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H ollyw ood blockbusters and ong-tailed distrutions

An em pircal study of the popularity of m ovis
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Abstract. Num erical data for allm ovies released In theaters in the U SA during the period 19972003 are
exam ined for the distribbution of their popularity In tem s of (i) the num ber of weeks they spent in the
Top 60 according to the weekend eamings, and (ii) the box-o ce gross during the opening week, as well
as, the totalduration for which they were shown in theaters. T hese distrbutions show long tails where the
m ost popular m ovies are located. Like the study of Redner [S.Redner, Eur.Phys.J.B 4, 131 (1998)] on
the distribbution of citations to individual papers, our results are consistent w ith a power-law dependence

of the rank distrdbution of gross revenues for the m ost popular m ovies w ith a exponent close to

1=2.

PACS. 89.75D a System s obeying scaling laws { 89.65-s Social and econom ic system s { 0250~ P roba—

bility theory, stochastic processes, and statistics

In recent tim es there hasbeen a surge of nterest in ap—
plying statisticalm echanics to understand socio-econom ic
phenom ena b:]. The ain is to seek out pattems in the ag—
gregate behavior of Interacting agents, which can be indi-
viduals, groups, com panies or nations. E xam ples of such
pattems arising in a social or econom ic context inclide
the P areto Jaw of lncom e distrioution [2], Zipf's law In the
distrbution of m sizes @: etc. Another fruitfil area or
seeking such pattems is the evolution of collective choice
from individual behavior, eg., the sudden em ergence of
popular fads or fashions if;']. T he popularity or success’
of certain ideas or products, com pared to their num erous
(often very sin ilar) com petitors, cannot be explained ex—
clusively on the basis of their individualm erit. Em pirical
Investigation of such popularity distrbutions m ay shed
light on this issue. In particular, they can be used to test
di erent theories ofhow collective choice em erges from in—
dividualdecisions based on lim ited Informm ation and com —
m unication am ong agents E].W ith this ob fctive, we have
Investigated in this paper the popularity ofm ovies by es-
tim ating the distrbutions of their gross eamings (opening
and total) and their endurance in the box o ce.Our re—
sults are consistent w ith a power-daw dependence of the
rank distrdbution of gross revenues for the m ost popular
m ovies, w ith an exponent close to 1=2.

A num ber of recent papers have looked at the em piri-
caldistrdbution ofpopularity or success’ in di erent areas.
Redner [_6] has analyzed the distribution of citations of in—
dividualpapers and has found that the num ber of papers
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with x citations, N (x) has a power law tailN (x) x °>.
T his is consistent w ith his observation that the Zipfplot
of the num ber of citations against rank has a power law

dependence w ith exponent 1=2.In contrast, Laherrere
and Somette [1 have looked at the lifetin e total citations
ofthe 1120 m ost cited physicists, and D avies [é at the life—
tin e total success of popularm usic bands asm easured by
the totalnum ber of weeks they were In the weekly top 75
list ofbest-selling recordings. B oth report the occurrence
of stretched exponentialdistribution . Teslkuk etal i_&i] have
focussed on the popularity ofw ebsites, and have described
the rank distrbution by a m odi ed ZIpf law . In the spe-
ci c context ofm ovie popularity, D e Vany and W alls have
looked at the distribution ofm ovie eamings and pro t as
a function of a variety of variables, such as, genre, rat-
ngs, presence of stars, etc. ﬁlO ]. They have shown that
the distrdbbution of box-o0 ce revenues follow a Levy sta—

ble distrution [l]. ] arising from B oseE instein dynam ics
In the nform ation feedback am ong m ovie audiences le]

Stau erand W eisbuch [:13 have tried to reproduce the cb-
served rank distrbution of top 250 m ovies (@ccording to
votes in www Jdn db.com ) using a socialpercolation m odel.

For our analysis we decided to look at allm ovies re—
leased In theaters in the United States during the period
1997-2003. T hese include not only new m ovies produced
In the USA in this period, but also re—re]ease of older
m ovies aswellasm oviesm ade abroad @4 H ow ever, per—
haps unsurprisingly, the top perform ing m ovies (in tem s
of box-0 ce eamings) alm ost invariably are products of
the m apr Hollywood studios. T he prin ary database that
we used was The M ovie T in es website fl5] which listed
the m ovies released during these years and, for the pe-
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Fig. 1. Nom alized relative frequency distribution of num ber
of weeks In Top 60 divided by the average num ber of weeks
spent by movies in Top 60 in a year. The frequency distribbu-—
tion is com puted for each year in the period 19992003 and
then averaged over the entire period. T he curve represents a
gaussian distrdbution tted over the data.

riod 19992003, had inform ation conceming the opening
and totalgross and the num ber ofwecks the m ovie stayed
at Top 60 according to the weekend eamings. T he corre—
soonding data for 1997-98 was obtained from the Intemet
M ovie D atabase f_l-é] Tab]e:!: gives all the relevant details
conceming the data set used for the follow ing analysis.

Asa rstmeasureofpopulariy we look at the num ber
ofweeks am ovie spent in the Top 60.W hile this quantity
m ay super cially seem sin ilar to that observed by D avies
for popular m usicians E_d], note that we are looking at the
popularity of individual products (releases) and not the
overall popularity of the producer (perfomm er). Figure hiY
show s the relative frequency distribution ofthe num ber of
weeks am ovie spent in Top 60, scaled by its average for a
given year, and then averaged over the period 1999-2003.
T he period of one year was chosen to rem ove all seasonal
variations in m oviehouse attendance, e g., the peak around
Christm as. The data for less popularm ovies could be t—
ted very well with a nom al distrbution. H owever, the
m ore popular m ovies reside at the long tail of the distri-
bution and cannot be explained by a gaussian process.

T he scarcity of data points in the tailm eant that one
could not infer the exact dependence from the relative
frequency distrdbution alone.W g, therefore, looked at the
rank ordering statistics w hich focuses on the largestm em —
bers of the distrbution (the m ost popular m ovie being
ranked 1).A s has been noted previously, the exponent of
a pow er-law distrdbution can be determ ined w ith good ac—
curacy in such a plot, even w ith relatively few data points
lanl). Fig.d shows a rank ordered plot of the scalkd tine
that a movie spent in the Top 60. The ranks (k) have
been scaled by the totalnumber ofm ovies N ) that were
released in a particular year.N ote that the data forallthe
years 19992003 appear to follow the sam e curve (exospt—

Table 1. Annualdata for m ovies released across theaters in
U SA for the period 1997-2003: the 2nd colum n represents the
num berofm ovies released In the year, N ; the 3rd colum n isthe
average num ber of weeks a m ovie spent in Top 60 (in tem s of
weekend gross); the 4th and 5th colum ns represent the average
opening and total gross, respectively, for m ovies released in
a particular year. The general trend, with a few exceptions,
seam s to be thatboth opening and totalgross averages increase

with tine. N A .= not available)

Year N <T> < Go > < Gr >

(weeks) (n M $) (n M $)
2003 307 95 8.094 29239
2002 320 9.6 7468 28.440
2001 285 105 7332 28331
2000 299 102 6.155 25470
1999 274 10.9 5.638 26452
1998 260 NA. 6.389 23.951
1997 289 N A. 5.735 26.108
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Fig. 2. Zpfplt of the number of weeks, T, spent In Top 60
by the k-th ranked m ovie for the years 1999-2003. T he rank
k has been scaled by N , the total num ber of m ovies released
in theaters that year, while T has been scaled by is annual
average. A straight line of slope 0248 is shown for visual
reference.

ing for the top ranked m ovies). A power-aw distribution
tted to this data gave an exponent of ’ 0248. The
result inplies that while the endurance of less popular
m ovies seam s to be a stochastic process, the Iongevity of
m ore popular m ovies at the box o ce is possbly due to
Interactions am ong agents m oviegoers) through a process
of nform ation transfer. This could be responsible for the
deviation from a gaussian distribution and the fom ation
ofa long tail ©llow ng a power law .
However, am ovie residing In the Top 60 fora longtin e
doesnot necessarily In ply that it was seen by a large num —
ber of pecple. A faw of the longest running m ovies were
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In s designed for specialized profction theaters having
giant screens, eg. In our dataset the m ovie which spent
them aximnum tim e in the Top 60 (95 weeks) was \Shack—
leton’s Antarctic Adventure" that was being shown at
Im ax theaters. In tem s of gross eamings, these m ovies
perform ed poorly. T herefore, we decided to look at the
box-o ce revenues of m ovies, both for the opening week
and for the total duration it was shown at theaters. A -
though totalgrossm ay be a betterm easure ofm ovie pop—
ularity, the opening gross is often thought to signal the
success of a particular m ovie. This is supported by the
observation that about 65-70 $ of allm ovies eam their
m_aleinum box-0 ce revenue in the rst week of release
L2].

To correct for in ation, we scaled the gross eamings
by the average values for a particular year. T he relative
frequency distrbutionshad too few pointsat their extrem —
Ities for a reasonable determ nation of the nature of the
tails. For better resolution of the distribution at the tails,
we looked at the Zipfplots Fig.d). Scaling the rank (k)
by the totalnum ber ofm ovies released N ), and the gross
by its average for that year, led to the data for all years
collapsing onto the sam e curve. This indicates that the
distrbution is airly stable across the period under study.
T he data for the opening, as well as the total gross, show
a power law distribution w ith an exponent 1=2 In the
region where the top grossing m ovies are located.

The only di erence between the opening and the total
gross Zipf plots occur at the region of poorly perfom —
Ing movies, with a kink in the fom er that indicates the
presence of bim odality in the opening gross distribbution
I_lj]. Based on thiswe conclude that, m ovies in their open—
ing week, etther perform very well, or very poorly. H ow —
ever, som e m ovies, though not popular initialky, m ay gen—
erate interest over tim e and eventually becom e success—
f1l in term s of total revenue eamed. In m ovie parlance,
these are known as \sleeper hits". T his can be seen from
the total gross distrdbution becom ing unin odal, show ing
a an oother curvature than the opening gross distribution
in the Zpfplt.

To verify whether the data is better explained by a
stretched exponential distribution, we have tted the cu—
mulative relative frequency distribution of scaled total
gross, Gr=< Gr >, to a function of the form P. x)
exp[ &=xqp) ], with xo = 1 and = 007 for best t.
However, the rank distribbution curve obtained for these
param eter valies did not describe well the corresponding
em pirical data over the entire range. A sin ilar exercise
w as carried out for the opening gross data w hich gave dif-
ferent param eter values forbest t.A s n the case oftotal
gross, these also failed in describing the opening gross rank
distrbbution over the entire range.

T he occurrence ofdi erent exponent values for the dis—
tribution of tim e spent in Top 60 and the gross distribbu-—
tions m ay initially seem confusing. To resolve this issue
we looked at the total gross of a m ovie, Gt , against the
num ber of weeks that it spent in the Top 60, T CFjg.:fi) .
A llm ovies released during 19992003 were used to gener—
ate the gure.P otting on log-log scale yielded a relation—
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Fig. 3. Zipf plots of the scaled rank distrbution of m ovies
according to the opening gross (top) and totalgross (oottom )
for the years 19972003. The rank k has been scaled by the
totalnum ber of m ovies released that year N ), whilke the gross
Go ,G1 ) hasbeen scaled by its annualaverage. Straight lines
of slope 035 are shown for visual reference.

ship that implied Gy  T?29%7, which is consistent w ith
the exponent ocbtained from gross distribution being ap—
proxim ately tw ice that of the exponent obtained from the
distrdbution of num ber of weeks spent in Top 60.

W e have also looked at the distrbution ofm ovie pop—
ularity according to the number of votes they received
from registered users of M DB [_lg] The Zipfplt of the
votes against the m ovie rankings for the top 250 m ovies
as ofM ay 9, 2004, did not seem to ollow a single func—
tional relation over the fiill range. H owever, the m dde
range seam ed to  t an exponentialdistribution.N ote that
this populariy m easure is very di erent from the oneswe
have used above, as in this case, m ost ofthem ovies in the
top 250 list are very wellknown and a large am ount of
inform ation is available about them . O n the other hand,
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Weeks in Top 60, T
Fig.4.P ot ofthenum berofweeks spent in Top 60 against the
total gross eamed by m ovies released during the years 1999-
2003. A straight line of slope 2 is shown for visual reference.
N ote that the few outliers on the right ofthe gure W ith large
values of T ) correspond alm ost exclusively to m ovies specially
produced for screening in Im ax theaters.

the m ovies that have been released recently are relatively
unknown and people often m ake their decisions to watch
them on the basis of ncom plete and unreliable nform a—
tion.

W e want to point out that the gross distrbutions of
Individual Im s is sim ilar In nature to the citation distri-
bution of scienti ¢ papers investigated by Redner [4]. Tt
is of interest to note that he also obtained an expone-nt of

1=2, In the very di erent context of a Zipf plot of the
num ber of ciations to a given paper against its citation
rank. This m ay be indicative of an universal feature, as
both these cases are looking at how success or popular-
ity isdistribbuted in di erent areas ofhum an creativity. In
both cases, an ndividualentity (oaper orm ovie) becom es
popular, or successfil], as a result of inform ation propaga-—
tion n a communiy.The in uence ofthis inform ation on
Individualchoice, and the resulting actionsofa large num —
ber of individuals, leads to the collective response of the
comm unity to the entity. To be popular, an entity needs
to generate a Jarge num ber of favorable responses.C learly,
while m ost such entities elicit a stochastically distributed
num ber of favorable responses, a f&w m anage to gener—
ate enough iniial popularity which then gets ampli ed
through interactions am ong agents to m ake it even m ore
popular. In other words, the interactions cause the distri-
bution to deviate from that of a purely random process,
resulting In the long tails seen in the populariy distribu-
tions.

W e would lke to thank D . Stau er for arousing our
Interest In this topic and B . K . Chakrabarti for critical
com m ents.
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