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Traditionalanalyses ofinternationalterrorism have notsoughtto explain the em ergence ofrare

but extrem ely severe events. Using the tools ofextrem alstatistics to analyze the set ofterrorist

attacksworldwide between 1968 and 2004,ascom piled by the NationalM em orialInstitute forthe

Prevention ofTerrorism (M IPT),we�nd thattherelationship between thefrequency and severity of

terroristattacksexhibitsthe \scale-free" property with an exponentofclose to two.Thisproperty

isrobust,even when werestrictouranalysisto eventsfrom a singletypeofweapon oreventswithin

m ajorindustrialized nations.W ealso �nd thatthedistribution ofeventsizeshaschanged very little

overthe past37 years,suggesting thatscale invariance isan inherentfeature ofglobalterrorism .

Although terrorism has a long historicalrelationship

with politics[1],onlyin them odern erahavesm allgroups

ofnon-state actors had access to extrem ely destructive

weapons[2,3],particularly chem icalorexplosiveagents.

Thisdram atic increasein destructive powerhasallowed

severeterroristattackssuch astheM arch 20 1995release

oftheSarin nerveagentin aTokyosubwaywhich injured

or killed over 5000,the August7 1998 car bom bing in

Nairobi,K enya which injured orkilled over5200,orthe

m ore wellknown attack on Septem ber11 2001 in New

York City which killed 2823 [19]. Typicalanalyses of

patterns ofterrorist events have treated such rare but

severeattacksasoutliers,and generallyfocused attention

only on the group ofsubjectively de� ned \signi� cant"

events[2,4].W e show here,by exam ining data overthe

past37years,thatdiscountingextrem aleventsasspecial

casesignoresa signi� cantpattern in terrorism .

Using the toolsofextrem alstatistics,we characterize

the relationship between the severity and frequency of

terroristevents. By severity,we sim ply m ean the num -

ber of individuals injured or killed by an attack. W e

show that this relationship m ay be well-characterized

by the sim ple m athem atical function, the power law

P (x) � x�� ,where � is the scaling exponent. Such a

pattern issaid to be \scaleinvariant," and isubiquitous

in nature,appearing in the frequency ofword usage in

a variety oflanguages(known m ore com m only asZipf’s

Law),the num ber ofcitations per scienti� c paper,the

population ofcities,the m agnitude ofearthquakes,the

networth in US dollarsofindividuals,etc. (see,forex-

am ple,[5]). Forthiswork,the m ostrelevantpowerlaw

isthewellestablished onegoverning therelationship be-

tween thefrequency and intensity [20]ofwars[6,7,8,9],

to which wewillreturn in a latersection.

Although m any organizations track such attacks

worldwide, few provide their data publicly or in any-

thing but an aggregate form . The M IPT database ap-

pearsto be unique in itscom prehensive detail,contain-

ing,as ofJanuary 2005,records ofover 19 907 terror-

isteventsin 187 countriesworldwide between 1968 and

2004.O fthese,7088resulted in atleastoneperson being

injured orkilled. The M IPT database isitselfthe com -

pilation ofthe RAND Terrorism Chronology 1968-1997,

the RAND-M IPT Terrorism Incident database (1998-

Present),theTerrorism Indictm entdatabase(University

of Arkansas & University of O klahom a), and DFI In-

ternational’s research on terrorist organizations. Each

recordincludesthedate,target,city(ifapplicable),coun-

try,type ofweapon used,terroristgroup responsible (if

known), num ber of deaths (if known), num ber of in-

juries (ifknown),a briefdescription ofthe attack and

the sourceofthe inform ation.

G lobalPatterns

Tabulating theeventdata asa histogram ofseverity (in-

juries,deathsand theiraggregation,greaterthan zero),

weshow thecum ulativedistribution functionsP (X � x)

on log-log axesin Figure 1a. The regularity ofthe scal-

ing in the tails ofthese distributions suggests that the

extrem aleventsare notoutliers,butare instead in con-

cordancewith a globalpattern in terroristattacks.This

scaling existsin spiteofstrong heterogeneity in thetype

ofweapon,theperpetrating organization,geographiclo-

cation,politicalm otivation behind the attack,etc.

Assum ing forthem om entthattheeventsarei.i.d.,we

hypothesize that the distributions follow power laws of

the form P (x)� x�� abovesom e m inim um value xm in.

W eusethelog-likelihood function forthediscretepower

law with m inim um value xm in,

L = lnP (xj�)

= �

nX

i= xm in
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@ �lnx i+ ln

2

4�(�)�

xm in �1X

j= 1

x
��
j

3

5

1

A

to � tthe distributions,where �(�)isthe Reim ann zeta

function.O urprocedureisthus:webootstrap a num eric

m axim ization ofL to estim ate the scaling param eter�,

and m inim izetheD-statisticoftheK olm ogorov-Sm irnov

goodness-of-� ttestto selectthe param eterxm in. Using

M onto Carlo m ethodsto generatea tableofp-valuesfor

the K olm ogorov-Sm irnov statisticaltest for power law

with the estim ated �and x m in,we � nd thatthere isin-

su� cientevidence to rejectthe powerlaw asa m odelof
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FIG .1: The distributions P (X � x) ofattack severity for attacks worldwide between 1968 and 2004 (a) by injuries,deaths

and their aggregation,(b) for before and after the m anagem ent ofthe database was assum ed by M IPT,and (c) for events

inside versusoutside the G 7 industrialized nations.Solid linesare guidesindicating the m axim um likelihood powerlawsgiven

in Table I.

the tails ofthese distributions. W e willsee in a later

section,however,thatthesedistributionsarethecom po-

sition ofseveraldistinct power laws with di� erent scal-

ing param etersand ranges,which,in turn,causessom e

roughness in the power law m odel. Although we do

� nd su� cient evidence to reject the log-norm aldistri-

bution [10]hypothesisin allcases(pK S < 0:05),wecan-

not com pletely rule out Type I/IIerrors as asym ptotic

scaling tests are quite sensitive to the range and num -

ber ofobservations. The consideration ofother heavy-

tailed distributions,e.g.,the q-exponentiale��xq or the

stretched exponentiale��x
�

,which m ay resultin a bet-

ter� tofthelowertailofthedistributions,isbeyond the

scopeofthiswork.TableIsum m arizesthestatisticsand

powerlaw m odelsforalldistributionsshown in Figure1.

A few brief com m ents are in order. The form of

ourpowerlaw m odelignoresalldata below xm in;thus,

we only m odelthe upper tails and say nothing about

the shallow scaling o� the lowertails (e.g.,injuries,to-

tal).Additionally,within therangede� ned by xm in,the

powerlaw isnotasclean as,forexam ple,thatofearth-

quakes[5]. In a system ascom plex asglobalterrorism ,

such irregularitiesare to be expected;however,the ap-

pearanceofscaleinvarianceisnot.Finally,Figure1b and

cshow twoadditionalviewsofglobalterrorism ,which we

willexplain in the subsequentsection.

B ias,Trends and C om ponents

A signi� cant event during the 37 years over which the

M IPT database spanswasthe assum ption ofdata m an-

agem ent by the M IPT from the RAND corporation in

1998. Thiseventraisesthe naturalquestion ofwhether

any fundam entalbiashasbeen introduced into the data

asa resultofdi� ering m anagem entpracticesorchanges

tothecriteriaused tojudgetheadm issibility ofan event,

di� erences which m ay result in the regular scaling ob-

served in Figure1a.In thissection,weexplorethisques-

tion and characterizetheevolution ofthedistribution as

a function oftim e.

D istribution hxi std. xm ax � xm in pK S �

Injuries 14.60 114.82 5000 2.40(6) 34 0.658

D eaths 5.13 43.37 2823 2.21(6) 8 0.632

t< 1998 5.18 19.21 329 1.92(3) 1 0.999

t� 1998 5.11 51.20 2823 2.00(2) 2 0.999

Total 12.70 103.38 5291 2.17(4) 26 0.404

G 7 22.66 241.18 5012 1.71(3) 1 0.997

Non-G 7 11.80 79.85 5291 2.5(1) 86 0.971

TABLE I: A sum m ary of the distributions shown in Fig-

ure 1,and their m axim um likelihood power laws. The value

in parentheses is the estim ated error in the last digit ofthe

scaling exponent.

R eporting B ias.In Figure1b,weplottheseverity dis-

tributions(deaths)foralleventsbefore (2 304,or33% )

and after (4 784,or 67% ) the change in m anagem ent,

which wetaketo occuron 1 January 1998.Notably,the

distributions are very sim ilar and the scaling robust to

the signi� cant increase in the frequency ofevents after

1998. W e � nd that both distributions follow a power

law with exponent � � 2 and that, in spite ofdi� er-

ences in the m id-and upper-tail,the slope changed by

only 4% . Although we don’t m odelit as such,the ear-

lier distribution m ay be best � t by a power law with

exponentialcuto� beginning at x = 87; such a cuto�

could be the resultoftechnologicalconstraints. G ener-

ally,the appearance ofthe scale invariance itselfseem s

unlikely to betheresultofchangesin databasem anage-

m ent. Unfortunately,we have no way ofaccounting for

any hum an-biasin the decision ofan event’sadm issibil-

ity.However,an analysisofthesm allerbutindependent

databasem aintainedbytheInternationalPolicyInstitute

forCounter-Terrorism ’s(ICT)[21],which contains1417

eventsbetween M ay1980and Decem ber2002,yieldssim -

ilarresults(notshown),suggestingthatthescalingin the

uppertailsisa robustfeatureofglobalterrorism .
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Inter-eventInterval.W enow considertheevolution of

theseverity distribution overtim e.Asm entioned above,

the m ajority ofevents which killed or injured at least

oneperson haveoccurred since1998.Figure2 (leftaxis)

showsthem ean tim e(in days)between recorded events,

taken overa 12 m onth sliding-window. The decrease in

them ean inter-eventintervalisstriking,falling from ap-

proxim ately28daysin early1968tolessthan 12hoursin

2004.Theprecipitousdrop in 1998 isespecially notable,

and suggeststhatwhen thedatabasechanged hands,the

adm ission criteria m ay have becom e m ore perm issive or

a signi� cantly largernum berofeventswerebeing evalu-

ated. However,Figure 2 illustratesthatthe decrease in

inter-eventtim ehasbeen a largely continuoustrend over

the entire lifetim e ofthe database. W e note that this

increase in the frequency ofrecorded events worldwide

isconsistentwith � ndingsby the United StatesDepart-

m ent ofState [4]. Thus,while it seem s plausible that

thechangein m aintenancedid resultin som eincreasein

reporting frequency,we cannot rule out the possibility

thatthere hasbeen a genuine increase in the frequency

ofattacksin recentyears.

G lobal Trends. G iven that the distributions we ob-

serve in Figure 1a and b are a collection ofevents over

tim e,we m ay naturally wonderifeach eventwasdrawn

from thesam edistribution (i.e.,theseverity distribution

isstable),orifthedistribution haschanged in som eway.

Theright-axisin Figure2 showstheaveragelog-severity

ofeventswithin the sam e sliding window of12 m onths,

overthe37 yearsofdata.Letusassum ethateach event

wasdrawn independently from thedistribution p(x).W e

then expect the tim e series to 
 uctuate about the av-

erage log-severity for the entire tim e period, which is

hln(s)i = 1:126. This appears to be the case,although

wealso m easurea slightlineartrend in thisfunction,by

least-squares,with slope m = 4:2� 10�4 . Using M onte

Carlo sim ulation,we testthe likelihood that this linear

trend is the result ofrandom 
 uctuations arising from

the variation in sam pling frequency.To do this,we sim -

ulate a new sequence ofeventsby drawing a new sever-

ity valuefrom thehypothesized heavy-tailed distribution

p(x)(Table I)foreach observed tim e;we then com pute

the window-averaged log-severity asabove and m easure

its linear com ponent m �. Repeating this process m any

tim es,we� nd thatwem ay rejecttherandom -
 uctuation

hypothesis(pM C < 0:013). Bootstrapping the observed

distribution yields a sim ilar conclusion. Thus,we m ay

say with som e con� dence that while the severity distri-

bution hascertainly notchanged m uch overthe past37

years,the slightlineartrend isunlikely to be the result

ofrandom 
 uctuationsdueto sam pling,ortheincreased

frequency ofeventsin recentyears.

C om ponent D istributions. Asm entioned above,the

richness ofthe event m eta-data allows for m any views

ofglobalterrorism . Here,we focusspeci� cally on those

which are relevantto the appearance ofscale invariance

in the severity distributions. Dividing events into cate-

goriesforthoseoccurringwithin them ajorindustrialized
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FIG . 2: Tim e series showing (left axis) the average inter-

eventintervalovera sliding window of12 m onths,and (right

axis) the average logarithm of the totalseverity of attacks

overthe sam e window of12 m onths. The dashed line shows

theaverage log-severity forallevents.O verthecourse ofthe

37 years,we �nd a slight,butstatistically signi�cant,linear

trend in the breadth of p(x), with slope m = 4:2 � 10
� 4
,

despite large changesin the frequency ofevents.

nations,i.e.,Canada,France,G erm any,Italy,Japan,the

United K ingdom and the United States,known collec-

tively as the G 7 (590 events over 37 years),and those

occurring throughouttherestoftheworld (6 498 events,

or92% ),weplotthecorrespondingseverity distributions

(total)in Figure 1c (also sum m arized in Table I). M ost

notableisthe substantialdi� erence in the scaling in the

uppertails:�G 7 = 1:71� 0:03versus�non�G 7 = 2:5� 0:1;

thatis,thelargesteventsaresigni� cantly m orelikely to

occur within one of the G 7 nations than elsewhere in

the world. W e have no � rm explanation for such a dis-

tinction,although it m ay be the result oftechnological

di� erences.Thatis,sm allgroupsofnon-stateactorsm ay

have access to a greater degree ofdestructive potential

asa resultofindustrialization.

W em ayalsodividetheeventsintogroupsbased on the

typeofweapon used;Figure3 showsthe(totalseverity)

distributionsofeventsforchem icalorbiologicalweapons,

explosives (including rem otely detonated devices),� re,

� rearm s,knivesand a catch-allcategory \other" (which

also includes unconventional and unknown weapons).

Surprisingly,these com ponentdistributionsare allwell-

m odeled bypowerlaws(pK S � 0:9),which wesum m arize

in Table II.There areseveralpointsto be m ade by this

observation. First,the trend in the lower tails ofFig-

ure1a and c(injuriesortotal,and non-G 7,respectively)

isnow obviously caused by som e property ofexplosives.

Additionally,di� erentweapon types clearly exhibit dis-

tinct cuto� s,asone m ightexpect,e.g.,kniveshave the

sm allestassociated m axim um severity.
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M odels and M echanism s
W e believe that the scale invariance in global terror-

ism is related in som e way to the power law observed

by Richardson in 1948 [6],and con� rm ed independently

by[8,9],forthefrequencyversusintensityofwars.Using

a sim ilar m axim um likelihood m ethod on the historical

wardata ofSm alland Singer[11],Newm an found a scal-

ingparam eterof�= 1:80� 0:09,which isclosetoseveral

ofthosethatwem easureforglobalterrorism .

G iven the appearance ofscale invariance acrossm any

views ofglobalterrorism ,we m ay now ask ifa sim ple

generative m odelexists which m ight explain its origin.

W e note that the com plexity of terrorism m akes such

a sim ple explanation unlikely or, at best, highly sus-

ceptible to criticism . In this section,we discuss a few

power-law m echanism swhich are appealing for the sys-

tem of terrorism /counter-terrorism (see [5, 12, 13]for

briefsurveysofotherpower-law m echanism s).Although

it has been suggested that Richardson’s scaling law is

theresultofa m etastability in a geopoliticalsystem [14]

that has driven itselfto a state ofself-organized criti-

cality (SO C)[15],thishypothesisseem sill-suited to ex-

plain the scaling in the severity ofterroristattacks.An-

other appealing m odelis that ofhighly optim ized tol-

erance (HO T) [16]; however,because it relies both on

risk-neutrality and underlying geom etric constraints to

produce powerlaws[17],itseem sa poor� tforoursys-

tem .Indeed,the m ostappealing m odel,and one thatis

strongly supported by thedata,isonebased on them ix-

ingofcom ponentdistributionssuch asthosein Figure1c

and Figure3.

In the interestoffram ing future work in thisarea,we

suggest a short list of criteria by which to judge any

proposed generalm odelofglobalterrorism : a success-

fulm odelm ust(in orderofim portance)

1.representan intuitivem echanism by which to gen-

eratethesizeofan actualevent(e.g.,acom petition

between statesand non-stateactors);

2.produce heavy tails with appropriate scaling

(Fig.1a);

3.allow forthe resulting distributionsand dynam ics

to vary in tim e;and,

4.account for the di� erences in scaling caused by

technology, e.g., industrial versus non-industrial

nations(Fig.1c)and typesofweapons(Fig.3).

W e willnow analyze a highly idealized m athem atical

m odelofthe com petition between non-state actors and

states which satis� es these criteria in the m ost general

sense.Letusassum ea largepopulation ofnon-stateac-

tors,each ofwhom is responsible for executing a single

event,and let each event’s severity be given by a ran-

dom variable s with distribution p(s),with som e m axi-

m um value sm ax. Now assum e that som e,but not all,

eventsare actually executed,perhapsbecause ofcollec-

tive counter-terrorism actions by states,socialfactors,
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FIG .3: Totalseverity distributions and their corresponding

m axim um likelihood powerlaws(seeTableII)forsix weapon

types: chem ical or biological agents (0:4% of events), ex-

plosives(including rem otely detonated devices)(44:3% ),�re

(1:7% ),�rearm s(36:2% ),knives(3:3% )and other(which in-

cludesunconventionaland unknown weapon types)(14:2% ).

D istribution hxi std. xm ax � xm in pK S �

Chem /Bio 198.73 981.84 5012 1.8(2) 1 0.912

Explosives 20.42 111.03 5291 2.38(7) 46 0.894

Fire 19.69 113.78 1200 1.74(9) 2 0.973

Firearm s 4.29 28.32 1065 2.17(3) 3 0.997

K nives 2.35 7.28 107 2.3(1) 1 0.999

O ther 6.85 89.66 2823 2.07(5) 3 0.991

TABLE II: A sum m ary of the distributions shown in Fig-

ure 3,and their m axim um likelihood power laws. The value

in parentheses is the estim ated error in the last digit ofthe

scaling exponent.

random failures, etc. Thus, the distribution of actual

eventsp(x)isgiven by a sam pling ofthe distribution of

potentialseveritiesp(s),and m ay be derived by solving

the equation

p(x)dx = p(s)ds :

Suppose that,perhapsasa resultoffactorssuch asthe

relative availability ofcheap weapons,prevalence ofpo-

tentialtargets,technologicaladvances[3],etc.,thedistri-

bution ofpotentialseveritiesis exponential,p(s)� eas,

with a > 0 up to som esm ax.Now supposethatthelike-

lihood ofan eventbeing successfulisinversely related to

itspotentialseverity,so the relationship between x and

s m ight be given by x � ebs with b < 0. Under these

assum ptions,the solution to ourgeneralequation above

yieldsapowerlaw p(x)� x�� ,where�= 1� a=b.W hen

jaj� jbj,wederivea powerlaw with exponent�� 2.

As shown clearly in Figure 3, the severity distribu-
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tion forglobalterrorism isitselfcom posed ofseveraldis-

tinct com ponent distributions. Thus,it is appealing to

considerm athem aticalm odelsderived from distribution

m ixtures,e.g.,

p(x)=

Z

g(z)fz(x)dz ;

wherezdistinguisheseach com ponentdistribution fz(x),

and g(z)issom em ixing function.From thisapproach,if

thefz(x)decayfasterthan anypowerlaw,then p(x)itself

willonly be a powerlaw when g(z)isa powerlaw [18].

Thus, we m ust stillrely upon a power-law generating

m echanism ,such astheidealized onegiven above.How-

ever,thism eta-m odelhastheappealing featureofbeing

ableto capturerealheterogeneity in thedata:ifwetake

g(z) to be som e constant,and let (a=b)G 7 = 1:71 and

(a=b)non�G 7 = 2:5,we m ay recovera distribution which

hasscaling in theuppertaillikethatoftotalseverity in

Figure 1a. An em piricalestim ate ofthese ratios would

provide a point ofvalidation for our m odel,but adm it-

tedly m ay be quite di� cultto m ake.

The m ixturesm odelm ay be even m ore useful. Aswe

would expect,Figure3showsthattheseverityofan event

isgoverned by thetypeofweapon used.Thus,thechoice

ofexponentialdistribution for the potentialseverity of

an eventp(s)� eas m ustitselfbe a m ixture ofweapon-

speci� c distributions.W e note also thatoursim ple gen-

erativem odelm ay be extended to incorporatethe slight

tem poraltrend in the average log-severity ofevents,as

illustrated in Figure 2 by sim ply letting the param eters

a and bvary in tim e.Finally,itshould benoted thatour

sim plem odelassum eseach eventisdrawn i.i.d.from the

underlying distribution;obviously,in therealdata,there

are likely strong tem poralcorrelations associated with

variousgeopoliticaleventsand policies.A m orerealistic

m odelm ightaccountforthese correlations.

C onclusions
In exploring the distribution ofthe severity ofeventsin

globalterrorism ,we have found a surprising and robust

feature:scale invariance. Traditionalanalysesofterror-

ism havetypically viewed catastrophiceventssuch asthe

1995truck bom bingoftheAm erican em bassy in Nairobi,

K enya,which killed orinjured m ore than 5 200,asout-

liers.However,the property ofscale invariance suggests

thattheseareinstead a partofa statistically signi� cant

globalpattern in terrorism .Further,we� nd littlereason

to believe thatthe appearance ofpowerlawsin the dis-

tribution oftheseverity ofan eventistheresultofeither

reportingbiasorchangesin databasem anagem ent.This

suggeststhatthe powerlaw distribution,with �� 2,is

an inherent feature ofterrorism and counter-terrorism .

Indeed,the severity distribution itselfhaschanged very

little overthe past37 yearsofrecorded events(Fig.2),

in spiteofa dram aticincreasein thefrequency ofevents.

This sm allgrowth in the breadth ofthe severity distri-

bution m ay be the resultoftechnologicalchanges,such

as the power and availability of cheap explosives and

� rearm s.

Surprisingly, the scale-invariance result extends be-

yond thetotalcollection ofevents.W hen weexam inethe

distributionsform ajorindustrialized nationsversusthe

restofthe world,we � nd thatheavy tailsarepresentin

both (Fig.1c),butwith substantiallydi� erentexponents:

�G 7 = 1:71� 0:03 versus�non�G 7 = 2:5� 0:1. Thatis,

whileeventsoccurm uch lessfrequentlyin m ajorindustri-

alized nations,when they do,they arem uch m oresevere

(on average)than eventsoutsidethosenations.Addition-

ally,when eventsarepartitioned by weapon type,statis-

tically signi� cant power laws persist (Fig.3,Table II)

and show thatany roughnessin thescaling oftheaggre-

gatedistributions(e.g.,Fig.1a)isderived from thecom -

position weapon-speci� c power laws with distinct scal-

ing param etersand ranges.Italso illustratesthatthere

is som ething unique about explosives,which causes the

shallow scaling ofthe lowertailforthe injuries severity

distribution.

There are m any generative m echanism s in the liter-

ature for power laws, although m any of them are un-

appealing for explaining the structure we � nd in global

terrorism .Thehighly abstractm odelofcom petition be-

tween non-stateactorsand states,which wepropose,an-

alyze and extend via the m ixtures m odel,is likely too

sim ple to capture the � ne structure ofglobalterrorism .

However,we hope that our m odeland the statistically

signi� cantem piricalregularitieswhich weshow herewill

fram efuture e� ortsto understand globalterrorism .
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