the EPR model the individual selects based on their individual past
visitation history, πi = mi

g/
∑

j m
i
j , where mi

g represents the number of visits to the location g by
individual i. In contrast, in the m-EPR model, an individual revisits a location according to the probability
π = mg/

∑
j mj , where mg represents the total number of visits to the location i by all individuals. In

contrast to the EPR model, where an individual randomly selects a new location and preferentially re-
visits location based on only their individual visitation history (πi), the m-EPR model allows individuals
to select new locations and revisit old locations based on their global popularity (π).
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Figure 4: Capturing models of meta-mobility. (A) Degree distribution of lands in the mobility net-
work. We observe a fat tailed distribution in degrees, well-approximated by a power law, P (k) ∝ k−α

as αvw = 1.98. (B) Degree distribution of contracts in the contract network. We observe a heavy tailed
distribution where few contracts receive most of the connections, well-approximated by a power law,
P (k) ∝ k−α, where αethereum = 2.9 and αpolygon = 2.4. (C) Degree distribution from the model
simulations. We show the results from the EPR model and the m-EPR model, finding that the m-EPR
model recreates the heterogeneous degree distribution as αM = 2.1 ± 0.06. We show the link weight,
wij , distribution of the network for (D) virtual world mobility and (E) contract mobility. The link weight
distribution follows a power law decay as P (wj) ∝ w−α

ij , where αvw = 2.18 in the virtual world and
αethereum = 2.85; αpolygon = 2.5 in the contract network. We display link weight distributions between
nodes at different physical distances (δr). (F) Link weight distribution from model simulations. We find
that the m-EPR model is able to uncover the concentrated flows between locations with αM = 2.19±0.03
in the network. (G) Relationship between degree of land in the virtual world mobility network and its
number of visitors. We find that the two variables scales as NS ∝ kβ , where βvw = 1.05. (H) Re-
lationship between degree of contract in the contract mobility network and its number of visitors. We
find that N ∝ kβ , where βethereum = 1.05 and βpolygon = 1.13. (I) Relationship between degree and
visitors from model simulations. We find that them-EPR model obtains a positive scaling between the
two variables (βM = 0.96± 0.03).
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Supplementary Information

1 Data collection and processing

1.1 Virtual world mobility

Decentraland (https://decentraland.org/) is a virtual world that exists on a 2-dimensional (2D)

grid. The software to create, run and deploy the metaverse is publicly accessible on Github

website (https://github.com/decentraland), and authorized servers use the code to render 3D

objects, contents, and enable communication between users. The server architecture allows

an inter-connected system where each server is required to post the locations of the users to

dynamically update communication nodes between users (https://docs.decentraland.org).

We created a bot that automatically pings these servers every ten seconds to extract the

precise location of each individual on the platform (Supplementary Fig. S1). The first data

collection process lasted from March 15, 2022 to Aug 6, 2022, crawling data from a single

server, resulting in data about 81,563 users and 110,416,682 displacements (D1). To ensure that

the data is not affected by irregularities pertinent to a single server, we collect additional data

from multiple data servers from Aug 7,2022 to September 19, 2022, resulting in 94,149 users

and 141,226,580 movements (D2). The combined data captures the mobility of 163,770 users

and their 251,643,262 movements across locations in the virtual world (Supplementary Fig.

S2). The number of visitors to a location at time t+1 is similar to the number of visitors at time

t, revealing stability in visitation patterns and consistency in data collection (Supplementary

Fig. S3).

1.2 Land sales

Decentraland consists of 90,601 unique lands (locations), and each land is minted as a Non-

Fungible Token (NFT) on the Ethereum blockchain. It is important to note that the lands on the
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metaverse were initially sold through an off-chain auction in 2019, and subsequent sales were

held on the Ethereum blockchain. We use Etherscan, a block explorer for Ethereum, to extract

the data on NFT sales and transfers, finding 15,209 sales of 6,773 land, and 1,562 sales of 1,075

estates (collection of lands) that comprise of 7,159 lands.

We find that the valuation of land suffered a higher decrease in terms of USD ($) than in

the price of land is terms of MANA (Supplementary Fig. S4). In the first week of observation,

on average, a LAND sold at 5,290 MANA ($12,834), while in the last week of observation, an

average LAND sold for 4,232 MANA ($2,982), representing a 20% decrease in MANA prices

and a 76% decrease in USD valuation. There were 1,884 (12%) sales of 1,209 (17%) land

parcels that take place during our observation period (Supplementary Fig. S7).

1.3 Contract mobility

Individuals can also participate in virtual economies, captured by the purchase and selling pat-

terns of NFTs. Each NFT is associated with a specific contract, either of type ERC-721 or

ERC-1155 on the Ethereum blockchain. The contracts enforce transaction rules for each NFT

sale/transfer, similar to how art galleries set the royalty rates. An individual then uses the con-

tract to purchase a NFT, similar to how collectors purchase a digital art item (NFT) from an art

gallery (contract).

We track the purchasing patterns of the same individuals who also interacted in the virtual

world, and collect their transaction history from the two most popular blockchains for NFTs, (a)

Ethereum, finding 1,165,310 NFTs from 23,827 contracts collected by 14,732 (9% of all) users,

and (b) Polygon, find 3,112,300 NFTs from 54,918 contracts by 41,870 (25% of all) users.

We find that 13,620, 32% of all who bought NFTs, individuals acquired NFTs from both

Ethereum and Polygon. Within this group, 8,926 (65%) individuals collected more NFTs from

Ethereum compared to Polygon. We use the NFT purchases of each individual to build the
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contract network. For example, the Foundation marketplace will be connected to Artblocks,

if an individual purchased a NFT from Foundation and subsequently purchased an NFT from

Artblocks.

1.4 Cryptocurrency transactions.

In addition to virtual world mobility and NFT purchases, the blockchain also allows us to track

the financial status of the individuals. Each individual account on the metaverse is tied to a

blockchain address that is unique and only accessible by the individual. We use the blockchain

address of each individual to collect the blockchain history of all users, finding 2,782,023 trans-

actions by 21,553 (13%) individuals, who collectively own 55,913 ETH, the native currency of

Ethereum (Supplementary Fig. S5). We also extract transactions involving MANA, the native

currency of Decentraland that exists as an ERC-20 token on the Ethereum blockchain, finding

1,056,914 transactions by 5,596 (3.5% of all) individuals representing 2,240,012 MANA. Over-

all, 3,887 (2.3% of all) users own both MANA and ETH, while 17,685 (10%) only own ETH

and 1,709 (1%) only own MANA.

The data to collect latest data is provided on Github at https://github.com/Barabasi-Lab/metaverse-

mobility

2 Spatial visitation and selling price

In the physical world, visitation patterns creates urban centers, representing geographical clus-

ters that attract high number of visitors. As the metaverse lacks the inherent physical features

and the commuting costs associated with movement, we ask, do the virtual world also result in

spatial clusters of visitors? and do the visitation patterns also drive the economic value of the

location?

To understand the spatial concentration of visitors in the virtual world, we measure the

29



number of visitors received by a particular land and its surrounding areas. We find that the

number of visitors a land (NS) receives scales with the number of visitors its neighboring land

receives (NSS), following NS ∝ ⟨NSS⟩β , where β = 0.83 (CI: 0.828, 0.835, R2 = 0.78,

Supplementary Fig. S8 A). For example, a popular land (-99,128) received 15,251 visitors

and its neighboring parcels, on average, received 13,757 visitors. Similarly, a less popular

land (-86,-124) receives 4 visitors and its neighboring parcels, on average, receives 5 visitors

(Supplementary Fig. S7). In other words, the spatial dynamics of mobility in the virtual creates

clusters of highly visited virtual locations.

Next, we measure the number of visitors a land receives and the selling price of the location.

We find that the visitation numbers of a location is not associated with the selling price of the

land (Supplementary Fig. S6, R2 = 0). We also fail to discover a strong relationship between

the price of a location and the average price of its neighboring locations (Supplementary Fig.

S9, R2 = 0.1). This represents a contrast to the physical world, where the pricing of a location

is influenced by foot traffic to that location and its neighboring areas (59).

Overall, we find that the mobility patterns of individuals creates a regions of high visitation

concentration in the metaverse, and the pricing dynamics of the locations are not influenced by

visitation numbers.

3 Individual mobility patterns

3.1 Number of visited locations

To understand individual mobility patterns, we first begin by quantifying the number of loca-

tions visited by each individual. In virtual world, visitation is represented as the total number

of lands visited, and in the contract space this is quantified by the number of contracts from

which they purchased one or more NFTs. We find that the number of locations visited by each

individual in the metaverse displays significant variations, captured as a fat-tailed distribution
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in the number of locations visited P (S) (Supplementary Fig. S10).

Specifically, an average individual only visited 18 lands within the virtual world, represent-

ing less than 1% of all lands (Supplementary Fig. S10 A). Similarly, an average individual

bought NFTs from 20 different contracts on Ethereum, and an average individual on Polygon

purchased from 8 contracts (Supplementary Fig. S10 B). These patterns suggest that despite the

lack of physical and time restrictions to discover and explore new locations, individuals tend to

focus their mobility to a small fraction of the metaverse.

3.2 Time allocation in different locations

We examine the distribution of time spent at all visited locations. We find that irrespective of

number of visited locations, individuals spend almost 80% of their time at 20% of the loca-

tions in the virtual world, characterized by a high GINI coefficient (0.75-0.82) (Supplementary

Fig. S11 A). Similarly, individuals display purchase most of their NFTs from a few contracts

(GINI: 0.62-0.82), a pattern that is consistent across the Ethereum and Polygon blockchains

(Supplementary Fig. S11 B).

In the physical world, visitation patterns are influenced by the location of their work and

home. To test the role of home in the virtual world, we examine the mobility patterns of land

owners, asking how often land owners visit their owned location? We find that more than 65%

of the land owners spend more than half of their time at the owned location (Supplementary

Fig. S15). This suggests that the presence of an owned land in the virtual world influences the

hangout location in the virtual world.

As only a small fraction of users own a land, we ask, do non-land owners display such affin-

ity to specific locations? We examine the probability that an individual returns to a previously

visited locations on each subsequent day. We find that individuals tend to return to their pre-

viously visited locations with high probability (over 90%), irrespective of the number of lands
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visited (Supplementary Fig. S16).

Overall, the analysis shows that individuals display an attraction towards a few locations,

prompting them to spend uneven fraction of their time and frequently return to their preferred

location.

3.3 Capturing jump distances

Virtual world. All of the locations in the Decentraland metaverse are placed on a matrix

comprising of 301 rows and 301 columns. To measure the distance between two lands, we

use the Manhattan distance metric, calculated as the sum of absolute difference between two

locations in the x and y coordinates. For example, if parcel 1 is located at point (x1, y1), and

parcel 2 is located at point (x2, y2), the distance between the two points will be:

d(1, 2) = |x1 − x2|+ |y1 − y2|, (1)

We find that individuals rarely tend to make long distance jumps (Supplementary Fig. S12).

In fact, only 10% of the movements accounts for a distance greater than 10 (Supplementary

Fig. S13), that remains consistent during each new visitation day. Despite the freedom to

engage in large displacements and teleportation, we find that individuals rarely engage in large

displacements.

In the physical world, the spatial component of mobility (physical distances) affects the in-

dividual visitation patterns. It has been shown that the least visited locations linearly decreases

with distance from home (42), suggesting that trip frequency is strongly influenced by physi-

cal distance, often determined by commuting costs and time. Curious to investigate whether a

similar feature emerges in the metaverse, we compare the distances between the ranked list of

highly visited locations. We find that individuals in the metaverse often frequently visit loca-

tions that are located at farther distances and do not exhibit a characteristic decay in likelihood
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to trip frequency based on distance (Supplementary Fig. S14).

Contract mobility. To capture the jump distance in the contract space we utilize the con-

tract network (CN), where the nodes are contracts and a link signifies movement between the

contracts. We measure distance between contracts using the network distance (60), captured

via the shortest path length between the two explored locations, δr = d(a, b). For example, the

distance between the two contracts, d(a, b), is one if they are directly connected to each other.

The distance would be 2 if the two contracts share a common neighbor.

4 Building the network

Virtual World Network (VWN). The virtual world network is created by following the spatial

trajectory of individuals in the virtual world. We consider a link between two locations A and B,

if an individual visited location A and then subsequently visited location B. The time-resolved

version of the network allows us to estimate the movement patterns across spatial locations in

the form of a network. The mobility network in the virtual world contains 69,433 nodes and

618,358 links.

Contract network (CN). The contract network is created by following the NFT purchases

of individuals across contracts. Any two contracts A and B would have a link if individual

purchased an NFT from contract A and then subsequently purchased another NFT from contract

B. This time-resolved approach allows us to understand the temporal flow between contracts.

We construct two networks, one for Ethereum finding 13,787 nodes and 198,126 links, and

another for Polygon 16,897 nodes and 96,536 links. We find that the degree of a contract in

the network is positively correlated with the number of NFTs the contract sells (β = 1.25,

Supplementary Fig. S17). The fact that β > 1, indicates a super linear scaling between the

location’s centrality and the number of sales, suggesting that the network structure captures

node importance and its ability to sell NFTs.
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4.1 Randomizing the network

To characterize the mechanisms behind the empirical observations, we construct a random net-

work using synthetic user trajectories. We keep the total number of visited locations constant

for each individual and conduct location randomization, where we randomly sample locations

from all possible locations. The randomization follows the procedure where individuals are nei-

ther biased towards locations either based on their own visitation history nor through popularity

of the locations, allowing us to break the temporal and user-location correlations. We follow

this procedure for all individuals and generate synthetic trajectories. The results show that the

random model fails to discover heterogeneous flows between the locations (Supplementary Fig.

S18).

5 Modeling Mobility

5.1 Empirical mechanisms

The components of the model is inspired by two fundamental features about individual mobility:

(a) We compare the probability of visiting a new location based on past visitation history.

We find that the probability that an individual visits a new location decreases with number of

past visits following pnew ∝ S−γ (Supplementary Fig. S19 A-C) with γvw = 0.41 in the virtual

world and γethereum = 0.07 and γpolygon = 0.18, This shows that an individual’s inclination to

visit new locations decrease over time.

(b) We test the effect of popularity on the individual visitation probabilit by comparing the

proportion of visitors at a given time step t and measure the likelihood that an individual will

move to that location at the next time step t+1. The empirical data indicates a linear relationship

between the two variables, suggesting that an individual is more likely to move to a popular

location (Supplementary Fig. S19 D-F).
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As these two findings are applicable in both virtual world and the contract space, it serves

as the fundamental drivers of human mobility.

5.2 EPR Model

To understand how well the existing models can account for mobility in the metaverse, we start

from the well-established Exploration and Preferential Return (EPR) model (47), a model that

has emerged as a foundational framework for human mobility. In this model, given the prior

visiting trajectory of S locations for each individual, at each time step, an individual has two

choices: with probability pnew = ρS−γ , it decides to explore a new random location drawn

from the distance function, P (δr). Otherwise, with probability 1 − pnew, it decides to revisit a

previously visited location, and the location is selected proportional to the number of past visits,

πi(i) =
mi∑
j mj

.

5.3 m-EPR Model

In the m-EPR model, given the visiting trajectory of S locations, at each time step, an individual

has two choices: with probability pnew = ρS−γ , it explores a new location sampled based on

the aggregate number of visits to that location by it, π(i) = mi∑
j mj

. With probability 1− pnew, it

revisits a previously visited location, again proportional to the aggregate number of visits to the

location by all users, π(i) = mi∑
j mj

. The model has two key differences from the EPR model:

(a) The individual movements are not limited based on the distance between the locations.

That is, the m-EPR model is a distance-agnostic explanation of human mobility.

(b) The individual movements are affected by the popularity of each location rather than

the number of individual visits. That is, the m-EPR model introduces a novel popularity driven

mechanism for individual decisions, not detected before in physical mobility.
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5.4 Analytical predictions
5.4.1 Number of visited locations (S)

In the model formulation, pnew = ρS−γ , where S is the number of previously visited locations.

This allows us to formulate a differential equation of the form:

dS

dn
= ρS−γ. (2)

By integrating the equation, we obtain

S1+γ = ρn(1 + γ)

S = (ρn)
1

1+γ (1 + γ)

S ∝ n(1+γ)−1

.

(3)

For γ > 0 and µ = (1 + γ)−1, we find that the number of visited locations (S) scales as

µ < 1. That is, given a certain value of γ, the model predicts a sublinear scaling, consistent

with the empirical observations in the virtual world.

5.4.2 Visitation Frequency

A trajectory consists of n jumps, for which at each jump an individual decides to visit a specific

location, providing locations L1, L2, L3...LS , where Li is the ith visited location. In the global

visitation trajectory, S(ni) is the first jump number ni when the location was discovered. As an

individual can also re-visit previously visited locations, we can quantify the number of visits to

each location by:

fi =
mi∑
j mj

(4)

The sooner a location is discovered, the more likely it is to be visited again, driven by the

popularity mechanism: an individual is more likely to visit a popular location. That is, the
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visitation rank of a location is the same as the discovery order, giving k(Li) = S(ni). As

the number of visited locations decreases with number of jumps, the probability of finding a

location with rank k(Li) follows k(Li) ∝ n(1+γ)−1 or ni ∝ k(Li)
1+γ .

We can write the number of visits to i location as,

dmi

dn
= π(mi) =

mi∑
j mj

=
mi

n
. (5)

The solution for the above is mi = Cin. After solving the equation based on initial condi-

tions, mi(Ci) = Cini = 1, we have Ci = 1/ni. That is,

mi =
n

ni

≡ n−1
i ≡ k(Li)

−(1+γ). (6)

In the EPR model, the visited location depends on the individual visitation frequencies,

while in the m-EPR model each individual selects to visit a location based on the location’s

global visitation frequency. That is, for m-EPR model, we have πj(i) = π(i) = ni∑
k nk

, repre-

senting the visitation probability of all agents. Substituting this probability in equation (6) we

recover, ni ∝ k(Li)
−(1+γ). In summary, we find that the m-EPR model analytically recovers the

empirically observed power law in visitation frequency with αM > 1.

5.5 Numerical simulations

We conduct numerical agent-based simulations to predict the individual patterns and the mo-

bility network. The simulations were conducted on a population of N = 5, 000 agents and

S = 20, 000 locations. To test the effect of different model specifications on the predictions.

We conduct the simulations for different time lengths (t = 100, t = 200, t = 300, t = 400),

and find that the m-EPR model is able to capture temporal mobility patterns, revealing stability

in the predictive model (Supplementary Fig. S20). We also simulate different system sizes
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S = 20, 000, S = 30, 000, and S = 40, 000 and find that the model predictions are consistent

with location size (Supplementary Fig. S21).

Finally, we find that the m-EPR model accurately recovers the individual mobility patterns

(Supplementary Fig. S22): the likelihood the visit new locations decreases, S(n) ∝ nµM with

µM < 1 and P (S∗) ∝ S∗αM with αM > 1, i.e. key observations (1) and (2). We also find

that the mobility model recovers the fat-tailed degree distribution and the heterogeneous flows

between locations in the network, consistent with the empirical observations (Supplementary

Table S1).
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Figure S1: Individual mobility in the virtual space. We show examples of mobility in the virtual space
by 20 random individuals in the metaverse. These trajectories highlight the use of large jump distances
followed by small movements in nearby locations.
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Figure S2: Locations explored at different subsets of visitation numbers. We highlight the locations
hat have had at least (A) 1 visitor (B) 5 visitors and (C) 10 visitors. This shows that most of the parcels
struggle to attract new visitors.
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Figure S3: Trends in visitation numbers. We find that the number of visitors a location receives at the
next time step t+1 is similar to the number of visitors at the current time step t. This indicates a stability
in visitation patterns across locations.
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Figure S4: Pricing trends over time for locations. We consider the temporal trends in prices for lands
and estates (collection of lands sold as a single NFT). (A) Number of location sales over time. We see
an uptick in sales in December 2021, but has since stabilized in 2022. (B) Sale price of land based on
its MANA price. We find that estates generally sell for considerably higher prices than LAND. (C) Cost
of location based on the US Dollar (USD) price. (D) Sale price of estates based on number of lands part
of the estate. We find that the value of estates increases based on the number of lands involved. The
normalized distribution shows that each land within an estate is valued at a similar rate, irrespective of
the size of the estate.
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Figure S5: Wealth distribution of individuals. We capture the financial status of an individual by
analyzing the cryptocurrency within an individual’s blockchain wallet. (A) MANA wealth distribution.
(B) ETH wealth distribution. The inset panels indicate the cumulative curve of wealth, highlighting that
few people own majority of the wealth in the metaverse.
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visitation patterns does not affect selling patterns. Parenthesis indicate the standard error of the estimates.
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Figure S8: Spatial segregation in visitation. (A) Mean number of visitors in the neighborhood of
a land. We find that the number of visitors a land receives is highly correlated, on average, to the
number of visitors its neighboring land receives (β = 0.82, R2 = 0.78). Such clustering of visitation
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Figure S9: Spatial segregation in sale price. We consider the sale price of a land and find the sale
price of its neighboring lands. We find a weak correlation between the selling price of a location and the
demand price in its neighborhood (β = 0.294, R2 = 0.1). This suggests that, unlike the physical world
where expensive neighborhoods cluster together, the metaverse lacks a spatial concentration of highly
expensive neighborhoods.
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Figure S10: Number of visited locations. (A) Virtual world. We find that users that do not own
any cryptocurrency or land are more exploratory than users with financial investment in the metaverse.
(B) Contract mobility. We show the number of contracts that an individual has interacted with when
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Figure S11: Inequality in land and contract visitation. We use the GINI coefficient to measure
inequality in visitation patterns across all visited locations. A score of 1 indicates complete inequality
and a score of 0 indicates equal visitation numbers across all visited locations. (A) The visitation curve
for virtual world. (B) The visitation curve for the Polygon blockchain, inset shows the same curve for
the Ethereum blockchain. We find that individuals tend to disproportionately allocate time and resources
across all visited locations. Parenthesis indicates the GINI coefficient.
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Figure S12: Jump distance based on coordinates. The virtual world exists on a x−y plane suggesting
that the movement could occur in either left/ right direction (x axis movement) or up/ down direction (y
axis movement). We show the jump distribution along each of the axis, where a δr = 2 in the x axis
indicates a left/ right movement along the x axis. The plot shows that the jump distance metric is not
influenced by movement towards a specific direction.
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Figure S13: Teleportation in the metaverse. We consider teleportation to indicate any distance dis-
placement greater than δr > 10, where the individual would prefer to teleport rather than walk along the
path. We find that individuals teleport 10% of the visits each day in the metaverse. Bars indicate standard
error.
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Figure S14: The distance between the highly visited locations. We rank the visited locations for each
individual based on the number of visits to that location (δk), and study the distance between the ranked
visited location (δr). A distnace of δr = 10 for δk = 2 suggests that the second most visited locations is
at a distance of 10 from the first most visited location. We find that individuals in the metaverse tend to
identify favorite locations that are located at farther distances from each other, irrespective of number of
visited locations (S). This acts as a distinguishing feature of the metaverse where trip frequency is not
constrained by commuting time and costs.
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Figure S15: Time spent at the owned land. We consider all of the individuals that own a land and
measure the time spent at that location. We find that over 65% of the land owners spend more than half
of their time at the owned land.

51



0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80
t(days)

0.3

0.4

0.5

0.6

0.7

0.8

0.9

1.0

F p
(t)

S=20
S=30
S=40
S=60

Figure S16: Location return probability distribution. We examine the probability that an individual
returns to a previously visited locations on each subsequent day. We find that individuals tend to return
to their previously visited locations with high probability, irrespective of the number of visited locations
(S). This suggests that individuals develop a preference towards a few locations.

52



101 102 103

k

101

102

103

104

105

Nu
m

be
r o

f N
FT

Ethereum
Polygon
β = 1.25

Figure S17: Network effects in number of NFT sold. We show the number of NFTs sold by a specific
contract (location) and its degree in the contract mobility network (CN). The fact that β > 1, suggests a
super linear relationship between the centrality of the location and the number of sales.
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Figure S18: EPR model and random simulations. We consider the model parameters from empirical
data and simulate the individual trajectories. We consider two models: (a) the EPR model and (b) the
random model, where individuals randomly choose locations. (A) The degree distribution P (k). We
find that both the EPR model and the Random model are unable to uncover the empirically observed
fat-tailed degree distribution. (B) The link weight distribution P (wij). We find that the EPR model is
unable to uncover the heterogeneous flows between locations. Note that the empirical data contains link
weights of the order wij ∼ 103.
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Figure S19: Mechanisms of individual mobility. (A-C) We measure the probability of visiting a new
location, pnew, as a function of number of previously visited locations S. We find that the distribution
is well-approximated as pnew ∝ S−γ , where γvw = 0.41, γethereum = 0.07, and γpolygon = 0.18.
(D-F) We measure the probability that an individual will move to a specific location as a function of
the normalized number of visitors at that location. We observe a linear relationship between the two
variables confirming the preferential movement hypothesis.
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Figure S20: The effect of time evolution in model predictions. We show the network characteristics
at different time steps: t = 100, t = 200, t = 300, and t = 400. (A) Degree distribution of the network
P (k) ∝ k−α. (B) Link weight distribution of the network P (wij) ∝ w−α

ij . (C) Number of visitors and
their corresponding degree NS ∝ Sβ .
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Figure S21: Impact of location size on model predictions. We show the model simulation at different
metaverse sizes: S = 30, 000, S = 40, 000, S = 50, 000. (A) Degree distribution of the network
P (k) ∝ k−α. (B) Link weight distribution of the network P (wij) ∝ w−α

ij . (C) Number of visitors
and their corresponding degree NS ∝ Sβ . The results show that the model results are consistent across
different system sizes.
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Figure S22: Individual mobility patterns. We consider the model parameters from empirical data and
simulate individual trajectories. We estimate the observed individual mobility patterns. (A) The number
of visited locations S(n) as a function of number of movements n. We find that S(n) ∝ nµM

, where
µM
vw = 0.6, µM

pol = 0.7, and µM
eth = 0.78. As 0 < µM < 1, the model uncovers the sub linear exploration

patterns observed in the empirical data (key observation (1)). (B) The visitation frequency at different
locations. We rank the list of most visited locations, S∗ and calculate the number of visitations made to
that specific location. We find that P (S∗) ∝ S∗−α, where αM

vw = 1.41, αM
eth = 1.08, and αM

pol = 1.18.
As αM > 1, the model uncovers the power law patterns in visitation frequency (key observation (2)).
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Table S1: Modeling metaverse mobility. We show the exponents from empirical data for Virtual World,
Ethereum, and Polygon system, and compare it to the model predictions by EPR and m-EPR models.

Empirical Observations Model Predictions

Network Mobility

Virtual World Ethereum Polygon EPR m-EPR

P (S∗) ∝ S−α 1.35 1.05 1.39 1.42 ± 0.03 1.41 ± 0.02
S(n) ∝ nµ 0.52 0.61 0.52 0.7 ± 0.01 0.6 ± 0.004

P (k) ∝ k−α 1.98 2.9 2.4 - 2.1 ± 0.06
P (wij) ∝ w−α

ij 2.18 2.85 2.5 - 2.19 ± 0.03
N(S) ∝ kβ 1.05 1.05 1.13 - 0.96 ± 0.03
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