
ar
X

iv
:c

on
d-

m
at

/0
40

67
26

v1
  [

co
nd

-m
at

.o
th

er
] 

 2
9 

Ju
n 

20
04

H ollywood blockbusters and long-tailed distributions

An em piricalstudy ofthe popularity ofm ovies
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Abstract. Num ericaldata forallm oviesreleased in theatersin the USA during the period 1997-2003 are

exam ined for the distribution oftheir popularity in term s of(i) the num ber ofweeks they spent in the

Top 60 according to the weekend earnings,and (ii)the box-o�ce gross during the opening week,aswell

as,thetotalduration forwhich they wereshown in theaters.Thesedistributionsshow long tailswherethe

m ostpopularm oviesare located.Like the study ofRedner[S.Redner,Eur.Phys.J.B 4,131 (1998)]on

the distribution ofcitationsto individualpapers,ourresultsare consistentwith a power-law dependence

ofthe rank distribution ofgrossrevenuesforthe m ostpopularm ovieswith a exponentclose to � 1=2.

PACS. 89.75.D a System sobeying scaling laws{ 89.65.-s Socialand econom ic system s{ 02.50.-r Proba-

bility theory,stochastic processes,and statistics

In recenttim estherehasbeen asurgeofinterestin ap-

plying statisticalm echanicsto understand socio-econom ic

phenom ena [1].Theaim isto seek outpatternsin theag-

gregatebehaviorofinteracting agents,which can beindi-

viduals,groups,com paniesornations.Exam plesofsuch

patterns arising in a socialor econom ic context include

theParetolaw ofincom edistribution [2],Zipf’slaw in the

distribution of�rm sizes[3],etc.Anotherfruitfularea for

seeking such patternsisthe evolution ofcollective choice

from individualbehavior,e.g.,the sudden em ergence of

popular fads or fashions [4].The popularity or ‘success’

ofcertain ideasorproducts,com pared to theirnum erous

(often very sim ilar)com petitors,cannotbe explained ex-

clusively on the basisoftheirindividualm erit.Em pirical

investigation of such popularity distributions m ay shed

lighton thisissue.In particular,they can be used to test

di�erenttheoriesofhow collectivechoiceem ergesfrom in-

dividualdecisionsbased on lim ited inform ation and com -

m unication am ongagents[5].W ith thisobjective,wehave

investigated in thispaperthe popularity ofm oviesby es-

tim ating thedistributionsoftheirgrossearnings(opening

and total)and theirendurance in the box o�ce.O urre-

sults are consistent with a power-law dependence ofthe

rank distribution ofgrossrevenuesfor the m ost popular

m ovies,with an exponentcloseto � 1=2.

A num berofrecentpapershavelooked atthe em piri-

caldistribution ofpopularityor‘success’in di�erentareas.

Redner[6]hasanalyzed thedistribution ofcitationsofin-

dividualpapersand hasfound thatthenum berofpapers

a e-m ail:sitabhra@ im sc.res.in
b e-m ail:raghav@ m se.ac.in

with x citations,N (x)hasa powerlaw tailN (x)� x
� 3.

Thisisconsistentwith hisobservation thatthe Zipfplot

ofthe num ber ofcitationsagainstrank has a powerlaw

dependencewith exponent� � 1=2.In contrast,Laherr�ere

and Sornette[7]havelooked atthelifetim etotalcitations

ofthe1120m ostcited physicists,and Davies[8]atthelife-

tim etotalsuccessofpopularm usicbandsasm easured by

thetotalnum berofweeksthey werein theweekly top 75

listofbest-selling recordings.Both reportthe occurrence

ofstretched exponentialdistribution.Teslyuketal[9]have

focussed on thepopularity ofwebsites,and havedescribed

the rank distribution by a m odi�ed Zipflaw.In the spe-

ci�ccontextofm oviepopularity,DeVany and W allshave

looked atthedistribution ofm ovieearningsand pro�tas

a function ofa variety ofvariables,such as,genre,rat-

ings,presence ofstars,etc.[10].They have shown that

the distribution ofbox-o�ce revenuesfollow a Levy sta-

ble distribution [11]arising from Bose-Einstein dynam ics

in the inform ation feedback am ong m ovie audiences[12].

Stau�erand W eisbuch [13]havetried toreproducetheob-

served rank distribution oftop 250 m ovies(according to

votesin www.im db.com )usingasocialpercolation m odel.

For our analysis we decided to look at allm ovies re-

leased in theatersin the United Statesduring the period

1997-2003.These include notonly new m oviesproduced

in the USA in this period, but also re-release of older

m oviesaswellasm oviesm adeabroad [14].However,per-

hapsunsurprisingly,the top perform ing m ovies(in term s

ofbox-o�ce earnings) alm ost invariably are products of

them ajorHollywood studios.Theprim ary databasethat

we used was The M ovie Tim es website [15]which listed

the m ovies released during these years and,for the pe-

http://arxiv.org/abs/cond-mat/0406726v1
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Fig.1.Norm alized relative frequency distribution ofnum ber

ofweeks in Top 60 divided by the average num ber ofweeks

spentby m ovies in Top 60 in a year.The frequency distribu-

tion is com puted for each year in the period 1999-2003 and

then averaged over the entire period.The curve represents a

gaussian distribution �tted overthe data.

riod 1999-2003,had inform ation concerning the opening

and totalgrossand thenum berofweeksthem oviestayed

atTop 60 according to the weekend earnings.The corre-

sponding data for1997-98wasobtained from theInternet

M ovieDatabase[16].Table1 givesalltherelevantdetails

concerning the data setused forthe following analysis.

Asa�rstm easureofpopularity welook atthenum ber

ofweeksa m oviespentin theTop 60.W hilethisquantity

m ay super�cially seem sim ilarto thatobserved by Davies

forpopularm usicians[8],notethatwearelooking atthe

popularity ofindividualproducts (releases) and not the

overallpopularity ofthe producer (perform er).Figure 1

showstherelativefrequency distribution ofthenum berof

weeksa m oviespentin Top 60,scaled by itsaveragefora

given year,and then averaged overthe period 1999-2003.

The period ofoneyearwaschosen to rem oveallseasonal

variationsin m oviehouseattendance,e.g.,thepeakaround

Christm as.Thedata forlesspopularm oviescould be �t-

ted very wellwith a norm aldistribution.However,the

m ore popularm oviesreside atthe long tailofthe distri-

bution and cannotbe explained by a gaussian process.

The scarcity ofdata pointsin the tailm eantthatone

could not infer the exact dependence from the relative

frequency distribution alone.W e,therefore,looked atthe

rank orderingstatisticswhich focuseson thelargestm em -

bers ofthe distribution (the m ost popular m ovie being

ranked 1).Ashasbeen noted previously,the exponentof

a power-law distribution can bedeterm ined with good ac-

curacy in such a plot,even with relatively few data points

[6,7].Fig.2 showsa rank ordered plotofthe scaled tim e

that a m ovie spent in the Top 60.The ranks (k) have

been scaled by the totalnum berofm ovies(N )thatwere

released in aparticularyear.Notethatthedataforallthe

years1999-2003 appearto follow thesam ecurve(except-

Table 1. Annualdata for m ovies released across theaters in

USA forthe period 1997-2003:the 2nd colum n representsthe

num berofm oviesreleased in theyear,N ;the3rd colum n isthe

average num berofweeksa m ovie spentin Top 60 (in term sof

weekend gross);the4th and 5th colum nsrepresenttheaverage

opening and totalgross, respectively,for m ovies released in

a particular year.The generaltrend,with a few exceptions,

seem stobethatboth openingand totalgrossaveragesincrease

with tim e.(N.A.= notavailable)

Year N < T > < G O > < G T >

(weeks) (in M $) (in M $)

2003 307 9.5 8.094 29.239

2002 320 9.6 7.468 28.440

2001 285 10.5 7.332 28.331

2000 299 10.2 6.155 25.470

1999 274 10.9 5.638 26.452

1998 260 N.A. 6.389 23.951

1997 289 N.A. 5.735 26.108
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Fig.2.Zipfplotofthe num berofweeks,T,spentin Top 60

by the k-th ranked m ovie for the years 1999-2003.The rank

k has been scaled by N ,the totalnum berofm ovies released

in theaters that year,while T has been scaled by its annual

average.A straight line of slope � 0:248 is shown for visual

reference.

ing forthe top ranked m ovies).A power-law distribution

�tted to this data gave an exponent of’ � 0:248.The

result im plies that while the endurance of less popular

m oviesseem sto be a stochastic process,the longevity of

m ore popularm oviesatthe box o�ce is possibly due to

interactionsam ongagents(m oviegoers)through aprocess

ofinform ation transfer.Thiscould be responsible forthe

deviation from a gaussian distribution and the form ation

ofa long tailfollowing a powerlaw.

However,am ovieresidingin theTop 60foralongtim e

doesnotnecessarilyim ply thatitwasseen byalargenum -

ber ofpeople.A few ofthe longestrunning m ovies were
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�lm s designed for specialized projection theaters having

giantscreens,e.g.,in ourdatasetthe m ovie which spent

them axim um tim ein theTop 60 (95 weeks)was\Shack-

leton’s Antarctic Adventure" that was being shown at

Im ax theaters.In term s ofgross earnings,these m ovies

perform ed poorly.Therefore,we decided to look at the

box-o�ce revenuesofm ovies,both forthe opening week

and for the totalduration it was shown at theaters.Al-

though totalgrossm ay bea betterm easureofm oviepop-

ularity,the opening gross is often thought to signalthe

success ofa particular m ovie.This is supported by the

observation that about 65-70 % ofallm ovies earn their

m axim um box-o�ce revenue in the �rst week ofrelease

[11].

To correct for in
ation,we scaled the gross earnings

by the average values for a particular year.The relative

frequencydistributionshad toofew pointsattheirextrem -

ities for a reasonable determ ination ofthe nature ofthe

tails.Forbetterresolution ofthedistribution atthetails,

we looked atthe Zipfplots(Fig.3).Scaling the rank (k)

by thetotalnum berofm oviesreleased (N ),and thegross

by itsaverage forthatyear,led to the data forallyears

collapsing onto the sam e curve.This indicates that the

distribution isfairly stableacrosstheperiod understudy.

Thedata fortheopening,aswellasthetotalgross,show

a powerlaw distribution with an exponent� � 1=2 in the

region wherethe top grossing m oviesarelocated.

Theonly di�erencebetween theopening and thetotal

gross Zipf plots occur at the region ofpoorly perform -

ing m ovies,with a kink in the form er that indicates the

presence ofbim odality in the opening gross distribution

[17].Based on thisweconcludethat,m oviesin theiropen-

ing week,either perform very well,or very poorly.How-

ever,som em ovies,though notpopularinitially,m ay gen-

erate interest over tim e and eventually becom e success-

fulin term s oftotalrevenue earned.In m ovie parlance,

these are known as\sleeperhits".Thiscan be seen from

the totalgrossdistribution becom ing unim odal,showing

a sm oothercurvaturethan theopening grossdistribution

in the Zipfplot.

To verify whether the data is better explained by a

stretched exponentialdistribution,we have �tted the cu-

m ulative relative frequency distribution of scaled total

gross,G T = < G T > ,to a function ofthe form Pc(x) �

exp[� (x=x0)
�],with x0 = 1 and � = 0:67 for best �t.

However,the rank distribution curve obtained for these

param etervaluesdid notdescribewellthe corresponding

em piricaldata over the entire range.A sim ilar exercise

wascarried outfortheopening grossdata which gavedif-

ferentparam etervaluesforbest�t.Asin thecaseoftotal

gross,thesealsofailed in describingtheopeninggrossrank

distribution overthe entire range.

Theoccurrenceofdi�erentexponentvaluesforthedis-

tribution oftim e spentin Top 60 and the grossdistribu-

tions m ay initially seem confusing.To resolve this issue

we looked atthe totalgrossofa m ovie,G T ,againstthe

num berofweeksthatitspentin the Top 60,T (Fig.4).

Allm oviesreleased during 1999-2003 wereused to gener-

atethe�gure.Plotting on log-log scaleyielded a relation-
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Fig. 3. Zipfplots of the scaled rank distribution of m ovies

according to the opening gross(top)and totalgross(bottom )

for the years 1997-2003.The rank k has been scaled by the

totalnum berofm oviesreleased thatyear(N ),whilethegross

(G O ,G T )hasbeen scaled by itsannualaverage.Straightlines

ofslope � 0:5 are shown forvisualreference.

ship that im plied G T � T
2:087,which is consistent with

the exponent obtained from gross distribution being ap-

proxim ately twicethatoftheexponentobtained from the

distribution ofnum berofweeksspentin Top 60.

W e havealso looked atthe distribution ofm oviepop-

ularity according to the num ber of votes they received

from registered usersofIM DB [16].The Zipfplotofthe

votesagainstthe m ovie rankingsfor the top 250 m ovies

as ofM ay 9,2004,did not seem to follow a single func-

tionalrelation over the fullrange.However,the m iddle

rangeseem ed to �tan exponentialdistribution.Notethat

thispopularity m easureisvery di�erentfrom theoneswe

haveused above,asin thiscase,m ostofthem oviesin the

top 250 list are very well-known and a large am ount of

inform ation isavailable aboutthem .O n the otherhand,
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Fig.4.Plotofthenum berofweeksspentin Top 60againstthe

totalgross earned by m ovies released during the years 1999-

2003.A straight line ofslope 2 is shown for visualreference.

Notethatthefew outlierson therightofthe�gure(with large

valuesofT)correspond alm ostexclusively to m oviesspecially

produced forscreening in Im ax theaters.

them oviesthathavebeen released recently arerelatively

unknown and people often m ake theirdecisionsto watch

them on the basisofincom plete and unreliable inform a-

tion.

W e want to point out that the gross distributions of

individual�lm sissim ilarin nature to the citation distri-

bution ofscienti�c papers investigated by Redner [6].It

isofinterestto notethathealso obtained an exponentof

� 1=2,in the very di�erent context ofa Zipfplot ofthe

num ber ofcitations to a given paper againstits citation

rank.This m ay be indicative ofan universalfeature,as

both these cases are looking at how success or popular-

ity isdistributed in di�erentareasofhum an creativity.In

both cases,an individualentity (paperorm ovie)becom es

popular,orsuccessful,asa resultofinform ation propaga-

tion in a com m unity.Thein
uenceofthisinform ation on

individualchoice,and theresultingactionsofalargenum -

berofindividuals,leadsto the collective response ofthe

com m unity to the entity.To be popular,an entity needs

togeneratealargenum beroffavorableresponses.Clearly,

whilem ostsuch entitieselicita stochastically distributed

num ber offavorable responses,a few m anage to gener-

ate enough initialpopularity which then gets am pli�ed

through interactionsam ong agentsto m ake iteven m ore

popular.In otherwords,theinteractionscausethedistri-

bution to deviate from thatofa purely random process,

resulting in the long tailsseen in the popularity distribu-

tions.

W e would like to thank D.Stau�er for arousing our

interest in this topic and B.K .Chakrabartifor critical

com m ents.
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