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Abstract

T he dynam ics ofm any social,technologicaland econom ic phenom ena are driven by

individualhum an actions,turning the quantitative understanding ofhum an behavior

into a centralquestion ofm odern science. C urrent m odels ofhum an dynam ics,used

from risk assessm ent to com m unications, assum e that hum an actions are random ly

distributed in tim e and thus w ellapproxim ated by Poisson processes [1,2,3]. In con-

trast,there is increasing evidence that the tim ing ofm any hum an activities,ranging

from com m unication to entertainm ent and w ork patterns,follow non-Poisson statis-

tics,characterized by bursts ofrapidly occurring events separated by long periods of

inactivity [4,5,6,7,8]. H ere w e show that the bursty nature of hum an behavior is

a consequence of a decision based queuing process [9,10]: w hen individuals execute

tasks based on som e perceived priority,the tim ing of the tasks w illbe heavy tailed,

m ost tasks being rapidly executed,w hile a few experience very long w aiting tim es. In

contrast,priority blind execution is w ellapproxim ated by uniform interevent statis-

tics. T hese �ndingshave im portantim plicationsfrom resource m anagem entto service

allocation in both com m unications and retail.
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Hum ans participate on a daily basis in a large num ber ofdistinct activities, ranging

from electronic com m unication,such assending em ailsorm aking phone calls,to browsing

the web,initiating �nancialtransactions,orengaging in entertainm ent and sports. Given

the num ber offactors that determ ine the tim ing ofeach action,ranging from work and

sleep patternsto resource availability,itappearsim possible to seek regularities in hum an

dynam ics,apartfrom the obvious daily and seasonalperiodicities. Therefore,in contrast

with theaccuratepredictivetoolscom m on in physicalsciences,forecastinghum an and social

patternsrem ainsa di�cultand often elusive goal.

Current m odels ofhum an activity are based on Poisson processes,and assum e thatin

a dttim e intervalan individual(agent) engages in a speci�c action with probability qdt,

where q is the overallfrequency ofthe m onitored activity. This m odelpredicts that the

tim eintervalbetween two consecutive actionsby thesam eindividual,called thewaiting or

inter-eventtim e,followsan exponentialdistribution (Fig.1,a-c)[1].Poisson processesare

widely used to quantify the consequences ofhum an actions,such asm odelling tra�c ow

patterns or accident frequencies [1],and are com m ercially used in callcenter sta�ng [2],

inventory control[3],ortoestim atethenum berofcongestion caused blocked callsin m obile

com m unications [4]. Yet,an increasing num ber ofrecent m easurem ents indicate thatthe

tim ing ofm any hum an actionssystem atically deviatefrom thePoisson prediction,thewait-

ing orinter-eventtim esbeing betterapproxim ated by a heavy tailed orPareto distribution

(Fig.1,d-f).Thedi�erencesbetween Poisson and heavy tailed behaviorisstriking:a Pois-

son distribution decreasesexponentially,forcing theconsecutiveeventsto follow each other

atrelatively regulartim eintervalsand forbidding very long waiting tim es.In contrast,the

slowly decaying heavy tailed processesallow forvery longperiodsofinactivity thatseparate

burstsofintensive activity (Fig.1).

To providedirectevidencefornon-Poisson activity patternsin individualhum an behav-

ior,we study the com m unication between severalthousand em ailusersbased on a dataset

capturingthesender,recipient,tim eand sizeofeach em ail[11,12].AsFigure2ashows,the

distribution ofthetim edi�erencesbetween consecutiveem ailssentby aselected userisbest

approxim ated with P(�)� �� �,where�’ 1,indicating thatan individual’sem ailpattern

hasabursty non-Poisson character:duringasinglesession ausersendsoutseveralem ailsin

aquick succession,followed by longperiodsofnoem ailactivity.Thisbehaviorisnotlim ited

to em ailcom m unications. M easurem entscapturing the distribution ofthe tim e di�erences
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between consecutiveinstantm essagessentby individualsduringonlinechats[5]show asim -

ilarpattern. Professionaltasks,such asthe tim ing ofjob subm issionson a supercom puter

[6],directory listingsand �le transfers(FTP requests) initiated by individualusers[7],or

thetim ingofprintingjobssubm itted by users[13]werealsoreported todisplay non-Poisson

features.Sim ilarpatternsem ergein thetim eintervaldistribution between individualtrades

in currency futures[8].Finally,heavy tailed distributionscharacterizeentertainm entrelated

events,such asthetim eintervalsbetween consecutiveonlinegam esplayed by thesam euser

[14].

Thefactthata widerangeofhum an activity patternsfollow non-Poisson statisticssug-

geststhatthe observed bursty characterreectssom e fundam entaland potentially generic

featureofhum an dynam ics.Yet,them echanism responsible forthese striking non-random

features rem ain unknown. Here we show that the bursty nature ofhum an dynam ics is a

consequenceofaqueuingprocessdriven by hum an decision m aking:wheneveran individual

ispresented with m ultipletasksand choosesam ong them based on som eperceived priority

param eter,thewaitingtim eofthevarioustaskswillbeParetodistributed.In contrast,�rst-

com e-�rst-serve and random task execution,com m on in m ostservice oriented orcom puter

driven environm ents,lead to a uniform Poisson likedynam ics.

M osthum an initiated eventsrequirean individualto weigh and prioritizedi�erentactiv-

ities.Forexam ple,attheend ofeach activity an individualneedstodecidewhattodonext:

send an em ail,do som e shopping,orplace a phone call,allocating tim e and resources for

thechosen activity.Consideran agentoperating with a priority listofL tasks.Aftera task

isexecuted,itisrem oved from the list,o�ering the opportunity to add anothertask. The

agentassignsto each task a priority param eterx,which allowsitto com pare the urgency

ofthe di�erenttaskson the list. The question is,how long willa given task have to wait

beforeitisexecuted.Theanswerdependson them ethod theagentusesto choosethetask

to be executed next. In thisrespectthree selection protocols[10]are particularly relevant

forhum an dynam ics:

(i) The sim plest is the �rst-in-�rst-out protocol,executing the tasks in the order they

were added to the list. This is com m on in service oriented processes,like the �rst-com e-

�rst-serve execution ofordersin a restaurantorgetting help from directory assistance and

consum ersupport.Thetim eperiod an item stayson thelistbeforeexecution isdeterm ined

by thecum ulative tim erequired to perform alltasksadded to thelistbeforeit.Ifthetim e
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necessary to perform theindividualtasksarechosen from a bounded distribution (i.e. the

second m om entofthedistribution is�nite),then thewaiting tim edistribution willdevelop

an exponentialtail,indicating thatm osttasksexperience approxim ately the sam e waiting

tim e.

(ii)Thesecond possibility isto executethetasksin a random order,irrespectiveoftheir

priorityortim espenton thelist.Thisiscom m on,forexam ple,in educationalsettings,when

students are called on random ly,and in som e packetrouting protocols. The waiting tim e

distribution oftheindividualtasks(i.e.thetim ebetween two callson thesam estudent)in

thiscaseisalso exponential.

(iii)In m osthum an initiated activitiestask selection isnotrandom ,butthe individual

executes the highest priority item on its list. The resulting execution dynam ics is quite

di�erentfrom (i)and (ii):high priority taskswillbe executed soon aftertheiraddition to

thelist,whilelow priority item swillhaveto waituntilallhigherpriority tasksarecleared,

forcing them to stay on the list forconsiderable tim e intervals. In the following we show

thatthisselection m echanism ,practiced by hum anson a daily basis,isthelikely source of

thefattailsobserved in hum an initiated processes.

W e assum e thatan individualhasa priority listwith L tasks,each task being assigned

a priority param eterxi;i= 1;:::;L,chosen from a �(x)distribution.Ateach tim estep the

agent selects the highest priority task from the list and executes it,rem oving itfrom the

list.Atthatm om enta new task isadded to thelist,itspriority xi being again chosen from

�(x). This sim ple m odelignores the possibility that the agent occasionally selects a low

priority item forexecution beforeallhigherpriority item saredone,com m on,forexam ple,

fortaskswith deadlines.Thiscan beincorporated by assum ing thattheagentexecutesthe

highest priority item with probability p,and with probability 1� p executes a random ly

selected task,independentofitspriority. Thusthe p ! 1 lim itofthe m odeldescribesthe

determ inistic (iii)protocol,when always the highest priority task is chosen forexecution,

whilep! 0 correspondsto therandom choiceprotocoldiscussed in (ii).

Toestablish thatthispriority listm odelcan accountfortheobserved fattailed interevent

tim e distribution,we �rst studied its dynam ics num erically with priorities chosen from a

uniform distribution xi 2 [0;1]. Com puter sim ulations show that in the p ! 1 lim it the

probability thata task spends� tim eon thelisthasa powerlaw tailwith exponent�= 1

(Fig 3a),in agreem entwith the exponent obtained in em ailcom m unications (Fig 2a). In
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the p ! 0 lim it P(�) follows an exponentialdistribution (Fig. 3b),as expected for the

case(ii).Asthetypicallength ofthepriority listdi�ersfrom individualto individual,itis

particularly im portantforthe tailofP(�)to be independentofL. Num ericalsim ulations

indicatethatthisisindeed thecase:changesin L donota�ectthescaling ofP(�).Thefact

thatthescaling holdsforL = 2indicatesthatitisnotnecessary to havea longpriority list:

aslong asindividualsbalanceatleasttwo tasks,a bursty heavy tailed intereventdynam ics

willem erge.

To determ ine thetailofP(�)analytically we considera stochastic version ofthe m odel

in which the probability to choose a task with priority x for execution in a unit tim e is

�(x)� x ,where isa param eterthatallowsusto interpolatebetween therandom choice

lim it(ii)( = 0,p = 0)and the determ inistic case,when alwaysthe highestpriority item

is chosen for execution (iii) ( = 1 ,p = 1). Note that this param eterization captures

the scaling ofthe m odelonly in the p ! 0 and p ! 1 lim its,butnotforinterm ediate p

values,thus it is chosen only for m athem aticalconvenience. The probability that a task

with priority x waitsa tim eintervaltbeforeexecution isf(x;t)= (1� �(x))t� 1�(x).The

averagewaiting tim eofa task with priority x isobtained by averaging overtweighted with

f(x;t),providing

�(x)=

1
X

t= 1

tf(x;t)=
1

�(x)
�

1

x
; (1)

i.e. the higheran item ’spriority,the shorteristhe average tim e itwaitsbefore execution.

To calculate P(�)we use thefactthattheprioritiesarechosen from the �(x)distribution,

i.e.�(x)dx = P(�)d�,which gives

P(�)�
�(�� 1=)

�1+ 1=
: (2)

In the  ! 1 lim it,which converges to the strictly priority based determ inistic choice

(p= 1)in them odel,Eq.(2)predictsP(�)� �� 1,in agreem entwith thenum ericalresults

(Fig 3a),aswellastheem piricaldata on theem ailinterarrivaltim es(Fig 2a).In the= 0

(p = 0)lim it�(x)isindependentofx,thusP(�)convergesto an exponentialdistribution,

asshown in Fig.3b (seeSupplem entary Inform ation).

TheapparentdependenceofP(�)on the�(x)distribution from which theagentchooses

the prioritiesm ay appearto representa potentialproblem ,asassigning prioritiesisa sub-

jectiveprocess,each individualbeing characterized by itsown �(x)distribution.According
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to Eq.(2),however,in the! 1 lim itP(�)isindependentof�(x).Indeed,in thedeter-

m inisticlim ittheuniform �(x)can betransform ed into an arbitrary �0(x)with a param eter

change,withoutaltering the orderin which the tasksare executed [10]. Thisinsensitivity

ofthetailto �(x)explainswhy,despitethediversity ofhum an actions,encom passing both

professionaland personalpriorities,m ostdecision driven processesdevelop a heavy tail.

To obtain em piricalevidence for the validity ofthe proposed queuing m echanism we

considertheem ailactivity pattern ofan individual[11,12].Oncein frontofthecom puter,

an individualwillreply im m ediately toahigh priority m essage,whileplacingthelessurgent

orthem oredi�cultoneson itspriority listto com petewith othernon-em ailactivities.W e

propose,therefore,that the observed interevent tim e distribution is in fact rooted in the

uneven waiting tim es experienced by di�erent tasks. To test this hypothesis we need to

determ ine directly the waiting tim e foreach task. In the em aildatasetwe have the tim e,

sender and recipient ofeach em ailtransm itted over severalm onthsby each user,thuswe

can determ ine the tim e ittakesfora userto reply to a received m essage [11]. AsFig. 2b

shows,we �nd thatthe waiting tim e distribution P(�w)forthe userwhose P(�)isshown

in Fig. 2a isbestapproxim ated by P(�w)� �� �ww with exponent �w = 1,supporting our

hypothesisthattheheavy tailed waiting tim edistribution drivestheobserved bursty em ail

activity patterns.

Asin the p ! 1 lim itofthe m odelthe priority listisdom inated by low priority tasks,

new taskswilloften be executed im m ediately. Thisresultsin a peak atP(� = 1)(see Fig.

3 in the Supplem entary Inform ation),which,while in som e cases m ay represent a m odel

artifact,in the em ailcontextisnotunrealistic: m ostem ailsare eitherdeleted rightaway

(which isonekind oftask execution),orareim m ediately replied to.Only them oredi�cult

ortim e consum ing taskswillqueue on the priority list. The em aildatasetdoesnotallow

usto resolvethispeak,however:a m essageto which theuserrepliesrightaway willappear

to havesom ewaiting tim e,given thedelay between thearrivalofthem essageand thetim e

theuserhasa chanceto read it.

W hileweillustrated thequeuingprocessonem ails,ingeneralthem odelisbettersuited to

capturethecom petition between di�erentkindsofactivitiesan individualisengaged in,i.e.

theswitchingbetween variouswork,entertainm entand com m unication events.Indeed,m ost

datasetsdisplaying heavy tailed interevent tim es in a speci�c activity reect the outcom e

ofthecom petition between tasksofdi�erentnature.Forexam ple,thestarting ofan online
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gam ing session im plies that allhigher priority work and entertainm ent related activities

havebeen already executed.

Detailed m odels ofhum an activity require us to consider the im pact ofa num ber of

additionalm echanism son thequeuing process.First,in thepriority listm odelweassum ed

thatthe tim e necessary to execute a task (service tim e)isthe sam e foralltasks. The size

distribution ofem ailsisheavy tailed [16,17],however,thusthe waiting tim e distribution

could bedriven entirely by thetim eittakesto read an em ail,i.e.them essagesize.Yet,as

Fig.2cshows,wefailto �nd a correlation between thesizeoftheem ailreceived by a user

and the tim e the usertakes to reply to it. W hile a detailed analysis should also consider

the roleofattachm ents,Fig.2csuggeststhatthe priority ofa response ism oreim portant

than the m essage size. Furtherm ore,the priorities assigned to tasks are often driven by

optim ization processes,asagentsaim tom axim izepro�tsorm inim izetheoveralltim espent

on som eactivity.

A naturalextension ofthe m odelis to assum e that tasks arrive at a rate � and are

executed atarate�,allowingthelength ofthepriority listL tochangein tim e.In thiscase

them odelm apsinto Cobham ’spriority queuem odel[9],which hasa powerlaw distributed

waiting tim e with � = 3=2 only when � = � (see Supplem entary Inform ation). Thus to

accountforthe powerlaw waiting tim esthe m odelrequiresan additionalm echanism that

guarantees � = � (which,as Fig. 3d indicates,is not satis�ed for m ost em ailusers). In

contrast,in theproposed priority listm odelwe assum ed thatforhum ansthelength ofthe

priority list rem ains relatively unchanged (i.e. L is constant). To understand the origin

ofthisassum ption we m ustrealize thatfor�= � the length ofthe priority listuctuates

widely and can occasionally grow very long. W hile keeping track ofa long priority listis

nota problem fora com puter,itiswellestablished thattheim m ediatem em ory ofhum ans

has�nite capacity [15]. In otherwords,the num berofprioritieswe can easily rem em ber,

and thereforethelength ofthepriority list,isbounded,m otivating ourchoiceofa �niteL.

W hileothergeneralizationsarepossibleand often required,ourm ain �nding isthatthe

observed fattailed activity distributionscan be explained by a sim ple hypothesis:hum ans

execute theirtasksbased on som e perceived priority,setting up queuesthatgenerate very

uneven waiting tim e distributionsfordi�erenttasks. In thisrespectthe proposed priority

listm odelrepresents only a m inim alfram ework thatallowsusto dem onstrate the poten-

tialorigin ofthe heavy tailed activity patterns,and o�ers room forfurther extensions to
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capture m ore com plex hum an behavior. Asthe exponent ofthe tailcould depend on the

detailsoftheprioritizing process,futurework m ay allow theem piricaldata to discrim inate

between di�erentqueuing hypotheses.A m apping into punctuated equilibrium m odels(see

Supplem entary Inform ation [18,19]),with the m athem aticalfram ework ofqueuing theory

could help thesystem aticclassi�cation ofthevarioustem poralpatternsgenerated byhum an

behavior.

There is overwhelm ing evidence that Internet tra�c is characterized by heavy-tailed

statistics [20],rooted in the Pareto size distribution ofthe transm itted �les [16,17]. As

we have shown above (Fig 2c),we �nd thata user’sem ailactivity doesnotcorrelate with

the em ailsize. Sim ilarly,the tim ing ofonline gam es[14]orsending an instantm essage [5]

cannotbe driven by �le sizeseither.ThissuggeststhatInternettra�c isin factdriven by

two separateprocesses:Theheavy tailed sizedistribution ofthe�lessentby theusersand

thehum an decision driven tim ing ofvariousInternetm ediated activitiesindividualsengage

in. In som e environm entsthissecond m echanism ,whose origin isaddressed in thispaper,

can bejustasim portantasthem uch investigated �rstone.Given thedi�erencesin routing

perform ance under Poisson and Pareto arrivaltim e distributions [20,21,22],a queuing

based m odelofhum an-driven arrivaltim es could contribute to a better understanding of

Internettra�caswell.

Uncovering them echanism sgoverning thetim ing ofvarioushum an activitieshassigni�-

cantscienti�cand com m ercialpotential.First,m odelsofhum an behaviorareindispensable

forlarge-scale m odelsofsocialorganization,ranging from detailed urban m odels[23,24],

to m odeling the spread ofepidem icsand viruses,the developm ent ofpanic [25]orcaptur-

ing �nancialm arketbehavior[26]. Understanding the origin ofthe non-Poisson nature of

hum an dynam ics could fundam entally alterthe dynam icalconclusions these m odelso�er.

Second,m odels ofhum an behavior are crucialfor better resource allocation and pricing

plansforphone com panies,to im prove inventory and service allocation in both online and

brick-and-m ortalretail,and potentially tounderstand theburstsofideasand m em esem erg-

ing in com m unication and publication patterns[27].Finally,heavy tailshavebeen observed

in theforaging patternsofbirdsaswell[28],raising theintriguing possibility thatanim als

also utilize som e evolution-encoded priority based queuing m echanism s to decide between

com peting tasks,likecaring foro�springs,gathering food,or�ghting o� predators.
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FIG .1: The di� erence between the activity patterns predicted by a Poisson process (top) and

the heavy tailed distributions observed in hum an dynam ics (bottom ). (a) Succession ofevents

predicted by a Poisson process,which assum es that in any m om ent an event takes place with

probability q. The horizontalaxisdenotestim e,each verticalline corresponding to an individual

event. Note that the interevent tim es are com parable to each other,long delays being virtually

absent. (b) The absence oflong delaysisvisible on the plotshowing the delay tim es� for1,000

consecutive events,the size ofeach verticalline corresponding to the gaps seen in (a). (c) The

probability of� nding exactly n eventswithin a � xed tim eintervalisP(n;q)= e� qt(qt)n=n!,which

predictsthatfora Poisson processthe inter-event tim e distribution followsP (�)= qe� q�,shown

on alog-linearplotin (c)fortheeventsdisplayed in (a,b).(d)Thesuccession ofeventsforaheavy

tailed distribution.(e)Thewaiting tim e� of1,000 consecutiveevents,wherethem ean eventtim e

waschosen to coincide with the m ean eventtim e ofthe Poisson processshown in (a-c). Note the

largespikesin theplot,corresponding to very long delay tim es.(b)and (e)havethesam evertical

scale,allowing to com pare theregularity ofa Poisson processwith thebursty natureoftheheavy

tailed process.(f)Delay tim edistribution P (�)’ �� 2 fortheheavy tailed processshown in (d,e),

appearingasastraightlinewith slope-2on alog-log plot.Thesignalshown in (d-f)wasgenerated

using = 1 in the stochastic priority listm odeldiscussed in the Supplem entary Inform ation.
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FIG .2: Heavy tailed activity patterns in em ailcom m unications. (a) The distribution of the

tim e intervals between consecutive em ailssentby a single userovera three m onth tim e interval,

indicating that P (�)� �� 1 (the solid line in the log-log plot has slope -1). W hile the exponent

di� ers slightly from user to user,it is typically centered around � = 1. (b) The distribution

ofthe tim e taken by the user to reply to a received m essage. To determ ine �w we recorded the

tim e the user received an em ailfrom a speci� c user,and the tim e it sent a response to it,the

di� erence between the two providing �w. For consistency the � gure shows the data for the user

whose interevent tim e distribution is shown in (a). The solid line in the log-log plot has slope

-1. (c) A scatterplotshowing the waiting tim e (�w)and the size foreach em ailresponded to by

the user discussed in (a,b),indicating that the � le size and the response tim e do not correlate.

(d) Scatter plot showing the num ber ofem ails received and sent by 3,188 users during a three

m onth interval. Each point corresponds to a di� erent user,indicating that there are signi� cant

di� erencesbetween thenum berofreceived and responded em ails.Thedashed linecorrespondsto

nin = nout,capturing thecase when theclassicalqueuing m odelsalso predicta powerlaw waiting

tim e distribution (see Supplem entary Inform ation),albeitwith exponent�= 3=2.
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FIG .3:Thewaiting tim edistribution predicted by theinvestigated queuing m odel.Thepriorities

were chosen from a uniform distribution xi 2 [0;1],and we m onitored a priority list oflength

L = 100 over T = 106 tim e steps. (a) Log-log plot ofthe tailofprobability P (�) that a task

spends� tim eon thelistobtained forp = 0:99999,corresponding to thedeterm inisticlim itofthe

m odel.The continuousline on the log-log plotcorrespond to the scaling predicted by (2),having

slope -1,in agreem ent with the num ericalresults and the analyticalpredictions. The data was

log-binned,to reduce the uneven statistical uctuations com m on in heavy tailed distributions,a

procedure thatdoesnotalter the slope ofthe tail. For the fullcurve,including the � = 1 peak,

see Fig. 3 in the Supplem entary Inform ation. (b) Linear-log plot ofthe P (�) distribution for

p = 0:00001, corresponding to the random choice lim it ofthe m odel. The fact that the curve

followsa straightline on a linear-log plotindicatesthatP (�)decaysexponentially.
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