
 1 

 

Police-Muslim Relations Survey 
 

Engaging Muslims in the Fight Against 

Terrorism Project 
 

January 2021 
Kristina Murphy and Harley Williamson  

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 



 2 

 

Police-Muslim Relations Survey 

 

 

Technical Report 
 

 

 

 

 

 

Griffith Criminology Institute 

Griffith University 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Funding: The Australian Research Council Future Fellowship Scheme (Grant No: 

FT180100139) 

 

To cite this report: Kristina Murphy & Harley Williamson (2021). Police-Muslim Relations 

Survey: Technical Report. Engaging Muslims in the Fight Against Terrorism Project. Griffith 

Criminology Institute. Brisbane: Griffith University.  



 3 

Contents 

Introduction ......................................................................................................................... 2 

Background ..................................................................................................................... 2 

Part 1: Survey Methodology ................................................................................................ 5 

1.1 Overview of the Survey ....................................................................................... 5 

1.2 The Survey Sample: Sampling Strategy .............................................................. 5 

1.3 Survey Recruitment ............................................................................................. 6 

1.3.1 The Impact of COVID-19 ........................................................................... 7 

1.4 Survey Response Rate ......................................................................................... 7 

1.5 Item Non-response ............................................................................................... 8 

1.6 Sample Representativeness ................................................................................. 9 

Part 2: Preliminary Survey Findings ................................................................................. 12 

2.1 Survey Section 1: Participant Background ........................................................ 12 

2.1.1 Demographic Composition of Sample ...................................................... 12 

2.2 Survey Section 2: Identity, Values and Neighbourhood ................................... 14 

2.2.1 Identity ....................................................................................................... 14 

2.2.2 Islamic Values ........................................................................................... 16 

2.2.3 Social Connection ...................................................................................... 16 

2.2.4 Neighbourhood Cohesion .......................................................................... 17 

2.2.5  Belief in a Just World ............................................................................... 18 

2.2.6 Affect Intensity .......................................................................................... 18 

2.3 Survey Section 3: Experiences of Discrimination ............................................. 19 

2.3.1 Personal Experiences of Discrimination: General ..................................... 19 

2.3.2 Relative Deprivation .................................................................................. 20 

2.4 Survey Section 4: Perceptions of Police in Australia ........................................ 20 

2.4.1 Policing in Your Suburb ............................................................................ 21 



 4 

2.4.2 Identification with Police .......................................................................... 22 

2.4.3 Contact with Police .................................................................................... 22 

2.4.4 Police Effectiveness ................................................................................... 23 

2.4.5 Personal and Vicarious Experience of Police Discrimination ................... 24 

2.4.6 Procedural Justice ...................................................................................... 25 

2.4.7 Distributive Justice .................................................................................... 26 

2.4.8 Bounded Authority .................................................................................... 27 

2.4.9 Contempt for Police ................................................................................... 28 

2.4.10 Support for Police Use of Force ................................................................ 28 

2.4.11 Police Legitimacy: Trust and Confidence in Police .................................. 29 

2.4.12 Police Legitimacy: Moral Obligation to Obey .......................................... 30 

2.4.13 Police Legitimacy: Dull Compulsion (coerced obligation to obey) .......... 31 

2.4.14 Defiance: Resistance & Disengagement ................................................... 32 

2.4.15 Willingness to Cooperate with Police ....................................................... 33 

2.5 Survey Section 5: Counter-Terrorism Policing ................................................. 34 

2.5.1 Stigmatisation ............................................................................................ 34 

2.5.2 Collaboration in counter-terrorism: Police strategies ................................ 35 

2.5.3 Willingness to Report Threats of Terrorism to Police ............................... 36 

2.6 Survey Section 6: A Vignette Experiment ........................................................ 38 

2.6.1 Negative Affect ......................................................................................... 39 

2.6.2 Specific Police Procedural Justice Perceptions ......................................... 40 

2.6.3 Other Attitudes to the Police Officer in the Vignette ................................ 41 

2.6.4 Citizen Demeanour: Procedurally-just Cooperation ................................. 42 

Part 3: Construction of Scales ........................................................................................... 44 

3.1 Survey Section 1: Participant Background ........................................................ 44 

3.2 Survey Section 2: You, your Suburb and your Outlook on Life ....................... 44 

3.2.1 Muslim Identity ......................................................................................... 44 

3.2.2 Islamic Values ........................................................................................... 45 

3.2.3 Australian Identity ..................................................................................... 45 



 5 

3.2.4 Social Connection ...................................................................................... 46 

3.2.5 Neighbourhood Cohesion .......................................................................... 46 

3.2.6 Belief in a Just World ................................................................................ 46 

3.2.7 Affect Intensity .......................................................................................... 47 

3.3 Survey Section 3: Experiences of Discrimination ............................................. 47 

3.3.1 Personal Experiences of Discrimination: General ..................................... 47 

3.3.2  Relative Deprivation ................................................................................. 48 

3.4 Survey Section 4: Your Perceptions of the Police in Australia ......................... 48 

3.4.1 Policing in Your Suburb ............................................................................ 48 

3.4.2 Identification with Police .......................................................................... 49 

3.4.3 Police Effectiveness ................................................................................... 49 

3.4.4 Personal and Vicarious Experience of Police Discrimination ................... 49 

3.4.5 Procedural Justice ...................................................................................... 50 

3.4.6  Distributive Justice ................................................................................... 51 

3.4.7 Bounded Authority .................................................................................... 51 

3.4.8 Contempt for Police ................................................................................... 52 

3.4.9 Support for Police Use of Force ................................................................ 52 

3.4.10 Trust and Confidence in Police – Crime Control ...................................... 53 

3.4.11 Trust and Confidence in Police – Counter-terrorism ................................ 53 

3.4.12 Moral Obligation to Obey ......................................................................... 54 

3.4.13 Coerced Obligation to Obey: Dull Compulsion ........................................ 54 

3.4.14 Defiance: Resistance ................................................................................. 54 

3.4.15 Defiance: Disengagement .......................................................................... 55 

3.4.16 Willingness to Cooperate with Police ....................................................... 55 

3.5 Survey Section 5: Terrorism-Specific Questions .............................................. 56 

3.5.1 Stigmatisation ............................................................................................ 56 

3.5.2 Collaboration in counter-terrorism: Police strategies ................................ 56 

3.5.3 Willingness to Report Threats of Terrorism to Police ............................... 57 

3.6 Survey Section 6: A Scenario ............................................................................ 58 



 6 

3.6.1 Negative Affect ......................................................................................... 58 

3.6.2 Specific Police Procedural Justice Perceptions ......................................... 59 

3.6.3 Citizen Demeanour: Procedurally Just Cooperation ................................. 59 

References ......................................................................................................................... 60 

Part 4: Survey Codebook ................................................................................................... 65 

Codebook Appendix .......................................................................................................... 85 

Appendix A ................................................................................................................... 85 

Coding of Muslim Group within the Census ........................................................... 85 

Appendix B ................................................................................................................... 86 

Contact with Police Variable ................................................................................... 86 

Appendix C ................................................................................................................... 87 

Vignette Scenarios ................................................................................................... 87 

Appendix D ................................................................................................................... 91 

Ancestry Variable .................................................................................................... 91 

Appendix E ................................................................................................................... 92 

Age Variable ............................................................................................................ 92 

Appendix F ................................................................................................................... 94 

Year of Arrival in Australia for Overseas-born participants .................................... 94 

Appendix G ................................................................................................................... 96 

Postcode Variable .................................................................................................... 96 

Appendix H ................................................................................................................. 103 

Muslim Surnames Identified to Select Potential Participants across Sydney ........ 103 

 

* * * * 

  



 7 

Table of Tables  

Table 1. Response Rate from the Police-Muslim Relations Survey .......................................... 8 

Table 2 Distribution of gender in the Police-Muslim Relations Survey ................................... 9 

Table 3 Distribution of age groups in the Police-Muslim Relations Survey ........................... 10 

Table 4 Distribution of marital status in the Police-Muslim Relations Survey ....................... 10 

Table 5 Distribution of country of birth in the Police-Muslim Relations Survey .................... 11 

Table 6 Summary of Demographic Background Variables ..................................................... 13 

Table 7 Descriptive Statistics for Items Measuring Identity ................................................... 15 

Table 8 Descriptive Statistics for Items Measuring Islamic Values ........................................ 16 

Table 9 Descriptive Statistics for Items Measuring Social Connection .................................. 17 

Table 10 Descriptive Statistics for Items Measuring Neighbourhood Cohesion .................... 17 

Table 11 Descriptive Statistics for Items Measuring Belief in a Just World .......................... 18 

Table 12. Descriptive Statistics for Items Measuring Affect Intensity ................................... 19 

Table 13. Descriptive Statistics for Items Measuring Experiences of Discrimination ............ 19 

Table 14. Descriptive Statistics for Items Measuring Relative Deprivation ........................... 20 

Table 15. Descriptive Statistics for Items Measuring Policing in Participants’ Suburbs ........ 22 

Table 16. Descriptive Statistics for Items Measuring Identification with Police .................... 22 

Table 17. Descriptive Statistics for Items Measuring Police Effectiveness ............................ 23 

Table 18. Descriptive Statistics for Items Measuring Experience of Police Discrimination .. 24 

Table 19 Descriptive Statistics for Items Measuring Procedural Justice ................................ 26 

Table 20. Descriptive Statistics for Items Measuring Distributive Justice ............................. 27 

Table 21. Descriptive Statistics for Items Measuring Bounded Authority ............................. 27 

Table 22. Descriptive Statistics for Items Measuring Contempt for Police ............................ 28 

Table 23. Descriptive Statistics for Items Measuring Support for Police Use of Force .......... 29 

Table 24. Descriptive Statistics for Items Measuring Trust and Confidence in Police ........... 30 



 8 

Table 25. Descriptive Statistics for Items Measuring Moral Obligation to Obey ................... 31 

Table 26. Descriptive Statistics for Items Measuring Dull Compulsion to Obey ................... 32 

Table 27. Descriptive Statistics for Items Measuring Resistance and Disengagement ........... 33 

Table 28. Descriptive Statistics for Items Measuring General Cooperation with Police ........ 34 

Table 29 Descriptive Statistics for Items Measuring Stigmatisation ...................................... 35 

Table 30. Descriptive Statistics for Items Measuring Police strategies and collaboration in 

Counter-terrorism .................................................................................................................... 36 

Table 31. Descriptive Statistics for Items Measuring Willingness to Report Terrorism Threats 

to Police ................................................................................................................................... 38 

Table 32 Sample size (N) in each of the four between-groups vignettes ................................ 39 

Table 33 Descriptive Statistics for Vignette Items Measuring Negative Affect in response to 

the officer behaviour ................................................................................................................ 40 

Table 34 Descriptive Statistics for Items Measuring Specific Police Officer Procedural Justice 

in the Vignette Interaction ....................................................................................................... 41 

Table 35 Descriptive Statistics for Items Measuring Attitudes toward the Police Officer in the 

Vignette Interaction ................................................................................................................. 42 

Table 36 Descriptive Statistics for Items Measuring Attitudes toward the Muslim Citizen in the 

Vignette Interaction (i.e., Procedurally Just Cooperation) ...................................................... 43 

 

* * * *



 9 

Table of Figures 

Figure 1 Frequency that Participants Attend Mosque ............................................................. 15 

Figure 2 Perceived Frequency of Police Discrimination ......................................................... 25 

 

* * * *



 2 

Introduction 
This technical report presents the methodology, findings and data for the Police-Muslim 

Relations Survey (i.e., PMR Survey), which was administered by Griffith University between 

August and September 2020 in Sydney, Australia. Data collection was undertaken as part of 

an Australian Research Council (ARC) Future Fellowship grant awarded to Professor Kristina 

Murphy from Griffith University. The grant project is titled Engaging Muslims in the Fight 

Against Terrorism (Grant Number: FT180100139). The following sections of the report 

present: (a) the background literature informing the project, (b) the aims of the project, (c) the 

methodology used to collect the survey data, and (d) a summary of the main findings obtained 

from the survey. Following this, the items used to construct key measures in the survey are 

presented. The actual survey instrument used in the project is then presented at the back of this 

report, with a detailed breakdown of participant responses provided to each survey item. 

Background 

The threat of Islamist terrorism has gained worldwide attention. Of particular concern 

to Western authorities are increasing incidents of ‘home-grown’ Islamist terrorist attacks. 

Many of the recent terrorist incidents in the West have involved young Muslim men, fuelling 

fears that Muslims pose an imminent threat to public safety. In response, authorities have 

moved to pre-empt and disrupt potential threats, increasing their surveillance of certain Muslim 

individuals and Muslim communities more generally. This pre-emptive approach has generated 

significant backlash from Muslims (Huq, 2017). 

Collaboration from Muslims is essential to prevent terrorism. Police rely heavily on 

Muslims to come forth and provide intelligence about terror threats, sometimes involving 

members of their own family (Ramirez, Quinlan, Malloy, & Shutt, 2013). Yet police often 

struggle to engage Muslims in the fight against terrorism (Innes, 2006). Many Muslims report 

suspicion and resentment of counter-terrorism policing and laws, as well as towards efforts by 

police to engage with Muslims and their religious leaders (Cherney & Murphy, 2016; Dunn et 

al., 2016; Spalek, 2010). These sentiments are exacerbated by the social and political response 

to the ‘War on Terror’ that has led to the stigmatisation of Muslims and Islam as being linked 

to terrorism (Tahiri & Grossman, 2013). Linking Muslims with terrorism alienates the Muslim 

community, reduces Muslims’ willingness to engage with or work with police, and makes 

counterterrorism policing difficult (Siqueira & Sandler, 2007). Without support from the 

Muslim community, even the most well-resourced counter-terror agenda will struggle to be 
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fully effective. It is crucial that authorities invest in best practice approaches that effectively 

and fairly engage the Muslim community in the fight against Islamist terrorism. 

The current project specifically focuses on the value of police using procedural justice 

in their counter-terrorism efforts as well as in their general policing efforts when in encounters 

with Muslim people. Police agencies and scholars globally have identified procedural justice 

policing as important for engaging communities (Mazerolle et al., 2014; Tyler, 2006). It is also 

highlighted as important in community-based counter-terrorism policing (Cherney & Murphy, 

2016; Huq, Tyler, & Schulhofer, 2011; Pickering, McCulloch, & Wright-Neville, 2008). 

‘Procedural justice’ reflects whether people are treated with respect and fairness, are given 

voice, and are dealt with in an impartial manner by authorities. Existing research reveals that 

if police use procedural justice, citizens will trust police more, will perceive them as more 

legitimate, and will express greater willingness to report crime or victimisation (Murphy, 

Hinds, & Fleming, 2008).  

Only a handful of empirical studies has examined the value of procedural justice 

policing to Muslim communities; few have examined it in the context of counter-terrorism 

policing specifically (e.g., Huq et al., 2011; Murphy, Madon, & Cherney, 2017; Tyler, 

Schulhofer, & Huq, 2010). Prior research shows that Australian Muslims do value procedural 

justice; Muslims who believe police are procedurally just are more likely to say they trust police 

and say they will report crime or threats of terrorism (Cherney & Murphy, 2016).  

The Police-Muslim Relations (PMR) Survey builds on the research cited above. It was 

developed to canvas Muslim Australians’ perceptions of police, to examine why some Muslim 

participants may feel reluctant to engage with police, and to understand whether procedural 

justice promotes Muslims’ willingness to interact with police and report terrorism threats to 

police. It also examines whether Muslims’ perceptions of police prevent them from reporting 

general crime or victimisation to police. Muslims from 22 Arab league countries were of 

particular interest to this research given the unique challenges they have faced in Australia 

since the War on Terror commenced in the early 2000s. Prior Australian research also reveals 

that Arab Muslims hold more negative views about police than Muslims who originate from 

other parts of the world (see Murphy, Cherney & Barkworth, 2015). The Police-Muslim 

Relations Survey specifically captured Muslims’ attitudes towards police, their feelings of 

identity, social connection and perceptions of neighbourhood cohesion. Also measured in the 

survey were numerous items to capture experiences of discrimination and stigmatisation from 

police and the public.  
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 This technical report is divided into four parts. Part 1 outlines the methodology of the 

Police-Muslim Relations Survey, including the sampling strategy, response rates, sample 

representativeness, and an overview of the key concepts and how they were measured. Part 2 

summarises the preliminary findings from the Survey. Part 3 details the items used to construct 

the scales that represent each of the key concepts outlined in Part 2 of this report. Finally, Part 

4 presents the codebook, which outlines all of the items in the survey, as well as a breakdown 

of participant responses to each question and any missing data for each item. Several 

appendices containing data from the survey are also presented at the end of this report.
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Part 1: Survey Methodology 

1.1 Overview of the Survey 

  The Police-Muslim Relations Survey included 171 individual questions. Participants 

were contacted at random via telephone to arrange a face-to-face interview at a later date, and 

responses were recorded by a dedicated interviewer employed by Cultural Partners Research 

and Marketing. Cultural Partners was retained by Griffith University to undertake the 

administration of the survey. Cultural Partners is a Sydney-based company that specialises in 

recruiting participants from hard-to-reach audiences, such as culturally and linguistically 

diverse (CALD) communities. The company employs interviewers who are proficient in a 

number of languages. This ensures that target populations who do not speak English 

proficiently are represented in studies. Fieldwork for the Police-Muslim Relations Survey was 

conducted between August and September 2020. A total of 504 participants completed the 

survey.  

  The survey contained six sections, with each section containing multiple questions that 

measured different concepts. Section 1 of the survey included a range of demographic 

background questions. Section 2 contained questions that asked participants about their identity 

with various social groups in Australia, their sense of connection with others in Australia, and 

their perceptions of their neighbourhood’s cohesion. Also measured in Section 2 were 

respondents’ beliefs in a just world. Section 3 asked participants about their experiences with 

discrimination in Australia. Section 4 gauged participants’ attitudes towards police in Australia 

and asked if participants had prior contact with police. Section 5 included a range of questions 

specifically pertaining to participants’ willingness to collaborate and cooperate with police in 

counter-terrorism efforts. Embedded in the final section of the survey (section 6) was an 

experiment whereby one of four vignettes was presented to participants to read. Participants 

were randomly allocated to read only one of the four vignettes. Each of the four vignettes 

depicted a police-Muslim citizen interaction. The demeanour of the police officer was 

portrayed as being either procedurally just or unjust, and the demeanour of the Muslim citizen 

was portrayed as being either calm or agitated. This resulted in a 2x2 between-groups design.  

1.2 The Survey Sample: Sampling Strategy  

A quota-based sampling strategy was utilised to obtain a desired sample size of 500. A 

dedicated interview team of Arabic-speaking interviewers from Cultural Partners was 
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deployed to recruit Muslim participants. Arabic-speaking interviewers who shared the same 

ancestral background and religious affiliation as the desired sample were engaged to build trust 

and rapport among the survey participants. Cultural Partners was instructed to recruit Muslim 

participants aged 18 or older from the greater Sydney metropolitan area. Sydney was the 

chosen research site as previous research conducted by CI Murphy shows that Muslims in 

Sydney are less trusting of police, believe police are less procedurally just, and are less willing 

to report terror threats than elsewhere in the country (Murphy, Cherney, & Barkworth, 2015). 

Additionally, Arab-Muslims more specifically were the group of focus given CI Murphy’s past 

research also shows they hold the most negative views of police, compared to other Muslims. 

 To select the sample, all participants were required to identify as Muslims whose 

primary ancestry was from one of 22 Arab league nations1 living in Sydney, and several 

demographic quotas were placed on the required sample for each immigrant group. These 

quotas included: 

1) A gender quota (50% women; 50% men);  

2) An age group quota (50% in the 18-29 age group; 50% in the 30+ age group); and  

3) An immigrant status quota (50% 1st generation immigrants (i.e., overseas born); 50% 

2nd generation immigrants (i.e., born in Australia, with at least one parent born 

overseas). 

1.3 Survey Recruitment   

A target sample of 500 Muslim participants was set. Normal random probability 

sampling techniques are deemed inadequate when attempting to recruit a small and specific 

population group. Specifically, according to the most recent Australian Bureau of Statistics 

Census, Muslims comprise only 2.6% of Australia’s population (Australian Bureau of 

Statistics, 2016). As such, a specific recruitment strategy was utilised to obtain the desired 

sample. The recruitment strategy involved using an ‘ethnic surname sampling strategy’. This 

sampling technique has been found to be statistically reliable and can produce representative 

samples, including in Australia (Himmelfarb, Loar, & Mott, 1983; Murphy et al., 2015; 

Murphy, Cherney, Wickes, Mazerolle, & Sargeant, 2012). 

 
1 The 22 Arab league nations include: Algeria, Bahrain, Comoros, Djibouti, Egypt, Iraq, Jordan, Kuwait, Lebanon, 
Libya, Mauritania, Morocco, Oman, Palestine, Qatar, Saudi Arabia, Somalia, Sudan, Syria, Tunisia, the 
United Arab Emirates and Yemen. Additionally, individuals were eligible to participate in the survey if their 
primary ancestry was of Pakistani or Afghani heritage.  
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The ethnic naming sampling strategy involved generating sample records (names and 

associated household telephone numbers) from Australia’s Electronic White Pages (EWP) 

Telephone Directory in Sydney. 525 Muslim surnames were identified and the white pages 

used to randomly sample individuals with these surnames (see Appendix H for full list). An 

initial sampling frame was constructed containing 8,699 names generated at random from the 

EWP. Potential interview participants were then randomly contacted from this generated 

sample list for the purposes of recruitment for a face-to-face interview. A next-birthday method 

was used to randomly select a person over 18 living in the contacted household. To satisfy the 

religious, immigrant status, gender, and age quotas established for the project, a series of 

screening questions were also used to ensure the participant qualified as being from: (1) an 

Arab Muslim background; and (2) identified as a first (overseas born) or second (born in 

Australia, but both parents born overseas) generation immigrant. The quotas for gender (50% 

female; 50% male) and age (50% < 30 years of age; 50% > 30 years of age) were also applied 

to select the final sample. These quotes also ensured the sample more closely resembled 

population estimates. 

1.3.1 The Impact of COVID-19  

  Survey fieldwork had to account for Australian restrictions in place to address the 

coronavirus (COVID-19) pandemic. As such, the fieldwork process was impacted in several 

ways. Firstly, fieldwork had to be delayed by six months in the early stage of the pandemic to 

account for public health restrictions forbidding people from meeting others who lived outside 

their household. Once restrictions were relaxed in late May 2020, the research team decided to 

commence fieldwork in July 2020. At this time, Cultural Partners reported that survey 

participants were more cautious about their participation in the study. Participants indicated 

they were more wary about making face-to-face contact with people they did not know (i.e., 

the interviewers) either in their homes or in other agreed upon meeting places. Finally, the 

survey team was required to uphold social distancing and personal hygiene measures during 

contact with participants.  

1.4 Survey Response Rate  

 A total of 8,699 sample records were used to recruit the 504 participants who formed 

the final sample of this study. For the purposes of this report, response rates were calculated as 

follows: those who agreed to participate in the study (n=504) divided by the number of those 

who could be contacted from the sample list (n=1,613). The response rate for the full sample 

was 31.25%. Table 1 outlines the response rate. Despite the challenges posed by the COVID-
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19 pandemic, this response rate compares favourably with response rates obtained in previous 

surveys conducted with Muslim-Australians in Sydney in 2015 (18.02% response rate; Murphy 

et al., 2015) and 2018 (35.73% response rate; Murphy, Cherney, Sargeant, Bradford & 

Williamson, 2019). 

 

Table 1. Response Rate from the Police-Muslim Relations Survey 

Response Rate   
Recruitment method EWP / Muslim surnames 

Compiled Sample List  8,699 

Base used1 5,563 
Unusable2 34.24% (1,905) 
Out of scope3  19.88% (1,105) 
Unresolved4 16.89% (940) 

In scope5 28.99% (1,613) 
Refusal6 1,109 
Interviews completed  504 
Response rate7 31.25% 

Note: EWP = Electronic White Pages, using an ethnic naming system 

1. Base used: Phone numbers that were dialed from the compiled sample list 
2. Unusable: (Base used - phone numbers that were disconnected or were the wrong number) 
3. Out of scope: individuals who did not qualify for the research (i.e., were not Muslim) 
4. Unresolved: phone numbers where an individual could not be contacted (e.g., phone engaged, answering 
machine, no answer, fax/modem) 
5. In scope: (base used – unusable – out of scope – unresolved)  
6. Refusal: (in scope – interviews completed) 
7. Response rate: (interviews completed / in scope) x 100 
 

1.5 Item Non-response  

Given the face-to-face nature of the survey methodology, item non-response in the 

Police-Muslim Relations Survey was very low. Most missing values reflected data entry 

omissions and were thus replaced accordingly. A missing data analysis was conducted and 

revealed that only one variable contained a significant amount of missing data (Q1.2: If born 

overseas, in which year did you first arrive in Australia to live?; 48.8% missing values). 

However, this was expected given the quota to recruit 50% of the sample from Australian-born 

Muslims.  
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1.6 Sample Representativeness  

 The sampling method used for the Police-Muslim Relations Survey utilised quotas to 

capture particular demographic characteristics. As such, the final sample was not expected to 

be fully representative of Muslim population figures. Despite this expectation, the following 

tables provide an overview of the sample characteristics collected in the Police-Muslim 

Relations Survey against the 2016 Census of Sydney’s Muslim population (see Appendix A for 

a detailed breakdown of how Arab Muslims are defined in the Australian Census). 

Some key demographic variables were compared with 2016 Australian census data. 

Table 2 highlights the difference in gender ratio between the survey sample and 2016 

Australian census statistics. There is a slight under-representation of males (by only 2.6%). 

These differences can be attributed to the fact that one of the survey quota criterions was to 

recruit 50% males and 50% females.  

 

Table 2 Distribution of gender in the Police-Muslim Relations Survey  

 

When comparing the Police-Muslim Relations Survey sample to the age breakdown of 

2016 Census data, the survey sample differed from the age breakdown of each group in the 

Census (see Table 3). There was an over-representation of survey participants aged 20-24 (by 

6.3%), 25-29 (by 9.1%) and 35-39 (by 5.6%). Participants aged over 50 years were slightly 

under-represented in the survey sample. Again, this was somewhat expected given the quota 

to include 50% of the sample below the age of 30. 

 

  

Sample 
group Sample proportion (%) Census proportion (%) Absolute difference 

Male 50.1 52.7 -2.6 
Female 49.9 47.3 +2.6 
Total 100.0 100.0  
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Table 3 Distribution of age groups in the Police-Muslim Relations Survey 

 

When comparing sample proportions of marital status from the Police-Muslim 

Relations Survey with census data, there were also some differences in distributions. 

Specifically, married participants were under-represented by 7.9%. Divorced and separated 

participants were also under-represented by 0.4%. However, single participants were over-

represented (by 8.3%). These differences may be due to the fact that the sample contained 50% 

of people who were younger than 30. There was no difference in the proportion of widowed 

participants in the survey when compared to census proportions. Table 4 presents the 

comparison between groups by marital status. Finally, when examining country of birth, there 

was little variation between the sample and census (only 6.8% variation; see Table 5).  

 
Table 4 Distribution of marital status in the Police-Muslim Relations Survey 

 
  

Sample 
group Sample proportion (%) Census proportion (%) Absolute difference 

15-19 8.7 10.4 +1.7 
20-24 18.1 11.8 +6.3 
25-29 23.0 13.9 +9.1 
30-34 13.1 14.9 -1.8 
35-39 7.1 12.7 -5.6 
40-44 9.1 9.3 -0.2 
45-49 8.5 7.3 +1.2 
50-54 3.8 6.0 -2.2 
55-59 2.4 4.6 -2.2 
60-64 2.6 3.5 -0.9 
65-69 1.8 2.5 -0.7 
70-74 1.4 1.6 -0.2 
75-79 0.4 0.9 -0.5 
80-84 0.0 0.5 -0.5 
85+ 0.0 0.3 -0.3 

Total 100.0 100.0  

Sample group Sample proportion 
(%) 

Census proportion 
(%) 

Absolute 
difference 

Married 50.6 58.5 -7.9 
Single 38.5 30.2 +8.3 

Widowed 2.2 2.2 0.0 
Divorced or separated 8.7 9.1 -0.4 

Total 100.0 100.0  
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Table 5 Distribution of country of birth in the Police-Muslim Relations Survey 

 

 

Sample 
group Sample proportion (%) Census proportion (%) Absolute 

difference 
Australia 50.0 43.2 +6.8 
Overseas 50.0 56.8 -6.8 

Total 100.0 100.0  
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Part 2: Preliminary Survey Findings 
Part 2 of this Technical Report presents the findings from each of the six sections of the Police-

Muslim Relations Survey. The results presented here are descriptive only and do not seek to 

make any generalised conclusions about relationships between variables or measures. More 

detailed analyses using the data will be conducted at a later date. Note that Part 3 of this report 

will later outline the items used to construct scales used in the analysis in Part 2.  

2.1 Survey Section 1: Participant Background 

2.1.1 Demographic Composition of Sample 

  The first section of the Police-Muslim Relations Survey included demographic 

information about each participant. Some of these variables were compared to census data to 

determine their representativeness to general population statistics (these comparisons are 

outlined in Part 1 of the technical report). As can be seen in Table 6, 50.0% of the survey 

sample were males, while 49.8% were female (0.2% identified as other). Participants ranged 

in age from 18-79, with the average age being 33.88 (SD = 13.22) and the median age being 

30. Half of the participants were born in Australia (50.0%). Of those who were not born in 

Australia (n=256), the majority of this sub-sample had lived in Australia for more than six 

years (79.3%). The remaining sub-sample had lived in Australia for 3-6 years (10.9%), 

followed by those who had lived in Australia for 1-3 years (9.8%). In terms of employment 

status, the majority of participants reported working full time (32.9%), followed by those 

working part-time/casually (18.3%) and those conducting home duties (16.5%). With respect 

to educational attainment, almost one-quarter of participants held a bachelor’s degree (23.6%). 

Participants who had completed senior secondary school (the equivalent of year 12 or form 6) 

and those with a diploma or advanced diploma represented 22.2% and 17.5% of the sample 

respectively.  
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Table 6 Summary of Demographic Background Variables 

Variable  % M 
(SD) 

N 

Age  - 33.9 
(13.2) 

504 

Gender 
Male  50.0 - 252 

Female  49.8 - 251 
Other 0.2 - 1 

Country of birth   
Australia  50.0 - 252 
Overseas 50.0 - 252 

Average Year of Arrival  - 2002 
(12.9) 

256 

Current Marital Status 
Married (including de facto relationship)   255 - 50.6 

Single (never married) 194 - 38.5 
Widowed 11 - 2.2 

Divorced or separated 44 - 8.7 
Employment Status 

Working full time  166 - 32.9 
Working part-time/casually 92 - 18.3 

Unemployed but looking for work 50 - 9.9 
Retired 24 - 4.8 

Home duties 83 - 16.5 
Full-time/part-time student 67 - 13.3 

Other 22 - 4.4 
Educational Attainment   

Did not have any or much formal schooling  7 - 1.4 
Primary school 18 - 3.6 

Junior secondary/Intermediate/Form 4/Year 10 60 - 11.9 
Senior secondary/Leaving/Form 6/Year 12 112 - 22.2 

Trade/Technical certificate 41 - 8.1 
Diploma or Advanced Diploma 88 - 17.5 

Bachelor’s degree 119 - 23.6 
Postgraduate Degree (e.g., Masters or Doctorate) 59 - 11.7 
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2.2 Survey Section 2: Identity, Values and Neighbourhood 

  A list of all the individual items and measures discussed in the sections below are 

presented in Part 3 of this Technical Report. Part 4 of this report also presents a detailed 

breakdown of how survey participants responded to each survey question. This section presents 

the concept that was measured in the survey and how participants responded to the aggregate 

measure of the concept. In brief, Section 2 of the Survey asked participants about their identity, 

their Islamic values, their feelings of belonging and social inclusion in Australia, their views 

of their suburb, and their belief in a just world. 

 

2.2.1 Identity 

  People can be members of various groups in society and may identify with one group 

more so than another. Identification can influence how people respond to authority or social 

situations (Huo, 2003). Social groups that people can identify with might include people of the 

same gender, the same age, citizenship or the nation in which they live (e.g., Australia or being 

Australian) or their religion (i.e., Islam). Section 2 of the Survey included a number of 

statements to measure participants’ level of identification as Muslim (3 items, e.g., ‘I identify 

strongly as a Muslim’) and as Australian (3 items, e.g., ‘I am proud to be Australian’). Each 

statement was followed by a 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree) response scale, with 

higher scores on each of the identity scales indicating stronger identification with that particular 

group. An examination of the mean scores of the Muslim identity scale and the Australian 

identity scale (see Table 7) shows that participants identified more strongly with their Muslim 

identity (Scale Mean = 4.71; SD = 0.63) than with their Australian identity (Scale Mean = 4.38; 

SD = 0.69). 
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Table 7 Descriptive Statistics for Items Measuring Identity 
 Survey Item  
Measured on a 5-point Likert Scale from Strongly Disagree (1) to Strongly Agree (5) Mean Standard 

Deviation 
Muslim Identity   
   I am proud to be Muslim 4.80 0.59 
   I identify strongly as a Muslim 4.70 0.70 
   Being a Muslim is important to the way I think of myself as a person 4.63 0.81 
   Overall Muslim Identity Scale  4.71 0.63 
Australian Identity   
   I am proud to be Australian 4.71 0.61 
   I identify strongly as Australian 4.55 0.81 
   Being Australian is important to the way I think of myself 4.32 0.95 
   Overall Australian Identity Scale 4.38 0.69 

  

 An additional two questions were included to measure the Muslim denomination that 

each participant identified with, as well as the frequency of which participants attended 

Mosque. The majority of survey participants identified as Sunni (58.3%), followed by those 

who identified as Shiites (32.5%). The remaining sample identified as ‘other’ (8.7%) or as Sufi 

(0.4%). Sunni Muslims are the dominant Muslim denomination in Australia. In terms of the 

frequency with which participants attended Mosque, just over a quarter of the sample reported 

attending several times a year (27.4%), followed by those who attended weekly (19.4%) and 

those who attended never (18.5%; see Figure 1). 

Figure 1 Frequency that Participants Attend Mosque  
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2.2.2 Islamic Values  

  The Qur’an stipulates a range of teachings related to family, community, morality, and 

the importance of justice and helping others. For example, the essence of morality in Islam can 

be summarised from the following scripture: “every soul will be held responsible for what it 

had done” (Q. 74:38) (Al-Bar & Chamsi-Pasha, 2015). Thus, a series of five questions was 

included in the Survey to gauge the degree to which respondents believe that Islam places more 

value on family, community, morality, the importance of justice, and helping others compared 

to other religions (see Table 8). Items were measured on a 1=strongly disagree to 5=strongly 

agree scale, and higher scores on each value indicate greater belief that Islam places more 

importance on the value when compared to other religions. Table 8 shows that most 

respondents felt that Islam does place more importance on each of the five values than other 

religions. The value receiving the most endorsement was ‘helping others’. 

 
Table 8 Descriptive Statistics for Items Measuring Islamic Values  
 Survey Item  
Measured on a 5-point Likert Scale from Strongly Disagree (1) to Strongly Agree (5) Mean Standard 

Deviation 
Compared to other religions, I believe that Islam places more value on:…….. 
     Family  4.61 0.74 
     Community 4.53 0.76 
     Morality 4.60 0.77 
     The importance of justice 4.57 0.81 
     Helping others  4.63 0.79 
Overall Islamic Values Scale 4.59 0.71 

 

2.2.3 Social Connection  

A sense of connectedness with others fulfils a vital mental health function (Neufeld, 

Gaucher, Starzyk, & Boese, 2019). Connection with one’s community has been found to be 

related to greater feelings of satisfaction and wellbeing (Davidson & Cotter, 1991). Given the 

scrutiny Muslims have faced worldwide since the 9/11 terrorist attacks, the level of acceptance 

and social connection Australian Muslims felt to other Australian people was of interest. Three 

items were included in the Survey to gauge participants’ feelings of social connection in 

Australia (e.g., ‘I feel connected to other Australian people’). Items were measured on a 

1=strongly disagree to 5=strongly agree scale, with higher scores indicating greater feelings of 

social connectedness (see Table 9). A scale was created by calculating the mean of the three 

items. The overall mean suggests that participants felt strongly connected to others in Australia 

(Scale Mean = 4.16; SD = 0.84). 
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Table 9 Descriptive Statistics for Items Measuring Social Connection  
 Survey Item  
Measured on a 5-point Likert Scale from Strongly Disagree (1) to Strongly Agree (5) Mean Standard 

Deviation 
I feel connected to other Australian people  4.17 0.99 
I feel at home in Australia  4.48 0.87 
I feel that other Australians accept me as a true Australian  3.84 1.15 
Overall Social Connection Scale 4.16 0.84 

 

2.2.4 Neighbourhood Cohesion 

  Neighbourhood cohesion refers to a sense of collectiveness, solidarity, and cooperation 

among groups of people within a given community or society (Stanley, 2003). A cohesive 

neighbourhood is one where residents feel safe, where they get along with their neighbours and 

where they can rely on each other. Neighbourhood cohesion helps explain why some 

communities are fight crime and social disorder together and why some communities do not. 

Residents in cohesive neighbourhoods engage in actions that include asking questions of 

strangers, contacting police to report crimes or victimisation, calling the police when a 

neighbour needs help, attending neighbourhood meetings, or helping one’s neighbours. Six 

items were included in the Survey to measure how much respondents felt there was cohesion 

in their local suburb (e.g., ‘My suburb is a place where people from different backgrounds get 

on well together’). Items were measured on a 1=strongly disagree to 5=strongly agree scale, 

with higher scores indicating greater perceived cohesion. A scale was created from the means 

of the six items, with the overall mean suggesting that participants believed their own local 

community was generally safe and cohesive (Scale Mean = 3.69; SD = 0.66; see Table 10).   

 
Table 10 Descriptive Statistics for Items Measuring Neighbourhood Cohesion  
 Survey Item  
Measured on a 5-point Likert Scale from Strongly Disagree (1) to Strongly Agree (5) 
* reverse coded before combined into neighbourhood cohesion scale 

Mean Standard 
Deviation 

My suburb is a safe place to live  4.32 0.84 
Crime rates in my suburb are high* 2.40 1.20 
People living in my suburb can be trusted  3.59 1.06 
My suburb is a place where people from difference backgrounds get on 
well together  4.04 0.96 

If people in my suburb are causing trouble, local people will tell them 
off  3.18 1.25 

If I sensed trouble in my suburb, I could get help from people who live 
there  3.42 1.25 

Overall Neighbourhood Cohesion Scale 3.69 0.66 
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2.2.5  Belief in a Just World  

  Belief in a just world refers to the extent to which individuals “believe people get what 

they deserve and deserve what they get” (Lipkus, 1991, p. 1171). Three items were included 

in the Survey to measure participants’ beliefs that the world is a just and fair place to live in. 

These items were measured in the current context given many Muslims worldwide have 

expressed grievances regarding how Muslims have been treated by the West.  Whether this 

affects their belief in the world being a fair place was of interest. A higher mean score on each 

items suggests that participants had stronger beliefs in a just world (e.g., ‘I feel the world is a 

fair place’). Items were adapted from the work of Lipkus (1991). Overall, participants neither 

agreed nor disagreed that the world was a just place (Scale Mean = 3.00; SD = 0.99; see Table 

11). 

 
Table 11 Descriptive Statistics for Items Measuring Belief in a Just World  
 Survey Item  
Measured on a 5-point Likert Scale from Strongly Disagree (1) to Strongly Agree (5) Mean Standard 

Deviation 
I feel that people get what they deserve in life   3.47 1.18 
I feel that people treat each other fairly in life  2.94 1.17 
I feel the world is a fair place  2.59 1.23 
Overall Belief in a Just World Scale 3.00 0.99 

 

2.2.6 Affect Intensity  

  The notion of affect intensity describes the effect of an individual’s emotions on their 

perceptions of the treatment they receive from others (De Cremer & Van den Bos, 2007). In a 

regulatory context, research suggests that the way in which individuals emotionally react to 

situations can explain why some may continue to defer to authorities who have acted in an 

unjust way, while others may not (Murphy, 2009). The conceptualisation of affect intensity 

measures the degree of emotion individuals ascribe to stressful situations.  

  Three items were included in the Survey to measure affect intensity. A higher mean 

score on each item signals greater affect intensity (e.g., ‘I frequently get upset over small 

things’). Items were adapted from the work of Murphy (2009). On average, participants 

reported being low in affect intensity (Scale Mean = 2.42; SD = 1.08; see Table 12).   
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Table 12. Descriptive Statistics for Items Measuring Affect Intensity  
 Survey Item  
Measured on a 5-point Likert Scale from Strongly Disagree (1) to Strongly Agree (5) Mean Standard 

Deviation 
I frequently get upset over small things 2.54 1.26 
I have trouble controlling my impulses 2.38 1.25 
I am known as quick-tempered 2.34 1.29 
Overall Affect Intensity Scale 2.42 1.08 

 

2.3 Survey Section 3: Experiences of Discrimination  

  Section 3 of the Police-Muslim Relations Survey was designed to measure the degree 

of discrimination Muslim Australians had experienced living in Australia. It was also designed 

to assess whether respondents felt that people of their religion were more likely to experience 

discrimination relative to other groups in the population. 

 

2.3.1 Personal Experiences of Discrimination: General 

  Perceived discrimination can constitute a significant impediment on an individual’s 

mental health and wellbeing (Ryff, Keyes, & Hughes, 2003). In fact, in the United States 

Muslims have been found to report more significant and negative mental health outcomes as a 

result of experiencing discrimination than other minority groups (Amer & Hovey 2012). Three 

items were included in the Survey to measure the extent to which Australian Muslims perceived 

that they had experienced discrimination (e.g., ‘I have been insulted or called names’). Items 

were measured on a 1=never to 5=very often scale, and were adapted from the work of Ryff et 

al. (2003). A higher score on each item indicates that participants more frequently experienced 

each type of discrimination. Overall, participants did not report experiencing much personal 

discrimination in Australia (Scale Mean = 1.67; SD = 0.89; see Table 13).  

 

Table 13. Descriptive Statistics for Items Measuring Experiences of Discrimination 
 Survey Item  
Measured on a 5-point Likert Scale from Never (1) to Very Often (5) Mean Standard 

Deviation 
How often have you personally experienced the following forms of discrimination from 
members of the public in Australia? 
   Been insulted or called names  1.99 1.05 
   Been threatened or harassed 1.66 0.93 
   Been rejected/excluded by non-Muslims 1.86 1.06 
Overall Personal Experiences of Discrimination Scale 1.84 0.89 
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2.3.2 Relative Deprivation  

  Relative deprivation refers to the perception that oneself or one’s group has less of 

something of value than another person or group. Relative deprivation can influence how 

individuals respond when they feel they are treated unjustly (van den Bos, van Veldhuizen, & 

Au, 2015). Relative deprivation can shape individuals’ evaluations of fairness and their 

willingness to express their point of view (see e.g., Smith & Ortiz, 2002). In the context of the 

current research, it was of interest to determine whether respondents felt Muslims were less 

likely to be treated equally than other groups in the population. Here, their perception that 

Muslims are discriminated against more than other groups signals feelings of relative 

deprivation. Five items were included in the survey to gauge participants’ feelings of relative 

deprivation (e.g., ‘Muslims are more likely to be targeted and stopped by authorities’). A higher 

mean score for each item indicates that participants had stronger feelings of relative 

deprivation. Interestingly, on average, participants reported neither high nor low levels of 

relative deprivation (Scale Mean = 3.13; SD = 1.03; see Table 14). It can be seen in Table 14 

that Muslims generally felt that the media scrutinised Muslims more than other groups. 

 
Table 14. Descriptive Statistics for Items Measuring Relative Deprivation 
 Survey Item  
Measured on a 5-point Likert Scale from Strongly Disagree (1) to Strongly Agree (5) Mean Standard 

Deviation 
Compared to other people in Australia, do you think: 
   Muslims are more likely to be targeted and stopped by authorities  3.02 1.28 
   Muslims are more likely to be scrutinised by the media  3.72 1.32 
   Muslims are more likely to experience discrimination from police  3.14 1.28 
   Muslims are more likely to experience discrimination from members  
   of the public  3.24 1.18 

   Muslims have less chance of achieving success in Australia  2.51 1.25 
Overall Relative Deprivation Scale 3.13 1.03 

 

2.4 Survey Section 4: Perceptions of Police in Australia 

As noted earlier, the Police-Muslim Relations Survey was undertaken as part of a 

funded Australian Research Council grant that sought to explore ways to encourage Muslims 

in Australia to work more closely with police in the fight against terrorism. Of particular 

interest to the study was to explore how perceptions of procedural justice policing influenced 

Muslims’ perceptions of police legitimacy and their willingness to work with police to prevent 

terrorism. Section 4 of the Survey therefore contained a large number of items assessing 
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respondents’ attitudes to police and policing in Australia.  A number of important concepts 

were measured, including: (a) respondents’ views of policing in their own suburb; (b) 

respondents’ degree of identification with police; (c) their contact with police and the nature 

of those contacts; (d) perceptions about the effectiveness of police; (e) whether respondents 

had experienced police discrimination (either personal or vicarious discrimination); (f) 

perceptions about whether police are procedural and distributively just when dealing with the 

Muslim community; (g) whether police are perceived to be overstepping the bounds of rightful 

authority; (h) their level of contempt for police; (i) the degree to which police use of force is 

acceptable; and (j) their perceptions regarding the legitimacy of the police (measured through 

respondents’ trust and confidence in police, moral obligation to obey, and coerced obligation 

to obey police); (k) the level of self-reported defiance Muslims exhibit toward police; and (l) 

finally, Muslims’ willingness to engage with and cooperate with police by reporting crime 

and/or victimisation. 

 

2.4.1 Policing in Your Suburb  

  Research has highlighted that public perceptions of police are related to the visibility 

of police and the nature by which they address and seek to reduce crime (Myhill, 2006). Four 

items were included in the Survey to measure how often participants observed police in their 

suburb engaging in various activities (see Table 15). Items were developed by lead investigator 

Kristina Murphy for the purposes of the Survey. A higher mean score on each item suggests 

that participants perceived police to more frequently engage in the behaviours and activities. 

While participants indicated that they had observed police patrolling their suburb, it can be 

seen from Table 15  that, on average, respondents did not tend to observe an aggressive style 

of policing in their neighbourhood. A follow up question asked respondents about whether they 

felt the police presence in their neighbourhood was about right, too low, or too high.  Most 

participants felt the police presence was about right (64.9%), followed by 16.1% believing 

there was too much police presence in their suburb, and 19.0% believing there was not enough 

police presence. 
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Table 15. Descriptive Statistics for Items Measuring Policing in Participants’ Suburbs 
 Survey Item  
Measured on a 5-point Likert Scale from Never (1) to Very Often (5) Mean Standard 

Deviation 
On the whole, how often do you see police doing patrols in your suburb? 3.26 1.15 
On the whole, how often do you see police arrest or issue infringement 
notices to people in your suburb? 2.49 1.19 

On the whole, how often do you see the police verbally abusing people 
in your suburb? 1.70 0.98 

On the whole, how often do you see the police spending time at your 
local mosque?  1.75 0.99 

 

2.4.2 Identification with Police  

  The identification with police scale measures the extent to which people identify 

positively with police, their level of solidarity with police, and whether they perceive police to 

be people like them. Three items were included in the survey and were based on the work of 

Prati and Pietrantoni (2009) and Radburn, Stott, Bradford, and Robinson (2018). Participants 

were asked their feelings towards police (e.g., ‘I feel a sense of solidarity with police’). A 

higher mean score on the three-item scale suggests participants feel more identified with police. 

These items were included in the Survey as research demonstrates that people feel more 

obligated to cooperate with those they identify strongly with (Bradford, Murphy and Jackson 

2014). The mean score for the scale shows that participants expressed some degree of positive 

identification with police, although this identification was rather weak (Scale Mean = 3.58; SD 

= 1.04; see Table 16). 

 

Table 16. Descriptive Statistics for Items Measuring Identification with Police 
 Survey Item  
Measured on a 5-point Likert Scale from Strongly Disagree (1) to Strongly Agree (5) Mean Standard 

Deviation 
I identify strongly with police   3.67 1.12 
I feel a sense of solidarity with police   3.74 1.09 
Police and Muslims share a lot in common   3.34 1.24 
Overall Identity with Police Scale 3.58 1.04 

 

2.4.3 Contact with Police 

  Participants were asked if they had any contact with police in the last 12 months 

(excluding any work or social contacts) (see Appendix  for a frequency distribution of the 

amount of police-citizen contacts participants reported having in the preceding 12 months). 

Over half of the sample (57.1%, n=288) reported that they had no contact with police in the 
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preceding 12 months. In fact, 237 Muslims said they had never come in contact with an 

Australian police officer, even prior to the 12-month period. Of those 216 respondents who 

reported having a police contact in the preceding 12-month period, the average number of 

contacts was reported to be fewer than three (Mean = 2.58; SD = 32.66).  

  A follow-up question asked participants about who had initiated their most recent 

contact with a police officer in Australia. Of the 267 Muslims who reported having a contact 

with police at some point in their life, the majority indicated their most recent police contact 

had been a police-initiated contact (n=159; 59.6%), while 40.4% had initiated contact with 

police themselves (n=108).  

 

2.4.4 Police Effectiveness  

  The public often evaluate the police in terms of how effective they are in preventing 

and solving crime in the community (Hinds & Murphy, 2007). Police effectiveness is important 

to police legitimacy (Hinds & Murphy, 2007). An ineffective police force who cannot 

adequately control or solve crime will lose their legitimacy in the eyes of the public. The police 

effectiveness scale used in the Survey contained five questions. The questions measured the 

extent to which participants felt police were able to prevent and respond to crime and promote 

community safety and order (e.g., ‘How good are police doing at… ‘Dealing with problems 

that concern you’; ‘Catching Criminals’’). The items to create the police effectiveness scale 

were adapted from the work of Murphy, Murphy, and Mearns (2010) and Sunshine and Tyler 

(2003). A higher score on the police effectiveness scale demonstrates that participants felt 

police do their job more effectively. As outlined in Table 17, on average, survey participants 

perceived police to be effective and doing a good job overall (Scale Mean = 3.86; SD = 0.86). 

 

Table 17. Descriptive Statistics for Items Measuring Police Effectiveness   
 Survey Item  
Measured on a 5-point Likert Scale from Very poor job (1) to Very good job (5) Mean Standard 

Deviation 
On the whole, how good a job do you think police are doing at: 
   Solving crime  3.79 1.02 
   Catching criminals  3.79 1.05 
   Deterring crime  3.69 1.04 
   Keeping order  4.01 0.84 
   Keeping people safe  4.03 0.93 
Overall Police Effectiveness Scale 3.86 0.86 
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2.4.5 Personal and Vicarious Experience of Police Discrimination 

  Research suggests that members of minority communities tend to hold less favourable 

attitudes toward police and are more likely to report experiencing police discrimination (Rice 

& Piquero, 2005). Thus, perceptions of discrimination from police can help to explain 

individuals’ evaluations of police. Four items were included in the Survey to measure personal 

experiences of police discrimination (e.g., ‘Have you personally experienced discrimination 

from a police officer?’) as well as vicarious experiences of police discrimination (e.g., ‘Has 

someone you know in the Muslim community experienced discrimination from a police 

officer?’). A higher mean score on each item suggests participants have had more personal 

and/or vicarious experiences of discrimination. As can be seen in Table 18, reports of 

discrimination were low overall. However, respondents reported more vicarious experiences 

of police discrimination than personal experiences. 

  Two additional items were included in the survey to measure the extent to which 

participants believed police discrimination and excessive use of force to be widespread in 

Australia. Overall, participants did not perceive either police discrimination (Mean = 2.65; SD 

= 1.18) or excessive use of force (Mean = 2.47; SD = 1.16) to be frequent (see  

Figure 2). Only about 20-26% of respondents believed police discrimination (i.e., 25.8%) or 

police use of force (i.e., 20.7%) against Muslims was either ‘quite common’ or ‘very common’. 

 

Table 18. Descriptive Statistics for Items Measuring Experience of Police Discrimination 
 Survey Item  
Measured on a 5-point Likert Scale from Never (1) to Very Often (5) Mean Standard 

Deviation 
Have you personally experienced discrimination from a police officer?  1.58 1.01 
Has someone you know in the Muslim community experienced 
discrimination from a police officer?  2.20 1.30 

Has an Australian police officer ever used excessive force on you?  1.32 0.83 
Has an Australian police officer ever used excessive force on another 
Muslim you know? 1.91 1.25 
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Figure 2 Perceived Frequency of Police Discrimination 
 

2.4.6 Procedural Justice  

  A large body of research shows that police use of procedural justice is crucial for 

promoting the perceived legitimacy of police (e.g., Hinds & Murphy, 2007; Murphy et al., 

2008; Sunshine & Tyler, 2003; Tyler, 2006). Procedural justice can be measured by asking 

participants about their own experiences of police treatment during interactions, or via their 

general perceptions of how they believe police treat members of the public. Police are said to 

be procedurally just when they: (a) provide citizens an opportunity for voice; (b) when they 

treat citizens in a neutral manner and make their decisions based on facts, not biases; (c) when 

they treat people fairly and convey trustworthy motives; and (d) when they are respectful and 

polite to citizens in interactions (Mazerolle et al., 2014). The fairness, respect and unbiased 

treatment afforded to an individual by police during an interaction, combined with the fairness 

of a decision that gives the individual an opportunity to voice their perspective are consistently 

identified as crucial to an individual’s assessment of the procedural justness of an encounter 

(Tyler & Degoey, 1996; Tyler & Lind, 1992). The presence of each of these four elements of 

procedural justice contributes to prolonged public commitment to valuing an authority and can 

encourage people to comply and cooperate voluntarily with rules and police directives (Murphy 

et al., 2008).  

  As can be seen in Table 19, the four important elements of procedural justice are 

represented by eight measures in the Survey. These items were designed to capture 
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respondents’ perceptions of police procedural justice when dealing with Muslim Australians. 

As such, it is a general procedural justice measure, but relates specifically to how procedurally 

just police are when dealing with Muslim people. A higher score on the overall procedural 

justice scale indicates that survey participants view police as more procedurally just when 

dealing with Muslims. The mean score on this scale demonstrates that, on average, Muslim 

participants perceived Australian police to be somewhat more procedurally just than unjust, 

but the mean score fell close to the midpoint of the 5-point scale (Scale Mean = 3.52; SD = 

0.97). 

 
Table 19 Descriptive Statistics for Items Measuring Procedural Justice    
 Survey Item  
Measured on a 5-point Likert Scale from Strongly Disagree (1) to Strongly Agree (5) Mean Standard 

Deviation 
Police treat Muslims with dignity and respect   3.66 1.02 
Police act politely when dealing with Muslims   3.62 1.04 
Police are fair when making decisions   3.50 1.10 
Police make decisions based upon facts, not their personal biases or 
opinions  3.56 1.14 

Police give Muslims the opportunity to express their views  3.52 1.11 
Police listen to Muslims before making decisions   3.42 1.14 
Police take account of Muslims’ needs and concerns  3.41 1.13 
Police treat Muslims fairly  3.50 1.11 
Overall Procedural Justice Scale 3.52 0.97 

 

2.4.7 Distributive Justice  

  Distributive justice is also important to police legitimacy. It refers to the fairness and 

equitability of an authority’s distribution of services to different groups in a community (Hinds 

& Murphy, 2007). If people perceive that police are providing an equivalent service to all 

groups in a community, they will be perceived as more distributively just. Three items were 

included in the Survey to measure distributive justice (e.g., ‘Police in Australia treat everyone 

in the community equally, regardless of their race, ethnicity or religion’). A higher mean score 

on the distributive justice scale demonstrates that participants believe the police display 

distributive justice. On average, participants’ views on the distributive justice scale were 

neutral as the mean score fell very close to the midpoint of the scale (Scale Mean = 3.28; SD 

= 0.95; see Table 20).  
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Table 20. Descriptive Statistics for Items Measuring Distributive Justice    
 Survey Item  
Measured on a 5-point Likert Scale from Strongly Disagree (1) to Strongly Agree (5) 
*reverse scored before adding to scale 

Mean Standard 
Deviation 

Police treat everyone in the community equally, regardless of their race, 
ethnicity or religion 3.50 1.14 

Police sometimes give people from specific ethnic, racial or religious 
backgrounds less help than they give others* 2.77 1.17 

Muslims are more likely to be unfairly stopped and questioned by police 
than others* 2.88 1.21 

Overall Distributive Justice Scale 3.28 0.95 
 

2.4.8 Bounded Authority  

  The concept of ‘bounded authority’ was also measured in Section 4 of the Survey. 

Bounded authority refers to the extent that police officers respect and adhere to the limits or 

“boundaries” of their authoritative powers. Five items were used to measure the bounded 

authority concept. Developed by Huq, Jackson, and Trinkner (2017), this 5-item scale measures 

the frequency in which police officers are perceived to misuse their powers (e.g. ‘Please 

indicate how often you think the police overstep the boundaries of their authority’). A higher 

mean score on the scale represents a greater perception that police abuse their powers; that is, 

they breach the boundaries of their rightful authority. Relatively few participants reported that 

police in Australia acted outside of their professional boundaries. On the whole, police in 

Australia were viewed to be professional, working within the bounds of acceptable power 

(Scale Mean = 2.14; SD = 1.07; see  

 

Table 21).  

 
Table 21. Descriptive Statistics for Items Measuring Bounded Authority     
 Survey Item  
Measured on a 5-point Likert Scale from Never (1) to Very Often (5) Mean Standard 

Deviation 
Police act as if they are above the law   2.35 1.19 
Police bother people like you for no good reason  1.97 1.15 
Police abuse their power  2.18 1.19 
Police violate Muslims’ personal freedoms  2.01 1.12 
Police overstep the boundaries of their authority  2.20 1.20 
Overall Bounded Authority Scale 2.14 1.07 
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2.4.9 Contempt for Police  

  Contempt refers to an emotional response to a felt violation of an individual’s standards 

(Schriber, Chung, Sorensen, & Robins, 2017). When an individual has contempt for someone, 

someone’s actions, or something, they often view them/it in a derogatory way or seek to 

distance themselves from the source of their contempt. In a regulatory context, when 

individuals seek distance from authorities, they may be less willing to engage with them 

(Braithwaite, 2009). Three items were included in the Survey to measure the extent to which 

participants had contempt for police (e.g., ‘I feel angry when I think about police bias’). An 

overall contempt for police scale was created by combining responses to the three survey 

questions. As shown in Table 22, participants did not have much contempt for police, with all 

items falling below the midpoint of the scale (Scale Mean = 2.44; SD = 0.87). 

 

Table 22. Descriptive Statistics for Items Measuring Contempt for Police     
 Survey Item  
Measured on a 5-point Likert Scale from Never (1) to Very Often (5) Mean Standard 

Deviation 
I feel angry when I think about police bias    2.78 1.27 
I feel upset when I think about how police treat Muslims     2.75 1.29 
I feel frustrated when I think about police brutality against minority 
groups      2.94 1.37 

Overall Contempt for Police Scale 2.82 1.20 
 

2.4.10 Support for Police Use of Force  

  The recent Black Lives Matter movement across the globe has brought the abuse of 

police use-of-force to the fore.  Four items were included in the survey to measure participants’ 

support for police use of force. As can be seen in Table 23, the public condones the use of force 

in certain circumstance but opposes its use in other situations. Determining the circumstances 

by which individuals are more or less likely to condone police use of force is crucial to forming 

opinions about police legitimacy (Bradford, Milani, & Jackson, 2017). 

The individual mean scores to the four use of force questions are outlined in Table 23. 

They demonstrate that participants were more supportive of police using force when police 

were dealing with an individual who is armed and believed to pose a threat to other people’s 

lives (Mean = 3.44; SD = 1.43) or is being violent toward police (Mean = 3.73; SD = 1.22), 

although they generally had neutral attitudes towards police use of force in these contexts. 

Participants were least supportive of police use of force to arrest an individual who is not 

offering violent resistance (Mean = 1.45; SD = 0.89). An overall support for police use of force 
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scale was created by combining responses to the four survey questions. Overall, police use of 

force was not generally supported by the Australian public (Scale Mean = 2.44; SD = 0.87).  

 

Table 23. Descriptive Statistics for Items Measuring Support for Police Use of Force     
 Survey Item  
Measured on a 5-point Likert Scale from Not at all Acceptable (1) to Very Acceptable 
(5) 

Mean Standard 
Deviation 

How acceptable is it for police to….. 
Use deadly force against a person who is armed and believed to pose a 
threat to other people’s lives? 3.44 1.43 

Strike a citizen who uses his fists to attack a police officer? 3.14 1.38 
Use physical force against an offender who is handcuffed and in police 
custody?  1.72 1.02 

Use physical force to arrest an unarmed person who is not offering 
violent resistance? 1.45 0.89 

Overall Support for Police Use of Force Scale 2.44 0.87 
 

2.4.11 Police Legitimacy: Trust and Confidence in Police 

  Without the public’s trust and confidence, police agencies will struggle to gain the 

voluntary cooperation from citizens (Murphy, Mazerolle, & Bennett, 2014). Public trust and 

confidence in police is a concept that has been used to measure police legitimacy (Jackson & 

Bradford, 2010). Six survey items were included to measure participants’ overall trust and 

confidence in police (e.g., ‘I have trust and confidence in general duties police’). While many 

studies have simply used a 1-item trust and confidence measure, we opted to use a multi-item 

measure of trust to capture trust in police (for an argument for why a multi-measure item of 

trust is preferable when examining minorities’ trust in police see Pass, Madon, Murphy and 

Sargeant, 2020). A higher score on the trust and confidence scale is associated with stronger 

trust and confidence in police. Overall, participants were generally more trusting of the police 

than not (Mean = 3.92; SD = 0.81).  

  However, we expected that Muslims may have different levels of trust in different types 

of police officer. Specifically, we anticipated that Muslims’ trust and confidence in counter-

terrorism police may be lower than Muslims’ trust in general duties police. As such, an 

additional four survey items were included to measure participants’ trust and confidence in 

police in their counter-terrorism duties. Participants were also very trusting and confident in 

counter-terrorism police (Scale Mean = 3.85; SD = 1.06; see Table 24), but there was more 

variation in response to these items.  When breaking down individual survey questions, it can 

be seen from Table 24 that for the item ‘I have trust and confidence in general duties 
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police/counter-terrorism police, there was some difference, with trust in general duties police 

(M = 3.94; SD = 0.95) being higher than trust in counter-terrorism police (M = 3.75; SD = 

1.15). 

Table 24. Descriptive Statistics for Items Measuring Trust and Confidence in Police 
 Survey Item  
Measured on a 5-point Likert Scale from Strongly Disagree (1) to Strongly Agree (5) Mean Standard 

Deviation 
Trust in general duties police 
   I have trust and confidence in general duties police  3.94 0.95 
   I support the actions of general duties police  4.06 0.89 
   I respect general duties police  4.21 0.80 
   I think general duties police are trustworthy  3.95 0.97 
   The relationship between Muslims and police in my suburb is     
    generally very good  3.73 1.01 

   Police in my suburb are sincere in their efforts to engage with Muslim  
   communities  3.61 1.07 

Overall Trust and Confidence in Police – Crime Control Scale  3.92 0.81 
Trust in counter-terrorism police 
   I have trust and confidence in counter-terrorism police  3.75 1.15 
   I support the actions of counter-terrorism police  3.90 1.12 
   I respect counter-terrorism police  3.98 1.12 
   I think counter-terrorism police are trustworthy  3.78 1.19 
Overall Trust and Confidence in Police – Counter-terrorism Scale 3.85 1.06 

 

2.4.12 Police Legitimacy: Moral Obligation to Obey  

  Feeling a moral obligation to obey police is an indicator of the legitimacy of police; it 

suggests that people believe police are entitled to be obeyed and feel morally obliged to follow 

their directions (Hough, Jackson, Bradford, Tilley, & Sidebottom, 2017). Feeling morally 

obligated to obey police means that obedience is not borne from fear of punishment for non-

compliance, but rather the belief that one ‘should’ obey authorities because it is the right thing 

to do. Three items were included in the Survey to measure participants’ moral obligation to 

obey police. A higher score on the 3-item scale suggests participants had a stronger moral 

obligation to obey police. As outlined in Table 25, findings show that Muslim participants felt 

morally obliged to obey police (Scale Mean = 4.04; SD = 0.83), although the third item in the 

scale indicates this may be contingent on how police treat people. 
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Table 25. Descriptive Statistics for Items Measuring Moral Obligation to Obey 
 Survey Item  
Measured on a 5-point Likert Scale from Strongly Disagree (1) to Strongly Agree (5) Mean Standard 

Deviation 
I feel a moral obligation to obey police  4.25 0.85 
Obeying police ultimately advantages everyone  4.17 0.92 
It is our moral duty to obey police even when we don't like the way they 
treat us 3.70 1.14 

Overall Moral Obligation to Obey Scale   4.04 0.83 
 

2.4.13 Police Legitimacy: Dull Compulsion (coerced obligation to obey) 

  As noted above, a moral obligation to obey police suggests that people will comply 

willingly with police because they believe it is the right and proper thing to do; here compliance 

is voluntarily given from an intrinsic sense of obligation. Obedience, however, can also be 

elicited from fear or coercion. In the Police-Muslim Relations Survey, we were interested in 

measuring both participants’ moral obligation to obey police and their feelings of coerced 

obligation. From his research in Africa, Tankebe (2009) theorised that people living in corrupt 

societies where police brutality is common will comply with police not due to a belief the 

police are legitimate or due to a moral obligation to follow the directives of police, but rather 

due to a fear of the consequences for not doing so. Tankebe (2009) called this type of behaviour 

a ‘dull compulsion to obey’. Such coerced compliance refers to behaviour elicited from feeling 

a sense of powerlessness and is elicited by police coercion (Tankebe, 2009). For example, an 

individual may obey the police because they have resigned themselves to the fact they must 

comply to avoid a negative consequence (Akinlabi & Murphy, 2018).  

  Prior research suggests that people from certain countries obey authorities out of fear 

because of the history of police oppression in those countries (Akinlabi & Murphy, 2018). Our 

study was interested in whether Muslim immigrants, many of whom originate in countries 

where police brutality is endemic, may experience heightened feelings of dull compulsion to 

obey police in Australia. For the Muslim participants in our study, it might be the case that 

views and experiences of police from their country of origin might influence how they view 

police in Australia. Hence, two items were included in the survey to measure feelings of dull 

compulsion (e.g., ‘I obey police because I am afraid of what might happen if I don’t’). A higher 

score on the 2-item scale represents a stronger sense of coerced obligation to obey police. 

Overall, results showed that participants generally felt somewhat of a sense of dull compulsion 

toward obeying police in Australia (Scale Mean = 3.55; SD = 1.14; see Table 26). 
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Table 26. Descriptive Statistics for Items Measuring Dull Compulsion to Obey 
 Survey Item  
Measured on a 5-point Likert Scale from Strongly Disagree (1) to Strongly Agree (5) Mean Standard 

Deviation 
I obey police because I’m afraid of what might happen if I don’t  3.55 1.23 
People like me have no choice but to obey the police  3.54 1.26 
Overall Dull Compulsion Scale  3.55 1.14 

 

2.4.14 Defiance: Resistance & Disengagement  

  Braithwaite’s (2013) Theory of Defiance postulates that compliance with authorities 

extends beyond simply classifying individuals as compliant or non-compliant. Instead, it 

suggests that individuals may hold a range of attitudinal positions towards authorities and their 

system of rules that signal defiance or liking for that authority. These positions are shaped by 

their personal and vicarious experiences with authorities. Braithwaite (2013) assertion these 

positions can influence individuals’ willingness to comply with authorities’ directives and 

empirical evidence supports this assertion (Braithwaite, 2013; Murphy, 2016; Sargeant, 

Davoren, & Murphy, 2020). Braithwaite argues that defiance can manifest through various 

motivational postures, which are attitudes, preferences, and beliefs that denote the degree of 

positive or negative regard people hold for an authorities and their subsequent willingness to 

defer to that authority’s rules and processes (Braithwaite, 2013; Murphy, 2016). Two of 

Braithwaite’s (2003) five originally developed motivational postures were measured in the 

Police-Muslim Relations Survey: resistance and disengagement (see Murphy, 2016 for a 

discussion of motivational posturing in the policing context).  

  The resistant and disengaged postures have been found to be associated with reduced 

willingness to comply with police (Murphy, 2016). Resistance refers to a doubt among the 

public that the police will act professionally and cooperatively with the public. As such, 

participants who adopt a resistant posture are more likely to view the police with hostility and 

may be more inclined to support actions or movements to reduce police powers (i.e., by taking 

a stand against police and resisting the power they yield). Similarly, disengagement also 

represents a form of defiance, but the key difference between resistance and disengagement is 

that disengaged individuals no longer see a purpose in challenging an authority. Instead, they 

seek to separate themselves from the influence of an authority. Here, they might avoid all 

contact with authorities or step outside the system so that authorities don’t have reach over 

their behaviour. Disengagers also believe there will be little consequence to them for 

disobeying the law (Braithwaite, 2013). The reality in the policing context is that people are 



 33 

unlikely to be able to step outside the system of being police, but they can avoid contact with 

police. 

  Seven items were included in the survey to measure resistance (4-items) and 

disengagement (3-items). Higher scores on the resistance and disengagement scales indicate 

greater levels of defiance. Table 27 shows the mean scores for each item as well as the overall 

mean score for the resistance and disengagement scales. Participants reported being slightly 

resistant toward police, although the mean score was close to the mid-point of the scale (Scale 

Mean = 3.20; SD = 1.01). Similarly, participants reported being neither engaged nor 

disengaged (Scale Mean = 2.59; SD = 1.06) from police. Of interest is the fact that the standard 

deviations for both measures were quite large, suggesting a great degree of variability in how 

respondents answered these questions; some reported being highly resistant or disengaged, 

while others did not. 

 
Table 27. Descriptive Statistics for Items Measuring Resistance and Disengagement  
 Survey Item  
Measured on a 5-point Likert Scale from Strongly Disagree (1) to Strongly Agree (5) Mean Standard 

Deviation 
Resistance 
   It’s important not to let police push you around  3.68 1.25 
   As a society we need more people willing to take a stand against police    
   Bias 3.51 1.30 

   If police used unjustified force against me, I would become aggressive  
   toward them 2.65 1.23 

   If police were disrespectful with me, I would not cooperate with them 2.98 1.32 
Overall Resistance Scale  3.20 1.01 
Disengagement 
   If I find out that I am not doing what the police want, I’m not going to  
   lose any sleep over it  2.61 1.23 

   I try to avoid contact with police at all costs  2.93 1.36 
   Even if I needed help from police, I would prefer to avoid making  
   contact with them 2.23 1.31 

Overall Disengagement Scale 2.59 1.06 
 

2.4.15 Willingness to Cooperate with Police 

  The final set of questions in Section 4 of the Survey measured participants’ willingness 

to voluntarily cooperate with police. The public’s willingness to cooperate voluntarily with 

police is essential to the functioning of a police agency. Police rely heavily on members of the 

community to come forward and report crime and victimisation to police. Without members of 
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the public contacting police to report crime or victimisation, police will be ineffective in their 

ability to solve crime (Murphy et al., 2008). Six items were included in the survey to measure 

participants’ willingness to cooperate with police (see Table 28). Participants were asked about 

their willingness to voluntarily report victimisation or crime to police (e.g., ‘How likely would 

you be to provide the police with information to catch a criminal’). These items were adapted 

from the work of Sunshine and Tyler (2003) and Murphy et al. (2008), where a higher score 

on the scale indicates a greater self-reported willingness to cooperate with police. On average, 

participants indicated that they would be very willing to cooperate with police in traditional 

crime-control prevention (Scale Mean = 4.39; SD = 0.86).  

 

Table 28. Descriptive Statistics for Items Measuring General Cooperation with Police 
 Survey Item  
Measured on a 5-point Likert Scale from Very Unlikely (1) to Very Likely (5) Mean Standard 

Deviation 
If the situation arose, how likely would you be to: 
   Call the police to report a crime 4.39 0.92 
   Provide police with information to catch a criminal  4.33 1.03 
   Report dangerous/suspicious activities to police 4.26 1.06 
   Willingly assist police if asked  4.33 1.00 
   Call police if you were the victim of a crime 4.52 0.89 
   Call police if you needed help 4.51 0.90 
Overall Cooperation with Police Scale  4.39 0.86 

 

2.5 Survey Section 5: Counter-Terrorism Policing 

Since the commencement of the War on Terror in 2001, Muslim communities around 

the world have faced increased scrutiny as authorities have moved to contain and prevent 

Islamist terrorism (Spalek, 2010).  Many Muslims have also expressed concern about the 

association that Western authorities and media have made between Islam and terrorism.  The 

Survey contained a series of questions designed to capture Muslims’ thoughts on these matters.  

Muslims were asked about: (a) whether they felt stigmatised by authorities in Australia; (b) 

what they believe police need to do to garner Muslims’ support for counter-terrorism efforts; 

and (c) their willingness to report terrorism activities occurring in their community to police. 

 

2.5.1 Stigmatisation  

  Feeling stigmatised by police has become a commonly reported feeling among minority 

groups. For example, recent research has highlighted the propensity for Muslims to feel highly 
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scrutinised by authorities, the media and the public (Breen-Smyth, 2014; Murphy, Madon, 

Mutongwizo, & Williamson, 2017; Murphy, Madon, & Cherney, 2020). Such scrutiny, 

particularly if the target group feels they are viewed as a threat to community safety, can result 

in feelings of stigmatisation. Four questions were included in the Survey that examined 

participants’ self-reported feelings of stigmatisation from authorities, the media, and the public. 

Items were adapted from the work of Murphy et al. (2015) and Murphy et al. (2020). A higher 

score on the scale represents a higher sense of feeling stigmatised from authorities, the media, 

and the wider public. Overall, findings show that the sample did not feel stigmatised (Scale 

Mean = 2.75; SD = 1.21). However, the standard deviation for this scale was very high, 

suggesting variability in responses among survey participants (see Table 29). 

 

Table 29 Descriptive Statistics for Items Measuring Stigmatisation 
 Survey Item  
Measured on a 5-point Likert Scale from Strongly Disagree (1) to Strongly Agree (5) Mean Standard 

Deviation 
I sometimes feel the Australian public views me as a potential terrorist 
because of my faith 2.95 1.31 

I feel under more scrutiny by police and authorities because of my faith  2.75 1.30 
I sometimes feel police view me as a terrorist because of my faith 2.62 1.30 
I feel at risk of being accused of terrorist activities because of my faith  2.69 1.35 
Overall Stigmatisation Scale  2.75 1.21 

 

2.5.2 Collaboration in counter-terrorism: Police strategies 

  The 9/11 terrorist attacks have changed the focus of policing. In addition to conducting 

general duties, police at a localised level are now required to perform a counter-terrorism 

function. Given the focus on countering Islamist extremism, there has been increased attention 

on and surveillance of Muslim communities (Cherney & Murphy, 2016). Counter-terrorism 

policing practices such as intrusive intelligence-led strategies risk alienating Muslim 

communities and reducing their willingness to engage with police. Thus, a key focus among 

researchers in recent years has been to understand the extent to which Muslim communities are 

willing to collaborate with police even if they have experienced invasive surveillance from 

police agencies (Blackwood, Hopkins, & Reicher, 2013; Cherney & Murphy, 2013; Huq et al., 

2011; Murphy et al., 2015; Spalek & Imtoual, 2007; Tyler et al., 2010).  

  Items in the Police-Muslim Relations Survey were designed to ask Muslims about what 

they believed police could do better to encourage more Muslims to work collaboratively with 

police in radicalisation and terrorism prevention. Seven items were included in the Survey. 

Questions asked about police making more of an effort to understand the Islamic faith, actively 
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engaging more with Muslims to give them a voice in counter-terrorism initiatives, and 

strategies to build trust with Muslim communities. Items were created by lead investigator 

Kristina Murphy for the purposes of the Survey. Most of the strategies elicited a positive 

response, with Muslims indicating they would each enhance Muslims’ willingness to partner 

with police in counter-radicalisation and terrorism prevention. On average, participants 

expressed that Muslims would be very willing to collaborate with police if police addressed 

the issues outlined in Table 30 (Scale Mean = 4.26; SD = 0.63).  The police strategy receiving 

the highest level of endorsement was police genuinely listing to how Muslims think terrorism 

can be prevented. This was followed closely with the belief that police should learn more about 

Islam, and police partnering with Muslims to develop de-radicalisation programs. 

 
Table 30. Descriptive Statistics for Items Measuring Police strategies and collaboration 
in Counter-terrorism 
 Survey Item  
Measured on a 5-point Likert Scale from Strongly Disagree (1) to Strongly Agree (5) Mean Standard 

Deviation 
People in the Muslim community would be more willing to work collaboratively with police 
to address and prevent radicalization and terrorism if: 
   Police were prepared to learn more about Islam 4.35 0.69 
   Police were aware of how to conduct themselves in Muslim  
   households or around Muslim women 4.31 0.76 

   Police genuinely listened to how Muslims think terrorism can be  
   prevented 4.39 0.73 

   Police agencies recruited more Muslims as police officers to work  
   with Muslim communities  4.31 0.84 

   Police attended Muslim festivals to build trust in Muslim communities  4.26 0.86 
   Police partnered with Muslim communities to co-develop  
   de-radicalization programs  4.33 0.81 

   Police stopped surveilling Muslims in and around mosques  3.87 1.13 
Overall Collaboration with Police Scale  4.26 0.63 

 

2.5.3 Willingness to Report Threats of Terrorism to Police 

  The public’s willingness to report radicalised individuals or threats of terrorism to 

police is essential to preventing terrorist attacks. Family members and friends are crucial to 

this effort. As Thomas, Grossman, Miah and Christmann (2017, p.6) note, “the first people to 

suspect or know about someone becoming involved in planning acts of violent extremism will 

often be those closest to them: their friends, family and community insiders”. Yet, evidence 

suggests that Muslims can sometimes feel reluctant to report terror threats to police (Innes, 
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2006). This is because many Muslims report suspicion and resentment of counter-terrorism 

policing and laws (Cherney & Murphy, 2016; Dunn et al., 2016; Spalek, 2010).  

  Participants in the Survey were asked whether they would willingly cooperate with 

police in counter-terrorism prevention by reporting different types of terrorism threat to police. 

Eight different items were included to gauge participants’ self-reported willingness to report 

potential threats (e.g., ‘How likely would you be to report to the following to police… A person 

overheard discussing their plans to carry out a terrorist attack’). These items were adapted from 

the work of Murphy et al. (2015) and Huq et al. (2011) Murphy et al (2015) and Huq et al 

(2011). Again, a higher score on the terrorism reporting scale indicates a greater propensity to 

want to assist police in terrorism prevention. On average, participants indicated they would be 

very willing to report terrorism threats to police (Scale Mean = 4.00; SD = 1.03; see Table 31). 

As can be seen in Table 31, however, there were some activities that participants were less 

likely to report to police (e.g., if a person was reading extremist literature; a person who had 

joined a politically radical group), and other activities they were more likely to report (e.g., 

someone overheard wanting to buy weapons; someone distributing material in support of a 

terrorist group).  The activities that participants were less likely to report to police might be 

considered more ambiguous in terms of the suspect’s motivation to participate in terrorism 

offences.  Overall, however, the Muslim participants in this Survey were very willing to work 

collaboratively with police to prevent terrorism. 
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Table 31. Descriptive Statistics for Items Measuring Willingness to Report Terrorism 
Threats to Police 
 Survey Item  
Measured on a 5-point Likert Scale from Very Unlikely (1) to Very Likely (5) Mean Standard 

Deviation 
If you saw or heard about the following activities occurring in the Muslim community, how 
likely would you be to report them to police: 
   A person saying he or she had joined a group you consider politically  
   radical 3.87 1.19 

   A person overheard discussing their decision to help buy weapons or 
   plant explosives for a terrorist attack 4.44 1.02 

   A person visiting Internet chat rooms or Web sites in which there is  
   material posted that supports a terrorist organisation 4.06 1.19 

   A person reading religious literature you believe to be extremist 3.51 1.31 
   A person giving money to organisations that people say are  
   associated with terrorists 4.02 1.22 

   A person talking about traveling overseas to fight for Muslims 3.97 1.28 
   A person distributing materials expressing support for a terrorist  
   organisation 4.21 1.15 

   You became aware that a family member had become radicalised 3.93 1.28 
Overall Cooperation with Police in Counter-terrorism Scale  4.00 1.03 

 

2.6 Survey Section 6: A Vignette Experiment 

  The final section of the survey included an embedded between-groups experiment. Of 

interest was to examine how Muslim survey respondents perceived a fictional interaction 

between a police officer and Muslim citizen. In the fictional interaction the behaviour of the 

officer and citizen was varied.  This was done by presenting respondents with one of four 

vignettes to read.  Respondents were randomly allocated to receive only one of the four 

vignettes. Two variables were manipulated to produce a 2x2 between-groups design. The use 

of vignettes enables independent variables to be manipulated while controlling for other 

variables. Moreover, the use of vignettes removes any potential bias in participant responses 

as they provide an information source consistent across all participants in each vignette group 

and provide solid detail to mirror a real-life decision-making scenario (Alexander & Becker, 

1978). 

  The vignettes included in the Police-Muslim Relations Survey sought to examine 

whether participants’ perceptions of the police officer and the Muslim citizen in the scenario 

differed based on the police officer’s behaviour (procedurally just vs. procedurally unjust) and 

the demeanour of the Muslim citizen (agitated vs. calm). Table 32 presents the number of 
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participants that received each scenario. Appendix  provides the full wording for each of the 

four developed vignettes. The text in each vignette that has been manipulated to alter the police 

officer’s behaviour or citizen’s demeanour has been bolded for clarity. 

 Following the presentation of the vignettes, participants were asked to answer some 

manipulation checks to ensure each participant had accurately interpreted and understood the 

information contained in the vignette. The majority of participants answered each question 

correctly, thereby demonstrating that the vignette had been read accurately. Following this, the 

survey contained questions asking about their perceptions of the officer’s and Muslim citizen’s 

behaviour during the interaction. Responses to these questions are presented in the following 

sections. 

Table 32 Sample size (N) in each of the four between-groups vignettes 

 Police Officer Behaviour  
Citizen demeanour 

Total N 
Calm Agitated 

Procedurally just 126 124 250 
Procedurally unjust  127 127 254 
Total N 253 251 504 

 

2.6.1 Negative Affect 

After participants read the scenario and answered the manipulation check questions, 

they were asked a range of different questions. Firstly, they were asked to imagine themselves 

as the Muslim citizen in the vignette and to indicate the likelihood they would have experienced 

a range of negative emotions in response to the officer’s treatment of them during the 

interaction. These emotion items were included because prior research has found that negative 

affect can be elicited when being exposed to negative vicarious experiences of individuals who 

belong to one’s social group (Blackwood et al., 2013).  

As shown in Table 33, four items were included to measure negative affect (i.e., angry, 

frustrated, anxious, and embarrassed). Mean scores are provided for each emotion for 

respondents who received the procedurally just police officer vignette and who received the 

procedurally unjust police officer vignette. Table 33 shows across all four emotions, the 

procedurally unjust police officer elicited heightened feelings of anger, frustration, anxiety and 

embarrassment. T-tests revealed that these differences in mean scores were significant.  

Anxiety was the emotion that was most negatively impacted by the procedurally unjust 

behaviour followed by frustration, embarrassment then anger. An overall negative affect scale 

was created by combining all four emotion items. Again, Table 33 shows that those respondents 
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who received the procedurally unjust police officer vignette were significantly more likely to 

experience negative affect. 

 
Table 33 Descriptive Statistics for Vignette Items Measuring Negative Affect in response 
to the officer behaviour  

 Survey Item 
Measured on a 5-point Likert Scale from Not at all Likely 
(1) to Very Likely (5) 

Police Officer Behaviour  
T-test 

(*p<.05) 
Procedurally 

just 
Mean (SD) 

Procedurally 
Unjust 

Mean (SD) 
If you were the young Muslim man in the interaction, how likely would you feel the 
following?: 
   Angry 2.55 (1.37) 3.62 (1.36) 8.77* 
   Frustrated 2.74 (1.44) 3.82 (1.27) 8.91* 
   Anxious 3.16 (1.49) 3.90 (1.27) 6.01* 
   Embarrassed 3.00 (1.53) 3.63 (1.42) 4.77* 
Overall Negative Affect 2.86 (1.25) 3.74 (1.10) 8.35* 

 

2.6.2 Specific Police Procedural Justice Perceptions  

  As highlighted earlier, research consistently finds that procedural justice is an important 

antecedent of the public’s evaluations of police as legitimate. It is also important for fostering 

citizens’ willingness to engage with and cooperate with police (e.g., Hinds & Murphy, 2007; 

Murphy et al., 2008; Sunshine & Tyler, 2003; Tyler, 2006). Six items were included in the 

Police-Muslim Relations Survey to gauge the extent to which participants identified the four 

elements of procedural justice in the behaviour portrayed by the police officer in the 

experimental vignette (i.e., respect, neutrality, trustworthiness/fairness, voice). Table 34 

presents how Muslims responded when they received the procedurally unjust police officer 

behaviour vignette compared to when they received the procedurally just police officer 

vignette. Consistently, those who received the procedurally just police officer vignette rated 

the officer as being more polite and respectful, more neutral, more fair and trustworthy, and 

gave the Muslim citizen a greater opportunity to voice their concerns before a decision was 

reached. All six items were combined to form an overall procedural justice scale specific to the 

vignette interaction. Again, those who received the police officer procedurally just vignette 

scored higher on the procedural justice scale than those who received the police officer 

procedurally unjust vignette. 
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Table 34 Descriptive Statistics for Items Measuring Specific Police Officer Procedural 
Justice in the Vignette Interaction 

 Survey Item 
Measured on a 5-point Likert Scale from Strongly 
Disagree (1) to Strongly Agree (5) 

Police Officer Behaviour 
T-test 

(*p<.001) Procedurally 
just 

Mean (SD) 

Procedurally 
Unjust 

Mean (SD) 
The police officer treated the man with dignity 
and respect 4.02 (1.03) 2.04 (1.13) 20.60* 

The police officer was polite 4.06 (1.02) 1.93 (1.08) 22.82* 
The police officer was fair when making 
decisions 4.01 (1.04) 2.31 (1.26) 16.55* 

The police officer made decisions based upon 
facts, not on personal biases or opinions 3.95 (1.11) 2.67 (1.29)  

11.93* 
The police officer gave the man the 
opportunity to express his views 3.90 (1.13) 2.04 (1.17) 18.19* 

The police officer acted in a trustworthy 
Manner 4.01 (1.10) 2.12 (1.19) 18.50* 

Overall Police Officer Procedural Justice 3.99 (0.95) 2.18 (1.02) 20.59* 
 

2.6.3 Other Attitudes to the Police Officer in the Vignette 

  As mentioned above, positive police-community relationships are contingent on police 

being perceived to be procedurally just (Hough et al., 2017). Four items were included in the 

Police-Muslim Relations Survey to gauge the extent to which participants felt satisfied with 

the police officer’s behaviour, whether they felt the officer brought honour to his profession, 

and whether the participant would comply willingly with the officer if they were in the 

interaction. As can be seen in Table 35, those survey respondents who received the 

procedurally just police officer vignette felt the officer represented the police agency with 

honour, they were more satisfied with the encounter, and they indicated they would be more 

willing to comply voluntarily with the officer if they experienced the interaction themselves.  
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Table 35 Descriptive Statistics for Items Measuring Attitudes toward the Police Officer 
in the Vignette Interaction 

 Survey Item 
Measured on a 5-point Likert Scale from Strongly 
Disagree (1) to Strongly Agree (5) 

Police Officer Behaviour  
T-test 

(*p<.001) 
Procedurally 

just 
Mean (SD) 

Procedurally 
Unjust 

Mean (SD) 
The police officer acted in a way that brings 
honour to his profession 3.99 (1.09) 2.11 (1.20) 18.38* 

I was satisfied with the way the police officer 
conducted the interaction 3.99 (1.14) 1.98 (1.19) 19.36* 

I would comply willingly with the police 
officer 4.15 (0.95) 2.91 (1.35) 11.94* 

 

2.6.4 Citizen Demeanour: Procedurally-just Cooperation 

 One of the key aspects of the present study was to understand not only how citizens 

evaluate the procedural justness of police, but also how police think about the demeanour of 

the individuals they engage with during police-citizen encounters (Bottoms & Tankebe, 2012). 

Research suggests that police demeanour toward citizens can be impacted by how citizens 

behave toward police during interactions (Engel, Tillyer, Klahm IV, & Frank, 2012). As 

procedural justice is consistently associated with positive perceptions of, and willingness to 

engage with, authorities (Hinds & Murphy, 2007; Murphy, 2016; Murphy et al., 2014; Sargeant 

et al., 2020; Sunshine & Tyler, 2003; Tyler, 2006), it follows that authorities themselves may 

also be more receptive to citizens if citizens mirror police procedural justice. Pickett and Ryon 

(2017) recently conceptualised such behaviour from citizens as procedurally just cooperation 

(Pickett & Nix, 2019; Pickett & Ryon, 2017).  

 Five items were included in the survey to measure citizen procedurally just cooperation. 

These items appeared in the survey following the experimental vignette, and the questions 

pertained to the demeanour of the young man in the scenario; specifically, whether he was 

perceived to be acting in a procedurally just cooperative manner. As can be seen in Table 36, 

participants who received the vignette scenario where the citizen demeanour was portrayed as 

calm viewed the citizen in a more positive manner did participants who received the vignette 

scenario where the citizen was agitated. Specifically, they were perceived as more respectful 

of the police officer, more polite, didn’t jump to conclusions and listened to the police officer. 

As such, they were perceived, overall, to be more procedurally just in their cooperation with 

police. 
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Table 36 Descriptive Statistics for Items Measuring Attitudes toward the Muslim Citizen 
in the Vignette Interaction (i.e., Procedurally Just Cooperation) 
 Survey Item 
Measured on a 5-point Likert Scale from Strongly 
Disagree (1) to Strongly Agree (5) 
* reverse coded before adding to overall Procedurally 
Just Cooperation scale 

Citizen Demeanour 
T-test 

(*p<.05) Calm 
 

Mean (SD) 

Agitated 
 

Mean (SD) 
The young man treated the police officer with 
respect 4.39 (0.82) 2.38 (0.98) 24.92* 

The young man was polite when interacting the 
with the police officer 4.46 (0.73) 2.33 (0.93) 28.79* 

The young man seemed to act on his biases 
regarding police* 2.49 (1.38) 3.55 (1.04) 9.74* 

The young man treated the police officer 
unfairly* 1.66 (0.92) 3.20 (1.09) 17.02* 

The young man listened to the police officer 
before jumping to any conclusions 4.12 (1.00) 2.52 (1.10) 17.12* 

Overall Procedurally Just Cooperation Scale 4.16 (0.65) 2.50 (0.70) 27.75* 
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Part 3: Construction of Scales 

The Police-Muslim Relations Survey included a range of variables that measured key 

concepts of interest, such as identity; attitudes to police; experiences of discrimination and 

stigmatisation; and attitudes towards police in a counter-terrorism context. Questions were also 

included to measure participants’ demographic backgrounds.  

As can be seen in Part 2 of the report, several scales were constructed using multiple 

survey items. Scale construction involves using individual measures and summing scores given 

to all items and averaging them across the number of items to form an overall scale measuring 

a concept of interest. Part 3 of this report presents the individual variables used to construct 

each scale. Many of the items used to construct the scales were taken and adapted from previous 

research. The source of the scale is detailed in this section of the report. An asterisk (*) after 

an item indicates the item has been reverse-recoded before constructing the scale. Reliability 

analyses were run to determine the Cronbach’s Alpha scores for each multi-item scale. 

Cronbach alpha scores can range from 0.0 to 1.0; those alpha scores closer to 1.0 indicate 

highly reliable scales. Cronbach alpha scores greater than 0.80 are considered strong scales, 

while those between 0.70 to 0.8 have medium reliability, and those less than 0.60 are 

considered to have weak reliability.  

3.1 Survey Section 1: Participant Background  

No scales were measured in this section. Please refer to the Part 4 Codebook of this technical 

report for a list of all demographic variables measured.  

3.2 Survey Section 2: You, your Suburb and your Outlook on Life 

3.2.1 Muslim Identity  

Cronbach’s alpha = 0.87; each item was measured on a 5-point Likert scale (1=strongly 

disagree; 2 = disagree; 3 = neither agree nor disagree; 4 = agree; 5 = strongly agree). A higher 

score on this scale indicates that the participant identifies more strongly with their Muslim 

identity. Items used for this scale were adapted from the work of Murphy and colleagues 

(2010).  
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3.2.2 Islamic Values  

Cronbach’s alpha = 0.95; each item was measured on a 5-point Likert scale (1=strongly 

disagree; 2 = disagree; 3 = neither agree nor disagree; 4 = agree; 5 = strongly agree). A higher 

score on this scale indicates that the participant identifies more strongly with Islamic values. 

Items used for this scale were created by Lead Investigator Kristina Murphy for the purposes 

of the survey.  

 

3.2.3 Australian Identity 

Cronbach’s alpha = 0.84; each item was measured on a 5-point Likert scale (1=strongly 

disagree; 2 = disagree; 3 = neither agree nor disagree; 4 = agree; 5 = strongly agree). A higher 

score on this scale indicates that the participant identifies more strongly with their Australian 

national identity. Items used for this scale were adapted from the work of Murphy and 

colleagues (2010).  

How do you feel about your faith? 

• I am proud to be Muslim 

• I identify strongly as a Muslim 

• Being a Muslim is important to the way I think of myself as a person 

Now some questions about being Australian: 

• I am proud to be Australian 

• I identify strongly as Australian 

• Being Australian is important to the way I think of myself as a person 

Compared to other religions, I believe that Islam places more value on: 

• Family 

• Community  

• Morality 

• The importance of justice  

• Helping others  
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3.2.4 Social Connection  

Cronbach’s alpha = 0.77; each item was measured on a 5-point Likert scale (1=strongly 

disagree; 2 = disagree; 3 = neither agree nor disagree; 4 = agree; 5 = strongly agree).  A higher 

score on this scale indicates a stronger sense of social connectedness and belonging in 

Australia. Items used for this scale were adapted from the work of Neufeld et al. (2019). 

 

3.2.5 Neighbourhood Cohesion  

Cronbach’s alpha = 0.65; each item was measured on a 5-point Likert scale (1=strongly 

disagree; 2 = disagree; 3 = neither agree nor disagree; 4 = agree; 5 = strongly agree).  A higher 

score on this scale indicates that the participant believes that their suburb is generally cohesive. 

Items used for this scale were adapted from the work of Mazerolle, Wickes, Cherney, and 

Zahnow (2012). 

 

3.2.6 Belief in a Just World  

Cronbach’s alpha = 0.78; each item was measured on a 5-point Likert scale (1=strongly 

disagree; 2 = disagree; 3 = neither agree nor disagree; 4 = agree; 5 = strongly agree). A higher 

score on this scale indicates that the participant more strongly believed that the world is just. 

Items used for this scale were adapted from the work of Lipkus (1991). 

Now some questions about your local suburb. How much do you agree with the following 

statements? 

• My suburb is a safe place to live  

• Crime rates in my suburb are high*  

• People living in my suburb can be trusted.  

• My suburb is a place where people from different backgrounds get on well together 

• If people in my suburb are causing trouble, local people will tell them off.  

• If I sensed trouble in my suburb, I could get help from people who live there 

Now some questions about being Australian: 

• I feel connected to other Australian people  

• I feel at home in Australia 

• I feel that other Australians accept me as a true Australian  
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3.2.7 Affect Intensity  

Cronbach’s alpha = 0.80; each item was measured on a 5-point Likert scale (1=strongly 

disagree; 2 = disagree; 3 = neither agree nor disagree; 4 = agree; 5 = strongly agree). A higher 

score on this scale indicates the person is more predisposed to emotional arousability in 

stressful situations (i.e., higher levels of affect intensity). It is similar to impulsivity. Items used 

for this scale were adapted from the work of (Murphy, 2009). 

The questions included in the survey were asked as follows:  

 

3.3 Survey Section 3: Experiences of Discrimination  

3.3.1 Personal Experiences of Discrimination: General 

Cronbach’s alpha = 0.85; each item was measured on a 5-point Likert scale (1= never; 2 = 

rarely; 3 = sometimes; 4 = often; 5 = very often). A higher score on this scale indicates that the 

participant reported experiencing discrimination in Australia more frequently. Items used for 

this scale were adapted from the work of Ryff et al. (2003). 

How much do you agree with the following statements? 

• I feel that people get what they deserve in life  

• I feel that people treat each other fairly in life  

• I feel the world is a fair place 

How often have you personally experienced the following forms of discrimination from 

members of the public in Australia? 

• Been insulted or called names 

• Been threatened or harassed 

• Been rejected/excluded by non-Muslims 

How much do you agree with the following statements? 

• I frequently get upset over small things 

• I have trouble controlling my impulses 

• I am known as quick-tempered 
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3.3.2  Relative Deprivation  

Cronbach’s alpha = 0.87; each item was measured on a 5-point Likert scale (11=strongly 

disagree; 2 = disagree; 3 = neither agree nor disagree; 4 = agree; 5 = strongly agree). A higher 

score on this scale indicates that the participant felt a stronger sense of relative deprivation for 

their religious group. Items used for this scale were adapted from the work of Vvan den Bos et 

al. (2015). 

 

3.4 Survey Section 4: Your Perceptions of the Police in Australia 

3.4.1 Policing in Your Suburb  

Each item was measured on a 5-point Likert scale (1= never; 2 = rarely; 3 = sometimes; 4 = 

often; 5 = very often). A higher score on each item indicates that the participant observed that 

the police more frequently engaged in each activity during the course of their policing duties. 

Items were created for the purposes of the survey by lead investigator Kristina Murphy.  

 

 

On the whole...  

• How often do you see police doing patrols in your suburb? 

• How often do you see police arrest or issue infringement notices to people in your 

suburb? 

• How often do you see the police verbally abusing people in your suburb? 

• How often do you see the police spending time at your local mosque? 

Compared to other people in Australia, do you think...  

• Muslims are more likely to be targeted and stopped by authorities  

• Muslims are more likely to be scrutinised by the media  

• Muslims are more likely to experience discrimination from police  

• Muslims are more likely to experience discrimination from members of the public  

• Muslims have less chance of achieving success in Australia 
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3.4.2 Identification with Police  

Cronbach’s alpha = 0.89; each item was measured on a 5-point Likert scale (1= strongly 

disagree; 2 = disagree; 3 = neither agree nor disagree; 4 = agree; 5 = strongly agree). A higher 

score on this scale indicates that the participant has stronger solidarity with police and identifies 

more strongly with police. Items used for this scale were adapted from the work of Prati and 

colleagues (2009) and Radburn and colleagues (2018).  

 

3.4.3 Police Effectiveness  

Cronbach’s alpha = 0.91; each item was measured on a 5-point Likert scale (1=very poor job; 

2 = poor job; 3 = neither good nor poor job; 4 = good job; 5 = very good job). A higher score 

on this scale indicates that the participant perceives the police to be more effective in preventing 

and solving crime. Items used for this scale were adapted from the work of Murphy and 

colleagues (2010) and Tyler (2006).  

 

3.4.4 Personal and Vicarious Experience of Police Discrimination 

Each item was measured on a 5-point Likert scale (1= never; 2 = rarely; 3 = sometimes; 4 = 

often; 5 = very often). A higher score on each item indicates that participants experienced 

personal or vicarious discrimination more frequently. Items were created by Lead Investigator 

Kristina Murphy for the purposes of the survey.  

 

 

On the whole, how good a job do you think police are doing at… 

• Solving crime  

• Catching criminals  

• Deterring crime 

• Keeping order 

• Keeping people safe  

The following questions ask about how you see police.  

• I identify strongly with police  

• I feel a sense of solidarity with police  

• Police and Muslims share a lot in common 
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3.4.5 Procedural Justice  

Cronbach’s alpha = 0.96; each item was measured on a 5-point Likert scale (1=strongly 

disagree; 2 = disagree; 3 = neither agree nor disagree; 4 = agree; 5 = strongly agree). Each of 

the four elements of procedural justice (voice, respect, fairness/trustworthiness, neutrality) are 

included in this scale. A higher score indicates the participant perceives the police to be more 

procedurally just. Items were adapted from the work of Murphy, Cherney, Sargeant, Bradford, 

and Williamson (2019).  

 

These questions ask about your experience of police discrimination in Australia:  

Personal Experience of Discrimination 

• Have you personally experienced discrimination from a police officer? 

• Has an Australian police officer ever used excessive force on you?  

 

Vicarious Experience of Police Discrimination 

• Has someone you know in the Muslim community experienced discrimination from 

a police officer? 

• Has an Australian police officer ever used excessive force on another Muslim you 

know?   

How do you think police in your local suburb generally behave in interactions with 

members of the Muslim community?  

• Police treat Muslims with dignity and respect  

• Police act politely when dealing with Muslims 

• Police are fair when making decisions  

• Police make their decisions based upon facts, not their personal opinions 

• Police give Muslims the opportunity to express their views  

• Police listen to Muslims before making decisions  

• Police take account of Muslims’ needs and concerns  

• Police treat Muslims fairly  
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3.4.6  Distributive Justice  

Cronbach’s alpha = 0.73; each item was measured on a 5-point Likert scale (1=strongly 

disagree; 2 = disagree; 3 = neither agree nor disagree; 4 = agree; 5 = strongly agree). A higher 

score on this scale indicates that the participant believes police provide an equal level of service 

to different groups in society. Items used for this scale were adapted from the work of Murphy 

et al. (2010). 

 

3.4.7 Bounded Authority  

Cronbach’s alpha = 0.95; each item was measured on a 5-point Likert scale (1= never; 2 = 

rarely; 3 = sometimes; 4 = often; 5 = very often). A higher score on this scale indicates that the 

participant believes police overstep the bounds of their rightful authority. Items used for this 

scale were adapted from the work of Huq et al. (2017). 

 

The following questions ask about whether you think police in your local suburb provide 

an equal service to all types of people. 

• Police treat everyone in the community equally, regardless of their race, ethnicity 

or religion 

• Police sometimes give people from specific ethnic, racial or religious backgrounds 

less help than they give others*  

• Muslims are more likely to be unfairly stopped and questioned by police than 

others*  

Please indicate how often you think the police in your suburb… 

• Act as if they are above the law  

• Bother people like you for no good reason  

• Abuse their power 

• Violate Muslims’ personal freedoms  

• Overstep the boundaries of their authority  
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3.4.8 Contempt for Police  

Cronbach’s alpha = 0.91; each item was measured on a 5-point Likert scale (1 = never; 2 = 

rarely; 3 = sometimes; 4 = often; 5 = very often). A higher score on this scale indicates that the 

participant felt more contempt for police. Items used for this scale were adapted from the work 

of (Schriber et al., 2017). 

 

3.4.9 Support for Police Use of Force  

Cronbach’s alpha = 0.70; each item was measured on a 5-point Likert scale (1 = not at all 

acceptable; 2 = not very acceptable; 3 = neither acceptable nor unacceptable; 4 = fairly 

acceptable; 5 = very acceptable). A higher score on this scale indicates that the participant was 

more supportive of police use of force. Items used for this scale were adapted from the work 

of Bradford et al. (2017). 

How often do you feel the following when thinking about police bias?  

• I feel angry when I think about police bias 

• I feel upset when I think about how police treat Muslims 

• I feel frustrated when I think about police brutality against minority groups  

Thinking about police in your local suburb, how acceptable is it for police to….. 

• Use deadly force against a person who is armed and believed to pose a threat to 

other people’s lives 

• Strike a citizen who uses his fists to attack a police officer  

• Use physical force against an offender who is handcuffed and in police custody 

• Use physical force to arrest an unarmed person who is not offering violent 

resistance 
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3.4.10 Trust and Confidence in Police – Crime Control 

Cronbach’s alpha = 0.93; each item was measured on a 5-point Likert scale (1=strongly 

disagree; 2 = disagree; 3 = neither agree nor disagree; 4 = agree; 5 = strongly agree). A higher 

score on this scale indicates that the participant has more trust and confidence in general duties 

police. Items used for this scale were adapted from Murphy et al. (2019).  

 

3.4.11 Trust and Confidence in Police – Counter-terrorism 

Cronbach’s alpha = 0.94; each item was measured on a 5-point Likert scale (1=strongly 

disagree; 2 = disagree; 3 = neither agree nor disagree; 4 = agree; 5 = strongly agree). A higher 

score on this scale indicates that the participant has more trust and confidence in counter-

terrorism police. Items used for this scale were adapted from Murphy et al. (2019).  

 

How do you personally feel about the police officers in your suburb?  

• I have trust and confidence in general duties police  

• I support the actions of general duties police  

• I respect general duties police  

• I think general duties police are trustworthy  

• The relationship between Muslims and police in my suburb is generally very good  

• Police in my suburb are sincere in their efforts to engage with Muslim communities  

How do you personally feel about the police officers in your suburb?  

• I have trust and confidence in counter-terrorism police  

• I support the actions of counter-terrorism police  

• I respect counter-terrorism police  

• I think counter-terrorism police are trustworthy  
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3.4.12 Moral Obligation to Obey 

Cronbach’s alpha = 0.81; each item was measured on a 5-point Likert scale (1=strongly 

disagree; 2 = disagree; 3 = neither agree nor disagree; 4 = agree; 5 = strongly agree). A higher 

score on this scale indicates that the participant feels more morally obligated to obey the police. 

Items used for this scale were adapted from the work of Hough and colleagues (2017). 

 

3.4.13 Coerced Obligation to Obey: Dull Compulsion  

Cronbach’s alpha = 0.82; each item was measured on a 5-point Likert scale (1=strongly 

disagree; 2 = disagree; 3 = neither agree nor disagree; 4 = agree; 5 = strongly agree). A higher 

score on this scale indicates that the participant feels they obey police out of fear and coercion. 

In other words, they hold a dull compulsion to obey police. Items used for this scale were 

adapted from the work of Hough and colleagues (2017).  

 

3.4.14 Defiance: Resistance 

Cronbach’s alpha = 0.81; each item was measured on a 5-point Likert scale (1=strongly 

disagree; 2 = disagree; 3 = neither agree nor disagree; 4 = agree; 5 = strongly agree). A higher 

score on this scale indicates that the participant is more resistant toward police. It signifies they 

are doubtful that police are professional and signals they are likely to be antagonistic toward 

police. Items used for this scale were adapted by Murphy (2016) from the original work of 

Braithwaite (2003, 2009).  

How much you agree or disagree with the following statements? 

•  I feel a moral obligation to obey police  

• Obeying police ultimately advantages everyone  

•  It is our moral duty to obey police even when we don’t like the way they treat us  

How much you agree or disagree with the following statements? 

• I obey the police because I am afraid of what might happen if I don’t 

• People like me have no choice but to obey the police 
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3.4.15 Defiance: Disengagement  

Cronbach’s alpha = 0.75; each item was measured on a 5-point Likert scale (1=strongly 

disagree; 2 = disagree; 3 = neither agree nor disagree; 4 = agree; 5 = strongly agree). A higher 

score on this scale indicates that the participant might be disengaged from police; that they 

avoid contact with police at all costs. Items used for this scale were adapted by Murphy (2016) 

from the original work of Braithwaite (2003, 2009).  

 

3.4.16 Willingness to Cooperate with Police 

Cronbach’s alpha = 0.95; each item was measured on a 5-point Likert scale (1= very unlikely; 

2 = unlikely; 3 = maybe; 4 = likely; 5 = very likely). A higher score on this scale indicates that 

the participant is more likely to say they would cooperate with police in crime prevention. 

Items used for this scale were adapted from the work of Murphy et al. (2008) and Sunshine and 

Tyler (2003). 

 

Tell us how much the following statements resemble your own view.  

• If I find out that I am not doing what the police want, I’m not going to lose any sleep 

over it 

• I try to avoid contact with police at all costs 

• Even if I needed help from police, I would prefer to avoid making contact with them 

Tell us how much the following statements resemble your own view.  

• It’s important not to let police push you around  

• As a society we need more people willing to take a stand against police bias  

• If police used unjustified force against me, I would become aggressive toward them 

• If police were disrespectful with me, I would not cooperate with them 
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3.5 Survey Section 5: Terrorism-Specific Questions  

3.5.1 Stigmatisation  

Cronbach’s alpha = 0.94; each item was measured on a 5-point Likert scale (1=strongly 

disagree; 2 = disagree; 3 = neither agree nor disagree; 4 = agree; 5 = strongly agree). A higher 

score on this scale indicates that the participant feels a heightened sense of stigmatisation. Items 

used for this scale were adapted from the work of Murphy et al. (2020) and Murphy et al. 

(2015). 

 

3.5.2 Collaboration in counter-terrorism: Police strategies 

Cronbach’s alpha = 0.95; each item in this scale was measured on a 5-point Likert scale (1= 

strongly disagree; 2 = disagree; 3 = neither agree nor disagree; 4 = agree; 5 = strongly agree). 

These items were designed to ask Muslims about what they believed police could do better to 

Some members of the Australian community express concern that they are unfairly 

scrutinised by the media, by the public and by police.  Please tell us whether you personally 

feel this way. 

• I sometimes feel the Australian public views me as a potential terrorist because of 

my faith 

• I feel under scrutiny by police and authorities because of my faith 

• I sometimes feel police view me as a potential terrorist because of my faith 

• I feel at risk of being accused of terrorist activities because of my faith  

People contact the police for many reasons (to report a crime; because they need help; or 

because they require information about crime prevention). If you saw or heard about the 

following activities, how likely would you be to: 

• Call the police to report a crime  

• Provide the police with information to catch a criminal  

• Report dangerous/suspicious activities to the police 

• Willingly assist the police if asked 

• Call police if you were a victim of crime  

• Call the police if you needed help 
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encourage more Muslims to work collaboratively with police in radicalisation and terrorism 

prevention. A higher score on each item and the overall collaboration scale indicates that the 

participant is more likely to say they would collaborate with police in counter-terrorism 

prevention if police attended to certain strategies. Items were created by Lead Investigator 

Kristina Murphy for the purposes of the survey.  

 

 

3.5.3 Willingness to Report Threats of Terrorism to Police 

Cronbach’s alpha = 0.95; each item was measured on a 5-point Likert scale (1= very unlikely; 

2 = unlikely; 3 = maybe; 4 = likely; 5 = very likely). A higher score on this scale indicates that 

the participant is more likely to say they would report threats of terrorism to police. Items used  

for this scale were adapted from the work of Murphy and colleagues (2015) and Huq and 

colleagues (2011).  

People in the Muslim community would be more willing to work collaboratively with 

police to address and prevent radicalization and terrorism if: 

• If police were prepared to learn more about Islam  

• If police were aware of how to conduct themselves in Muslim households or around 

Muslim women 

• If police genuinely listened to how Muslims think terrorism can be prevented  

• If police agencies recruited more Muslims as police officers to work with Muslim 

communities 

• If police attended Muslim festivals to build trust in Muslim communities 

• If police partnered with Muslim communities to co-develop de-radicalization 

programs 

• If police stopped surveilling Muslims in and around mosques 
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3.6 Survey Section 6: A Scenario  

3.6.1 Negative Affect  

Cronbach’s alpha = 0.88; each item was measured on a 5-point Likert scale (1= not at all likely; 

2 = unlikely; 3 = neither likely nor unlikely; 4 = likely; 5 = very likely). A higher score on this 

scale indicates that the participant is more likely to experience negative affect. Items used for 

this scale were adapted from the work of Krehbiel and Cropanzano (2000).  

 

If you saw or heard about the following activities occurring in the Muslim community, how 

likely would you be to report them to the police: 

• A person saying he or she had joined a group you consider politically radical 

• A person overheard discussing their decision to help buy weapons or plant 

explosives for a terrorist attack  

• A person visiting Internet chat rooms or Web sites in which there is material posted 

that supports a terrorist organisation  

• A person reading religious literature you believe to be extremist 

• A person giving money to organisations that people say are associated with 

terrorists  

• A person talking about traveling overseas to fight for Muslims  

• A person distributing materials expressing support for a terrorist organisation 

• You became aware that a family member had become radicalised  

If you were the young Muslim man in the interaction, how likely would you feel the 

following: 

• Angry 

• Frustrated 

• Anxious  

• Embarrassed 
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3.6.2 Specific Police Procedural Justice Perceptions 

Cronbach’s alpha = 0.96; each item was measured on a 5-point Likert scale (1= strongly 

disagree; 2 = disagree; 3 = neither agree nor disagree; 4 = agree; 5 = strongly agree). A higher 

score on this scale indicates that the participant perceived the police officer to be more 

procedurally just during the interaction in the vignette scenario. Items used for this scale were 

adapted from the work of Gau (2014) and Jonathan-Zamir, Mastrofski, and Moyal (2015).  

 

3.6.3 Citizen Demeanour: Procedurally Just Cooperation 

Cronbach’s alpha = 0.87; each item was measured on a 5-point Likert scale (1= strongly 

disagree; 2 = disagree; 3 = neither agree nor disagree; 4 = agree; 5 = strongly agree). A higher 

score on this scale indicates that the survey respondent perceived the young man in the vignette 

to cooperate in a more procedurally just way with the police officer during the interaction. 

Items used for this scale were adapted from the work of Pickett and Nix (2019) and Pickett and 

Ryon (2017). 

We would like you to think about the behaviour of the police officer in the interaction. How 

much do you agree with the following statements?: 

• The police officer treated the man with dignity and respect 

• The police officer was polite 

• The police officer was fair when making decisions 

• The police officer made decisions based upon facts, not on personal biases or 

opinions 

• The police officer gave the man the opportunity to express his view 

• The police officer acted in a trustworthy manner 

We would like you to think about the behaviour of the citizen in the interaction. How much 

do you agree with the following statements?: 

• The young man treated the police officer with respect 

• The young man was polite when interacting the with the police officer 

• The young man seemed to act on his biases regarding police* 

• The young man treated the police officer unfairly* 

• The young man listened to the police officer before jumping to any conclusions 
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Part 4: Survey Codebook  
Part 4 of this Technical report presents a codebook of the responses to each item in the Police-

Muslim Relations Survey. The codebook is structured in the same format as the original survey 

and presents each question as well as the responses to each question. Specifically, the number 

of respondents who answered each question is outlined, the missing data is presented, as well 

as how many people responded to each available response option. The means and standard 

deviations of each individual survey item are also presented. As mentioned in Part 1 of this 

report, a total of 504 Muslims living in Sydney, Australia completed the survey. The following 

codebook data is based on a sample size of n=504. 
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Police-Muslim Relations Survey Instrument  

 

Screen1. [S1] Are you Muslim?   
  n % 

 Yes ............................................................................................ 1 504 100.0 
 No ............................................................................................. 2 0 0.0 
 Missing Data (0) (0.0) 
 

Screen2.  [S2] How would you best describe your primary ancestry? What country do you or your family originate from? 
(e.g., Lebanese; Sudanese, etc.). [see Codebook Appendix ] 

 
 Total Valid [504] [100.0] 
 Missing Data (0) (0.0) 

 

Screen3.  [S3] What is your age? [see Codebook Appendix ] 

__________________________ 

Mean 33.9 
Std Dev 30.0 

 Total Valid [504] [100.0] 
 Missing Data (0) (0.0) 

 
Screen4.  [S4] Please select the age group you belong to. 

  n % 
 Under 30 ................................................................................... 1 250 49.6 
 Over 30 ..................................................................................... 2 254 50.4 
 Total Valid [504] [100.0] 
 Missing Data (0) (0.0) 
 

Screen5.  [S5] What is your gender?  

  n % 
 Male .......................................................................................... 1 252 50.0 
 Female ...................................................................................... 2 251 49.8 
 Other ......................................................................................... 3 1 0.2 
 Total Valid [504] [100.0] 
 Missing Data (0) (0.0) 
 
Screen6.  [S6] What city do you live in? 

  n % 
 Sydney ...................................................................................... 1 504 100.0 
 Other ......................................................................................... 2 0 0.0 
 Total Valid [504] [100.0] 
 Missing Data (0) (0.0) 

SCREENING QUESTIONS FOR ELIGIBLITY 
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Q1.1.  [Q1.1] Were you born in Australia? 
  n % 

 Born in Australia ...................................................................... 1 252 50.0 
 Born overseas ........................................................................... 2 252 50.0 
 Total Valid [504] [100.0] 
 Missing Data (0) (0.0) 
 

Q1.2.  [Q1.2] If born overseas, which year did you arrive in Australia to live? [see Codebook Appendix ] 
 _________________________________ 

 Total Valid [258] [100.0] 
 Missing Data (246) (48.8) 
 
Q1.3.  [Q1.3] What is the postcode of the suburb you live in? [see Codebook Appendix ] 

 _________________________________ 
 Total Valid [504] [100.0] 
 Missing Data (0) (0.0) 
Q1.4.  [Q1.4] What is your current marital status? 

  n % 
 Married (including de facto relationship) ................................. 1 255 50.6 
 Single (never married) .............................................................. 2 194 38.5 
 Widowed ................................................................................... 3 11 2.2 
 Divorced or separated ............................................................... 4 44 8.7 
 Total Valid [504] [100.0] 
 Missing Data (0) (0.0) 
 

Q1.5.  [Q1.5] What best describes your current employment status? 
  n % 

 Working full time ..................................................................... 1 166 32.9 
 Working part-time/casually ...................................................... 2 92 18.3 
 Unemployed, but looking for work .......................................... 3 50 9.9 
 Retired ...................................................................................... 4 24 4.8 
 Home duties .............................................................................. 5 83 16.5 
 Full-time/part-time student ....................................................... 6 67 13.3 
 Other ......................................................................................... 7 22 4.4 
 Total Valid [504] [100.0] 
 Missing Data (0) (0.0) 
 

Q1.6.  [Q1.6] What is the highest level of education you have completed? 
  n % 

 Did not have any or much formal schooling ............................ 1 7 1.4 
 Primary school .......................................................................... 2 18 3.6 
 Junior secondary/intermediate/form 4/year 10 ......................... 3 60 11.9 
 Senior secondary/leaving/form 6/year 12 ................................. 4 112 22.2 
 Trade/Technical certificate ....................................................... 5 41 8.1 
 Diploma or Advanced Diploma ................................................ 6 88 17.5 
 Bachelor’s degree ..................................................................... 7 119 23.6 
 Postgraduate Degree (Masters or Doctorate) ............................ 8 59 17.5 
 Total Valid [504] [100.0] 
 Missing Data (0) (0.0) 
 

SECTION 1: ABOUT YOU 

Thank-you for participating in this research. To begin, we will be asking you some questions 

about yourself. 
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Q2.1.  [Q2.1] What Muslim denomination do you identify with? 
  n % 

 Sunni Muslim ........................................................................... 1 294 58.3 
 Shia Muslim .............................................................................. 2 164 32.5 
 Sufi Muslim .............................................................................. 3 2 0.4 
 Other ......................................................................................... 4 44 8.7 
 Total Valid [504] [100.0] 
 Missing Data (0) (0.0) 
 
Q2.2.  [Q2.2] How often do you attend your local Mosque? 

  n % 
 Never ........................................................................................ 1 93 18.5 
 Less than once a year ................................................................ 2 79 15.7 
 Several times a year .................................................................. 3 138 27.4 
 Monthly .................................................................................... 4 48 9.5 
 Weekly ...................................................................................... 5 98 19.4 
 Several times a week ................................................................ 6 36 7.1 
 Daily ......................................................................................... 7 12 2.4 
 Total Valid [504] [100.0] 
 Missing Data (0) (0.0) 
 
Q2.3.  [Q2.3] How do you feel about your faith? 
 

  
Strongly 
disagree 

Somewhat 
disagree 

Neither 
disagree 

nor 
agree 

Somewhat 
agree 

Strongly 
agree 

 

a. [Q2.3a] I am proud to be 
Muslim .......................................   1 2 3 4 5 

Total 
Valid 

Missing 
Data 

Mean 4.80  n 4 2 15 51 432 [504] (0) 
Std Dev 0.59  % 0.8 0.4 3.0 10.1 85.7 [100.0] (0.0) 
            
b. [Q2.3b]  I identify strongly as 
a Muslim .....................................   1 2 3 4 5 

Total 
Valid 

Missing 
Data 

Mean 4.70  n 5 5 24 66 404 [504] (0) 
Std Dev 0.70  % 1.0 1.0 4.8 13.1 80.2 [100.0] (0.0) 
            
c.  [Q2.3c] Being a Muslim is 
important to the way I think of 
myself as a person ......................   1 2 3 4 5 

Total 
Valid 

 
 

Missing 
Data 

Mean 4.63  n 6 16 22 70 390 [504] (0) 
Std Dev 0.81  % 1.2 3.2 4.4 13.9 77.4 [100.0] (0.0) 
         

 
Q2.4.  [Q2.4] Compared to other religions, I believe that Islam places more value on... 

  
Strongly 
disagree 

Somewhat 
disagree 

Neither 
disagree 

nor 
agree 

Somewhat 
agree 

Strongly 
agree 

 

a. [Q2.4a] Family .......................   1 2 3 4 5 
Total 
Valid 

Missing 
Data 

Mean 4.61  n 2 17 15 109 361 [504] (0) 
Std Dev 0.74  % 0.4 3.4 3.0 21.6 71.6 [100.0] (0.0) 
           

SECTION 2: YOU, YOUR SUBURB AND YOUR OUTLOOK ON LIFE 

People identify with different groups, and they view life in different ways. The following 

questions ask you about how you see yourself, and how you look at life. 
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b. [Q2.4b]  Community ..............   1 2 3 4 5 

Total 
Valid 

Missing 
Data 

Mean 4.53  n 1 16 27 129 331 [504] (0) 
Std Dev 0.76  % 0.2 3.2 5.4 25.6 65.7 [100.0] (0.0) 
            
c.  [Q2.4c]  Morality ..................   1 2 3 4 5 

Total 
Valid 

Missing 
Data 

Mean 4.60  n 4 15 21 97 367 [504] (0) 
Std Dev 0.77  % 0.8 3.0 4.2 19.2 72.8 [100.0] (0.0) 
 
d.   [Q2.4d]  The importance of 
justice .........................................   1 2 3 4 5 

Total 
Valid 

Missing 
Data 

Mean 4.57  n 2 20 30 90 362 [504] (0) 
Std Dev 0.81  % 0.4 4.0 6.0 17.9 71.8 [100.0] (0.0) 
            
e. [Q2.4e]  Helping others ..........   1 2 3 4 5 

Total 
Valid 

Missing 
Data 

Mean 4.63  n 4 20 14 84 382 [504] (0) 
Std Dev 0.79  % 0.8 4.0 2.8 16.7 75.8 [100.0] (0.0) 

 

 
Q2.5.  [Q2.5] Now some questions about being Australian…… 

  
Strongly 
disagree 

Somewhat 
disagree 

Neither 
disagree 

nor 
agree 

Somewhat 
agree 

Strongly 
agree 

 

a. [Q2.5a] I am proud to be 
Australian ...................................   1 2 3 4 5 

Total 
Valid 

Missing 
Data 

Mean 4.71  n 2 3 21 86 392 [504] (0) 
Std Dev 0.61  % 0.4 0.6 4.2 17.1 77.8 [100.0] (0.0) 
            
b. [Q2.5b]  I identify strongly as 
Australian ...................................   1 2 3 4 5 

Total 
Valid 

Missing 
Data 

Mean 4.55  n 6 10 35 103 350 [504] (0) 
Std Dev 0.81  % 1.2 2.0 6.9 20.4 69.4 [100.0] (0.0) 
            
c.  [Q2.5c] Being Australian is 
important to the way I think of 
myself .........................................   1 2 3 4 5 

Total 
Valid 

Missing 
Data 

Mean 4.32  n 9 13 78 111 293 [504] (0) 
Std Dev 0.95  % 1.8 2.6 15.5 22.0 58.1 [100.0] (0.0) 
 
d.  [Q2.5d] I feel connected to 
other Australian people ..............   1 2 3 4 5 

Total 
Valid 

Missing 
Data 

Mean 4.17  n 9 28 78 144 245 [504] (0) 
Std Dev 1.00  % 1.8 5.6 15.5 28.6 48.6 [100.0] (0.0) 
            
e. [Q2.5e]  I feel at home in 
Australia .....................................   1 2 3 4 5 

Total 
Valid 

Missing 
Data 

Mean 4.48  n 7 14 43 107 333 [504] (0) 
Std Dev 0.87  % 1.4 2.8 8.5 21.2 66.1 [100.0] (0.0) 
            
f.  [Q2.5f]  I feel that other 
Australians accept me as a true 
Australian ...................................   1 2 3 4 5 

Total 
Valid 

Missing 
Data 

Mean 3.84  n 12 67 105 124 196 [504] (0) 
Std Dev 1.15  % 2.4 13.3 20.8 24.6 38.9 [100.0] (0.0) 
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Q2.6.  [Q2.6]  Now some questions about your local suburb. How much to you agree with these statements? 
 

 
  

Strongly 
disagree 

Somewhat 
disagree 

Neither 
disagree 

nor agree 
Somewhat 

agree 
Strongly 

agree 

 

a.  [Q2.6a] My suburb is a safe place to 
live ...............................................................   1 2 3 4 5 

Total 
Valid 

Missing 
Data 

Mean 4.32  n 4 19 40 189 252 [504] (0) 
Std Dev 0.84  % 0.8 3.8 7.9 37.5 50.0 [100.0] (0.0) 
            
b. [Q2.6b] Crime rates in my suburb are 
high ..............................................................   1 2 3 4 5 

Total 
Valid 

Missing 
Data 

Mean 2.40  n 141 156 100 80 27 [504] (0) 
Std Dev 1.20  % 28.0 31.0 19.8 15.9 5.4 [100.0] (0.0) 
            
c.  [Q2.6c] People living in my suburb can 
be trusted .....................................................   1 2 3 4 5 

Total 
Valid 

Missing 
Data 

Mean 3.59  n 17 62 141 175 109 [504] (0) 
Std Dev 1.06  % 3.4 12.3 28.0 34.7 21.6 [100.0] (0.0) 
 
d.  [Q2.6d] My suburb is a place where 
people from different backgrounds get on 
well together ................................................   1 2 3 4 5 

Total 
Valid 

Missing 
Data 

Mean 4.04  n 13 25 69 219 178 [504] (0) 
Std Dev 0.96  % 2.6 5.0 13.7 43.5 35.3 [100.0] (0.0) 
            
e.  [Q2.6e] If people in my suburb are 
causing trouble, local people will tell them 
off ................................................................   1 2 3 4 5 

Total 
Valid 

Missing 
Data 

Mean 3.18  n 58 100 123 139 84 [504] (0) 
Std Dev 1.25  % 11.5 19.8 24.4 27.6 16.7 [100.0] (0.0) 
            
f.  [Q2.6f] If I sensed trouble in my 
suburb, I could get help from people who 
live there ......................................................   1 2 3 4 5 

Total 
Valid 

Missing 
Data 

Mean 3.42  n 45 87 88 177 107 [504] (0) 
Std Dev 1.25  % 8.9 17.3 17.5 35.1 21.2 [100.0] (0.0) 
 
g. [Q2.6g] Many Muslims live in my 
suburb ..........................................................   1 2 3 4 5 

Total 
Valid 

Missing 
Data 

Mean 3.84  n 17 60 78 180 169 [504] (0) 
Std Dev 1.12  % 3.4 11.9 15.5 35.7 33.5 [100.0] (0.0) 
            

 
Q2.7.  [Q2.7]  How much do you agree with the following statements? 

 
  

Strongly 
disagree 

Somewhat 
disagree 

Neither 
disagree 

nor agree 
Somewhat 

agree 
Strongly 

agree 

 

a.  [Q2.7a] I feel that people get what they 
deserve in life ..............................................   1 2 3 4 5 

Total 
Valid 

Missing 
Data 

Mean 3.47  n 24 105 94 173 108 [504] (0) 
Std Dev 1.18  % 4.8 20.8 18.7 34.3 21.4 [100.0] (0.0) 
            
b. [Q2.7b] I feel that people treat each 
other fairly in life ........................................   1 2 3 4 5 

Total 
Valid 

Missing 
Data 

Mean 2.94  n 44 173 108 127 52 [504] (0) 
Std Dev 1.17  % 8.7 34.3 21.4 25.2 10.3 [100.0] (0.0) 
            
c.  [Q2.7c] I feel the world is a fair place ...   1 2 3 4 5 

Total 
Valid 

Missing 
Data 

Mean 2.59  n 100 184 80 101 39 [504] (0) 
Std Dev 1.23  % 19.8 36.5 15.9 20.0 7.7 [100.0] (0.0) 
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Q2.8.  [Q2.8]  Different people react to things in different ways. How well do the following statements describe you? 

 
  

This is 
very 

unlike me 
This is 

unlike me 

Neither 
unlike nor 

like me 
This is like 

me 

This is 
very like 

me 

 

a.  [Q2.8a] I frequently get upset over 
small things .................................................   1 2 3 4 5 

Total 
Valid 

Missing 
Data 

Mean 2.54  n 114 181 75 89 45 [504] (0) 
Std Dev 1.26  % 22.6 35.9 14.9 17.7 8.9 [100.0] (0.0) 
            
b. [Q2.8b] I have trouble controlling my 
impulses .......................................................   1 2 3 4 5 

Total 
Valid 

Missing 
Data 

Mean 2.38  n 139 192 57 76 40 [504] (0) 
Std Dev 1.25  % 27.6 38.1 11.3 15.1 7.9 [100.0] (0.0) 
            
c.  [Q2.8c] I am known as quick-tempered .   1 2 3 4 5 

Total 
Valid 

Missing 
Data 

Mean 2.34  n 167 159 59 80 39 [504] (0) 
Std Dev 1.29  % 33.1 31.5 11.7 15.9 7.7 [100.0] (0.0) 

 

 

 

 

Q3.1.  [Q3.1]  How often have you personally experienced the following forms of discrimination from members of the 
public in Australia? 

  Never Rarely Sometimes Often 
Very 
often 

 

a.  [Q3.1a] Been insulted or called names ..   1 2 3 4 5 
Total 
Valid 

Missing 
Data 

Mean 1.99  n 209 149 98 36 12 [504] (0) 
Std Dev 1.05  % 41.5 29.6 19.4 7.1 2.4 [100.0] (0.0) 
            
b. [Q3.1b] Been threatened or harassed ......   1 2 3 4 5 

Total 
Valid 

Missing 
Data 

Mean 1.66  n 288 134 54 20 8 [504] (0) 
Std Dev 0.93  % 57.1 26.6 10.7 4.0 1.6 [100.0] (0.0) 
            
c.  [Q3.1c] Been rejected/excluded by non-
Muslims .......................................................   1 2 3 4 5 

Total 
Valid 

Missing 
Data 

Mean 1.86  n 256 118 83 38 9 [504] (0) 
Std Dev 1.06  % 50.8 23.4 16.5 7.5 1.8 [100.0] (0.0) 

 
 

Q3.2.  [Q3.2]  Compared to other people in Australia, do you think…… 

 
  

Strongly 
disagree 

Somewhat 
disagree 

Neither 
disagree 

nor agree 
Somewhat 

agree 
Strongly 

agree 

 

a.  [Q3.2a] Muslims are more likely to be 
targeted and stopped by authorities .............   1 2 3 4 5 

Total 
Valid 

Missing 
Data 

Mean 3.02  n 80 115 76 179 54 [504] (0) 
Std Dev 1.28  % 15.9 22.8 15.1 35.5 10.7 [100.0] (0.0) 
            
b. [Q3.2b] Muslims are more likely to be 
scrutinised by the media ..............................   1 2 3 4 5 

Total 
Valid 

Missing 
Data 

Mean 3.72  n 55 51 46 178 174 [504] (0) 
Std Dev 1.32  % 10.9 10.1 9.1 35.3 34.5 [100.0] (0.0) 
            
c.  [Q3.2c] Muslims are more likely to 
experience discrimination from police ........   1 2 3 4 5 

Total 
Valid 

Missing 
Data 

Mean 3.14  n 67 105 99 156 77 [504] (0) 
Std Dev 1.28  % 13.3 20.8 19.6 31.0 15.3 [100.0] (0.0) 

SECTION 3: EXPERIENCES OF DISCRIMINATION 

The next questions ask about your experiences of discrimination in Australia. 



 72 

 
d.  [Q3.2d]  Muslims are more likely to 
experience discrimination from members 
of the public .................................................   1 2 3 4 5 

Total 
Valid 

Missing 
Data 

Mean 3.24  n 58 77 105 212 52 [504] (0) 
Std Dev 1.18  % 11.5 15.3 20.8 42.1 10.3 [100.0] (0.0) 
            
e.  [Q3.2e] Muslims have less chance of 
achieving success in Australia ....................   1 2 3 4 5 

Total 
Valid 

Missing 
Data 

Mean 2.51  n 133 144 95 99 33 [504] (0) 
Std Dev 1.25  % 26.4 28.6 18.8 19.6 6.5 [100.0] (0.0) 

 

 

 

Q4.1.  [Q4.1]  On the whole…… 

  Never Rarely Sometimes Often 
Very 
often 

 

a.  [Q4.1a] How often do you see police 
doing patrols in your suburb? ......................   1 2 3 4 5 

Total 
Valid 

Missing 
Data 

Mean 3.26  n 38 96 144 151 75 [504] (0) 
Std Dev 1.15  % 7.5 19.0 28.6 30.0 14.9 [100.0] (0.0) 
            
b. [Q4.1b] How often do you see police 
arrest or issue infringement notices to 
people in your suburb? ................................   1 2 3 4 5 

Total 
Valid 

Missing 
Data 

Mean 2.49  n 128 144 117 89 26 [504] (0) 
Std Dev 1.19  % 25.4 28.6 23.2 17.7 5.2 [100.0] (0.0) 
            
c.  [Q4.1c] How often do you see the 
police verbally abusing people in your 
suburb ..........................................................   1 2 3 4 5 

Total 
Valid 

Missing 
Data 

Mean 1.70  n 286 127 54 29 8 [504] (0) 
Std Dev 0.98  % 56.7 25.2 10.7 5.8 1.6 [100.0] (0.0) 
 
d.  [Q4.1d]  How often do you see the 
police spending time at your local mosque?   1 2 3 4 5 

Total 
Valid 

Missing 
Data 

Mean 1.75  n 269 134 66 26 9 [504] (0) 
Std Dev 0.99  % 53.4 26.6 13.1 5.2 1.8 [100.0] (0.0) 
            

Q4.2.  [Q4.2] In general, would you say there is… 
  n % 

 Too much police presence in your suburb ................................ 1 81 16.1 
 Not enough police presence in your suburb ............................. 2 96 19.0 
 About the right amount of police presence in your suburb ...... 3 327 64.9 
 Total Valid [504] [100.0] 
 Missing Data (0) (0.0) 
 
Q4.3.  [Q4.3]  The following questions ask about how you see the police. 
 

 
  

Strongly 
disagree 

Somewhat 
disagree 

Neither 
disagree 

nor agree 
Somewhat 

agree 
Strongly 

agree 

 

a.  [Q4.3a] I identify strongly with police ..   1 2 3 4 5 
Total 
Valid 

Missing 
Data 

Mean 3.67  n 20 63 116 171 134 [504] (0) 

SECTION 4: YOUR PERCEPTIONS OF THE POLICE IN AUSTRALIA   

Recently, we have seen a lot in the news about minority group experiences with police. 

We would like to spend some time asking you about your views and experiences with 

police in Australia. 
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Std Dev 1.12  % 4.0 12.5 23.0 33.9 26.6 [100.0] (0.0) 
            
b. [Q4.3b] I feel a sense of solidarity with 
police ...........................................................   1 2 3 4 5 

Total 
Valid 

Missing 
Data 

Mean 3.74  n 14 64 105 178 143 [504] (0) 
Std Dev 1.09  % 2.8 12.7 20.8 35.3 28.4 [100.0] (0.0) 
            
c.  [Q4.3c] Police and Muslims share a lot 
in common ...................................................   1 2 3 4 5 

Total 
Valid 

Missing 
Data 

Mean 3.34  n 36 105 130 117 116 [504] (0) 
Std Dev 1.24  % 7.1 20.8 25.8 23.2 23.0 [100.0] (0.0) 

 

Q4.4.  [Q4.4] In the last 12 months, how many times have you had contact with police (excluding any social or work 

contact)? [see Codebook Appendix B] ________________________________ 

Mean 2.58 
Std Dev 32.7 

 Total Valid [504] [100.0] 
 Missing Data (0) (0.0) 
 

Q4.5.  [Q4.5] Thinking of the last time you had contact with police, who made the most recent contact you had with police? 
  n % 

 You ........................................................................................... 1 108 21.4 
 Police ........................................................................................ 2 159 31.5 
 Never had any contact with police ........................................... 3 237 47.0 
 Total Valid [504] [100.0] 
 Missing Data (0) (0.0) 
 
 
Q4.6.  [Q4.6]  On the whole, how good a job do you think police are doing at…… 
 

 
  

Very 
poor job Poor job 

Neither 
good nor 
poor job Good job 

Very 
good job 

 

a.  [Q4.6a] Solving crime ............................   1 2 3 4 5 
Total 
Valid 

Missing 
Data 

Mean 3.79  n 17 47 81 237 122 [504] (0) 
Std Dev 1.02  % 3.4 9.3 16.1 47.0 24.2 [100.0] (0.0) 
            
b. [Q4.6b] Catching criminals ....................   1 2 3 4 5 

Total 
Valid 

Missing 
Data 

Mean 3.79  n 19 49 78 231 127 [504] (0) 
Std Dev 1.05  % 3.8 9.7 15.5 45.8 25.2 [100.0] (0.0) 
            
c.  [Q4.6c] Deterring crime .........................   1 2 3 4 5 

Total 
Valid 

Missing 
Data 

Mean 3.69  n 15 59 104 214 112 [504] (0) 
Std Dev 1.04  % 3.0 11.7 20.6 42.5 22.2 [100.0] (0.0) 
 
d.  [Q4.6d]  Keeping order ..........................   1 2 3 4 5 

Total 
Valid 

Missing 
Data 

Mean 4.01  n 12 31 56 248 157 [504] (0) 
Std Dev 0.94  % 2.4 6.2 11.1 49.2 31.2 [100.0] (0.0) 
            
e.  [Q4.6e] Keeping people safe ..................   1 2 3 4 5 

Total 
Valid 

Missing 
Data 

Mean 4.03  n 11 24 71 231 167 [504] (0) 
Std Dev 0.93  % 2.2 4.8 14.1 45.8 33.1 [100.0] (0.0) 

 

 
Q4.7.  [Q4.7]  These questions ask about your experience of police discrimination in Australia… 
 
  Never Rarely Sometimes Often 

Very 
often 

 

a.  [Q4.7a] Have you personally 
experienced discrimination from a police 
officer? ........................................................   1 2 3 4 5 

Total 
Valid 

Missing 
Data 

Mean 1.58  n 347 71 49 25 12 [504] (0) 
Std Dev 1.01  % 68.8 14.1 9.7 5.0 2.4 [100.0] (0.0) 
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b. [Q4.7b] Has someone you know in the 
Muslim community experienced 
discrimination from a police officer? ..........   1 2 3 4 5 

Total 
Valid 

Missing 
Data 

Mean 2.20  n 218 101 83 71 31 [504] (0) 
Std Dev 1.30  % 43.3 20.0 16.5 14.1 6.2 [100.0] (0.0) 
            
c.  [Q4.7c] Has an Australian police officer 
ever used excessive force on you? ..............   1 2 3 4 5 

Total 
Valid 

Missing 
Data 

Mean 1.32  n 416 46 21 9 12 [504] (0) 
Std Dev 0.83  % 82.5 9.1 4.2 1.8 2.4 [100.0] (0.0) 
 
d.  [Q4.7d] Has an Australian police 
officer ever used excessive force on 
another Muslim you know? .........................   1 2 3 4 5 

Total 
Valid 

Missing 
Data 

Mean 1.91  n 283 81 70 40 30 [504] (0) 
Std Dev 1.25  % 56.2 16.1 13.9 7.9 6.0 [100.0] (0.0) 
           

Q4.8.  [Q4.8] How widespread do you believe police discrimination against Muslims is in Australia? 
  n % 

 Very rare ................................................................................... 1 100 19.8 
 Fairly rare ................................................................................. 2 139 27.6 
 Somewhat common .................................................................. 3 135 26.8 
 Quite common .......................................................................... 4 99 19.6 
 Very common ........................................................................... 5 31 6.2 
 Total Valid [504] [100.0] 
 Missing Data (0) (0.0) 
 
 
Q4.9.  [Q4.9] In your opinion, how widespread is excessive force used by police against minority groups in Australia? 

  n % 
 Very rare ................................................................................... 1 119 23.6 
 Fairly rare ................................................................................. 2 156 31.0 
 Somewhat common .................................................................. 3 125 24.8 
 Quite common .......................................................................... 4 79 15.7 
 Very common ........................................................................... 5 25 5.0 
 Total Valid [504] [100.0] 
 Missing Data (0) (0.0) 
 
Q4.10.  [Q4.10]  How do you think police in your local suburb generally behave in interactions with members of the Muslim 
community? 

 
  

Strongly 
disagree 

Somewhat 
disagree 

Neither 
disagree 

nor agree 
Somewhat 

agree 
Strongly 

agree 

 

a.  [Q4.10a] Police treat Muslims with 
dignity and respect ......................................   1 2 3 4 5 

Total 
Valid 

Missing 
Data 

Mean 3.66  n 8 67 124 193 112 [504] (0) 
Std Dev 1.02  % 1.6 13.3 24.6 38.3 22.2 [100.0] (0.0) 
            
b. [Q4.10b] Police act politely when 
dealing with Muslims ..................................   1 2 3 4 5 

Total 
Valid 

Missing 
Data 

Mean 3.62  n 10 67 141 172 114 [504] (0) 
Std Dev 1.04  % 2.0 13.3 28.0 34.1 22.6 [100.0] (0.0) 
            
c.  [Q4.10c] Police are fair when making 
decisions ......................................................   1 2 3 4 5 

Total 
Valid 

Missing 
Data 

Mean 3.50  n 13 95 128 163 105 [504] (0) 
Std Dev 1.10  % 2.6 18.8 25.4 32.3 20.8 [100.0] (0.0) 
 
d.  [Q4.10d]  Police make their decisions 
based upon facts, not personal biases or 
opinions .......................................................   1 2 3 4 5 

Total 
Valid 

Missing 
Data 

Mean 3.56  n 25 75 108 184 112 [504] (0) 
Std Dev 1.14  % 5.0 14.9 21.4 36.5 22.2 [100.0] (0.0) 
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e.  [Q4.10e] Police give Muslims the 
opportunity to express their views ..............   1 2 3 4 5 

Total 
Valid 

Missing 
Data 

Mean 3.52  n 20 86 113 183 102 [504] (0) 
Std Dev 1.11  % 4.0 17.1 22.4 36.3 20.2 [100.0] (0.0) 
            
f.  [Q4.10f] Police listen to Muslims 
before making decisions ..............................   1 2 3 4 5 

Total 
Valid 

Missing 
Data 

Mean 3.42  n 23 99 125 159 98 [504] (0) 
Std Dev 1.14  % 4.6 19.6 24.8 31.5 19.4 [100.0] (0.0) 
 
g. [Q4.10g] Police take account of 
Muslims’ needs and concerns .....................   1 2 3 4 5 

Total 
Valid 

Missing 
Data 

Mean 3.41  n 20 102 132 151 99 [504] (0) 
Std Dev 1.13  % 4.0 20.2 26.2 30.0 19.6 [100.0] (0.0) 
            
h.  [Q4.10h] Police treat Muslims fairly .....   1 2 3 4 5 

Total 
Valid 

Missing 
Data 

Mean 3.50  n 19 87 123 173 102 [504] (0) 
Std Dev 1.11  % 3.8 17.3 24.4 34.3 20.2 [100.0] (0.0) 

 

 
Q4.11.  [Q4.11] The following questions ask about whether you think police in your local suburb provide an equal service to 
all types of people. 

 
  

Strongly 
disagree 

Somewhat 
disagree 

Neither 
disagree 

nor agree 
Somewhat 

agree 
Strongly 

agree 

 

a.  [Q4.11a] Police treat everyone in the 
community equally, regardless of their 
race, ethnicity or religion ............................   1 2 3 4 5 

Total 
Valid 

Missing 
Data 

Mean 3.50  n 23 88 114 171 108 [504] (0) 
Std Dev 1.14  % 4.6 17.5 22.6 33.9 21.4 [100.0] (0.0) 
            
b. [Q4.11b] Police sometimes give people 
from specific ethnic, racial or religious 
backgrounds less help than they give 
others ...........................................................   1 2 3 4 5 

Total 
Valid 

Missing 
Data 

Mean 2.77  n 87 128 128 134 27 [504] (0) 
Std Dev 1.17  % 17.3 25.4 25.4 26.6 5.4 [100.0] (0.0) 
            
c.  [Q4.11c] Muslims are more likely to be 
unfairly stopped and questioned by police 
than others ...................................................   1 2 3 4 5 

Total 
Valid 

Missing 
Data 

Mean 2.88  n 82 119 115 153 35 [504] (0) 
Std Dev 1.21  % 16.3 23.6 22.8 30.4 6.9 [100.0] (0.0) 

 

Q4.12.  [Q4.12]  Please indicate how often you think police in your suburb…… 

  Never Rarely Sometimes Often 
Very 
often 

 

a.  [Q4.12a] Act as if they are above the 
law ...............................................................   1 2 3 4 5 

Total 
Valid 

Missing 
Data 

Mean 2.35  n 145 164 100 66 29 [504] (0) 
Std Dev 1.19  % 28.8 32.5 19.8 13.1 5.8 [100.0] (0.0) 
            
b. [Q4.12b] Bother people like you for no 
good reason .................................................   1 2 3 4 5 

Total 
Valid 

Missing 
Data 

Mean 1.97  n 231 144 64 43 22 [504] (0) 
Std Dev 1.15  % 45.8 28.6 12.7 8.5 4.4 [100.0] (0.0) 
            
 
c.  [Q4.12c] Abuse their power ...................   1 2 3 4 5 

Total 
Valid 

Missing 
Data 

Mean 2.18  n 188 141 101 45 29 [504] (0) 
Std Dev 1.19  % 37.3 28.0 20.0 8.9 5.8 [100.0] (0.0) 
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d.  [Q4.12d]  Violate Muslims’ personal 
freedoms ......................................................   1 2 3 4 5 

Total 
Valid 

Missing 
Data 

Mean 2.01  n 218 142 81 47 16 [504] (0) 
Std Dev 1.12  % 43.3 28.2 16.1 9.3 3.2 [100.0] (0.0) 
            
e.  [Q4.12e] Overstep the boundaries of 
their authority ..............................................   1 2 3 4 5 

Total 
Valid 

Missing 
Data 

Mean 2.20  n 183 147 93 52 29 [504] (0) 
Std Dev 1.20  % 36.3 29.2 18.5 10.3 5.8 [100.0] (0.0) 
            

 
Q4.13.  [Q4.13]  How often do you feel the following when thinking about police bias? 
 
  Never Rarely Sometimes Often 

Very 
often 

 

a.  [Q4.13a] I feel angry when I think 
about police bias ..........................................   1 2 3 4 5 

Total 
Valid 

Missing 
Data 

Mean 2.78  n 108 104 132 113 47 [504] (0) 
Std Dev 1.27  % 21.4 20.6 26.2 22.4 9.3 [100.0] (0.0) 
            
b. [Q4.13b] I feel upset when I think about 
how police treat Muslims ............................   1 2 3 4 5 

Total 
Valid 

Missing 
Data 

Mean 2.75  n 112 113 120 108 51 [504] (0) 
Std Dev 1.29  % 22.2 22.4 23.8 21.4 10.1 [100.0] (0.0) 
            
c.  [Q4.13c] I feel frustrated when I think 
about police brutality against minority 
groups ..........................................................   1 2 3 4 5 

Total 
Valid 

Missing 
Data 

Mean 2.94  n 109 87 108 125 75 [504] (0) 
Std Dev 1.37  % 21.6 17.3 21.4 24.8 14.9 [100.0] (0.0) 

 

Q4.14.  [Q4.14]  Thinking about police in your local suburb, how acceptable is it for police to….. 

 
  

Not at all 
acceptable 

Not very 
acceptable 

Neither 
acceptable nor 
unacceptable 

Fairly 
acceptable 

Very 
acceptable 

 

a.  [Q4.14a] Use deadly force against a 
person who is armed and believed to pose a 
threat to other people’s lives? .....................   1 2 3 4 5 

Total 
Valid 

Missing 
Data 

Mean 3.44  n 88 52 52 173 139 [504] (0) 
Std Dev 1.43  % 17.5 10.3 10.3 34.3 27.6 [100.0] (0.0) 
            
b. [Q4.14b] Strike a citizen who uses his 
fists to attack a police officer? ....................   1 2 3 4 5 

Total 
Valid 

Missing 
Data 

Mean 3.14  n 101 67 72 187 77 [504] (0) 
Std Dev 1.38  % 20.0 13.3 14.3 37.1 15.3 [100.0] (0.0) 
            
c.  [Q4.14c] Use physical force against an 
offender who is handcuffed and in police 
custody? .......................................................   1 2 3 4 5 

Total 
Valid 

Missing 
Data 

Mean 1.72  n 284 132 43 34 11 [504] (0) 
Std Dev 1.02  % 56.3 26.2 8.5 6.7 2.2 [100.0] (0.0) 
 
d.  [Q4.14d]  Use physical force to arrest 
an unarmed person who is not offering 
violent resistance? .......................................   1 2 3 4 5 

Total 
Valid 

Missing 
Data 

Mean 1.45  n 371 78 24 24 7 [504] (0) 
Std Dev 0.89  % 73.6 15.5 4.8 4.8 1.4 [100.0] (0.0) 
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Q4.15.  [Q4.15] How do you personally feel about police officers in your suburb? 
 

 
  

Strongly 
disagree 

Somewhat 
Disagree 

Neither 
disagree 

nor agree  
Somewhat 

Agree 
Strongly 

agree 

  

a.  [Q4.15a] I have trust and confidence in 
general duties police ...................................   1 2 3 4 5  

Total 
Valid 

Missing 
Data 

Mean 3.94  n 11 28 88 228 149  [504] (0) 
Std Dev 0.94  % 2.2 5.6 17.5 45.2 29.6  [100.0] (0.0) 
             
b. [Q4.15b] I support the actions of 
general duties police ...................................   1 2 3 4 5  

Total 
Valid 

Missing 
Data 

Mean 4.06  n 10 20 64 245 165  [504] (0) 
Std Dev 0.89  % 2.0 4.0 12.7 48.6 32.7  [100.0] (0.0) 
             
c.  [Q4.15c] I respect general duties police   1 2 3 4 5  

Total 
Valid 

Missing 
Data 

Mean 4.21  n 9 8 43 253 191  [504] (0) 
Std Dev 0.80  % 1.8 1.6 8.5 50.2 37.9  [100.0] (0.0) 
            
d. [Q4.15d] I think general duties police 
are trustworthy ............................................   1 2 3 4 5  

Total 
Valid 

Missing 
Data 

Mean 3.95  n 10 35 82 219 158  [504] (0) 
Std Dev 0.97  % 2.0 6.9 16.3 43.5 31.3  [100.0] (0.0) 
             
e. [Q4.15e] The relationship between 
Muslims and police in my suburb is 
generally very good .....................................   1 2 3 4 5  

Total 
Valid 

Missing 
Data 

Mean 3.73  n 10 47 141 177 129  [504] (0) 
Std Dev 1.01  % 2.0 9.3 28.0 35.1 25.6  [100.0] (0.0) 
             
f. [Q4.15f] Police in my suburb are sincere 
in their efforts to engage with Muslim 
communities ................................................   1 2 3 4 5  

Total 
Valid 

Missing 
Data 

Mean 3.61  n 17 59 148 161 119  [504] (0) 
Std Dev 1.07  % 3.4 11.7 29.4 31.9 23.6  [100.0] (0.0) 
 
g. [Q4.15g] I have trust and confidence in 
counter-terrorism police ..............................   1 2 3 4 5  

Total 
Valid 

Missing 
Data 

Mean 3.75  n 26 55 90 180 153  [504] (0) 
Std Dev 1.15  % 5.2 10.9 17.9 35.7 30.4  [100.0] (0.0) 
             
h. [Q4.15h] I support the actions of 
counter-terrorism police ..............................   1 2 3 4 5  

Total 
Valid 

Missing 
Data 

Mean 3.90  n 24 38 84 176 182  [504] (0) 
Std Dev 1.12  % 4.8 7.5 16.7 34.9 36.1  [100.0] (0.0) 
             
i. [Q4.15i] I respect counter-terrorism 
police ...........................................................   1 2 3 4 5  

Total 
Valid 

Missing 
Data 

Mean 3.98  n 26 35 56 192 195  [504] (0) 
Std Dev 1.12  % 5.2 6.9 11.1 38.1 38.7  [100.0] (0.0) 
 
j. [Q4.15j] I think counter-terrorism police 
are trustworthy ............................................   1 2 3 4 5  

Total 
Valid 

Missing 
Data 

Mean 3.78  n 33 46 92 163 170  [504] (0) 
Std Dev 1.19  % 6.5 9.1 18.3 32.3 33.7  [100.0] (0.0) 
             

 
Q4.16.  [Q4.16] How much do you agree or disagree with the following statements? 

 
  

Strongly 
disagree 

Somewhat 
disagree 

Neither 
disagree 

nor agree  
Somewhat 

agree 
Strongly 

agree 

  

a.  [Q4.16a] I feel a moral obligation to 
obey police .................................................   1 2 3 4 5  

Total 
Valid 

Missing 
Data 

Mean 4.25  n 7 19 36 222 220  [504] (0) 
Std Dev 0.85  % 1.4 3.8 7.1 44.0 43.7  [100.0] (0.0) 
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b. [Q4.16b] Obeying police ultimately 
advantages everyone ..................................   1 2 3 4 5  

Total 
Valid 

Missing 
Data 

Mean 4.17  n 8 24 57 200 215  [504] (0) 
Std Dev 0.92  % 1.6 4.8 11.3 39.7 42.7  [100.0] (0.0) 
             
c.  [Q4.16c] It is our moral duty to obey 
police even when we don’t like the way 
they treat us ................................................   1 2 3 4 5  

Total 
Valid 

Missing 
Data 

Mean 3.70  n 15 79 95 167 148  [504] (0) 
Std Dev 1.14  % 3.0 15.7 18.8 33.1 29.4  [100.0] (0.0) 
            
d. [Q4.16d] I obey police because I’m 
afraid of what might happen if I don’t ........   1 2 3 4 5  

Total 
Valid 

Missing 
Data 

Mean 3.55  n 32 91 78 172 131  [504] (0) 
Std Dev 1.23  % 6.3 18.1 15.5 34.1 26.0  [100.0] (0.0) 
             
e. [Q4.16e] People like me have no choice 
but to obey the police ..................................   1 2 3 4 5  

Total 
Valid 

Missing 
Data 

Mean 3.54  n 39 83 83 164 135  [504] (0) 
Std Dev 1.26  % 7.7 16.5 16.5 32.5 26.8  [100.0] (0.0) 
             

 
Q4.17.  [Q4.17] Tell us how much the following statements resemble your own view. 

 
  

Strongly 
disagree 

Somewhat 
disagree 

Neither 
disagree 

nor agree  
Somewhat 

agree 
Strongly 

agree 

  

a.  [Q4.17a] It’s important not to let police 
push you around .........................................   1 2 3 4 5  

Total 
Valid 

Missing 
Data 

Mean 3.68  n 59 30 56 229 130  [504] (0) 
Std Dev 1.25  % 11.7 6.0 11.1 45.4 25.8  [100.0] (0.0) 
             
b. [Q4.17b] As a society we need more 
people willing to take a stand against 
police bias ...................................................   1 2 3 4 5  

Total 
Valid 

Missing 
Data 

Mean 3.51  n 66 48 70 202 118  [504] (0) 
Std Dev 1.30  % 13.1 9.5 13.9 40.1 23.4  [100.0] (0.0) 
             
c.  [Q4.17c] If police used unjustified 
force against me, I would become 
aggressive toward them ..............................   1 2 3 4 5  

Total 
Valid 

Missing 
Data 

Mean 2.65  n 97 165 99 103 40  [504] (0) 
Std Dev 1.23  % 19.2 32.7 19.6 20.4 7.9  [100.0] (0.0) 
            
d. [Q4.17d] If police were disrespectful 
with me, I would not cooperate with them ..   1 2 3 4 5  

Total 
Valid 

Missing 
Data 

Mean 2.98  n 92 102 100 146 64  [504] (0) 
Std Dev 1.32  % 18.3 20.2 19.8 29.0 12.7  [100.0] (0.0) 
             
e. [Q4.17e] If I find out that I am not doing 
what the police want, I’m not going to lose 
any sleep over it ..........................................   1 2 3 4 5  

Total 
Valid 

Missing 
Data 

Mean 2.61  n 113 138 127 86 40  [504] (0) 
Std Dev 1.23  % 22.4 27.4 25.2 17.1 7.9  [100.0] (0.0) 
             
 
f. [Q4.17f] I try to avoid contact with 
police at all costs .........................................   1 2 3 4 5  

Total 
Valid 

Missing 
Data 

Mean 2.93  n 98 118 82 132 74  [504] (0) 
Std Dev 1.36  % 19.4 23.4 16.3 26.2 14.7  [100.0] (0.0) 
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g. [Q4.17g] Even if I needed help from 
police, I would prefer to avoid making 
contact with them ........................................   1 2 3 4 5  

Total 
Valid 

Missing 
Data 

Mean 2.23  n 188 161 54 53 48  [504] (0) 
Std Dev 1.31  % 37.3 31.9 10.7 10.5 9.5  [100.0] (0.0) 
             

 
Q4.18.  [Q4.18] If the situation arose, how likely would you be to….. 

 
  

Very 
unlikely Unlikely 

Neither 
unlikely 

nor likely  Likely 
Very 
likely 

  

a.  [Q4.18a] Call police to report a crime ..   1 2 3 4 5  
Total 
Valid 

Missing 
Data 

Mean 4.39  n 12 20 22 157 293  [504] (0) 
Std Dev 0.92  % 2.4 4.0 4.4 31.2 58.1  [100.0] (0.0) 
             
b. [Q4.18b] Provide police with 
information to catch a criminal ..................   1 2 3 4 5  

Total 
Valid 

Missing 
Data 

Mean 4.33  n 20 19 32 137 296  [504] (0) 
Std Dev 1.03  % 4.0 3.8 6.3 27.2 58.7  [100.0] (0.0) 
             
c.  [Q4.18c] Report dangerous/suspicious 
activities to police ......................................   1 2 3 4 5  

Total 
Valid 

Missing 
Data 

Mean 4.26  n 22 21 37 147 277  [504] (0) 
Std Dev 1.06  % 4.4 4.2 7.3 29.2 55.0  [100.0] (0.0) 
            

d. [Q4.18d] Willingly assist police if asked   1 2 3 4 5  
Total 
Valid 

Missing 
Data 

Mean 4.33  n 19 15 38 142 290  [504] (0) 
Std Dev 1.00  % 3.8 3.8 7.5 28.2 57.5  [100.0] (0.0) 
             
e. [Q4.18e] Call police if you were a 
victim of crime ............................................   1 2 3 4 5  

Total 
Valid 

Missing 
Data 

Mean 4.52  n 13 12 20 113 346  [504] (0) 
Std Dev 0.89  % 2.6 2.4 4.0 22.4 68.7  [100.0] (0.0) 
             
f. [Q4.18f] Call police if you needed help ..   1 2 3 4 5  

Total 
Valid 

Missing 
Data 

Mean 4.51  n 14 13 16 120 341  [504] (0) 
Std Dev 0.90  % 2.8 2.6 3.2 23.8 67.7  [100.0] (0.0) 

 

 
 

 

Q5.1.  [Q5.1] Tell us whether you agree or disagree with the following statements. 

 
  

Strongly 
disagree Disagree 

Neither 
disagree 

nor agree  Agree 
Strongly 

agree 

  

a.  [Q5.1a] I sometimes feel the Australian 
public views me as a potential terrorist 
because of my faith ....................................   1 2 3 4 5  

Total 
Valid 

Missing 
Data 

Mean 2.95  n 91 117 76 166 54  [504] (0) 
Std Dev 1.31  % 18.1 23.2 15.1 32.9 10.7  [100.0] (0.0) 
            

SECTION 5: TERRORISM-SPECIFIC QUESTIONS 

This section of the survey asks you about terrorism. We know these are sensitive questions, 

but they are important to our research. 
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b. [Q5.1b] I feel under more scrutiny by 
police and authorities because of my faith .   1 2 3 4 5  

Total 
Valid 

Missing 
Data 

Mean 2.75  n 114 122 87 139 42  [504] (0) 
Std Dev 1.30  % 22.6 24.2 17.3 27.6 8.3  [100.0] (0.0) 
            
c.  [Q5.1c] I sometimes feel police view 
me as a potential terrorist because of my 
faith ............................................................   1 2 3 4 5  

Total 
Valid 

Missing 
Data 

Mean 2.62  n 131 129 79 130 35  [504] (0) 
Std Dev 1.30  % 26.0 25.6 15.7 25.8 6.9  [100.0] (0.0) 
            
d. [Q5.1d] I feel at risk of being accused of 
terrorist activities because of my faith ........   1 2 3 4 5  

Total 
Valid 

Missin
g Data 

Mean 2.69  n 131 116 81 128 48  [504] (0) 
Std Dev 1.35  % 26.0 23.0 16.1 25.4 9.5  [100.0] (0.0) 

 

 
Q5.2.  [Q5.2] People in the Muslim community would be more willing to work collaboratively with police to address and 
prevent radicalization and terrorism if: 

 
  

Strongly 
disagree Disagree 

Neither 
disagree 

nor agree  Agree 
Strongly 

agree 

  

a.  [Q5.2a] If police were prepared to learn 
more about Islam ........................................   1 2 3 4 5  

Total 
Valid 

Missing 
Data 

Mean 4.35  n 2 5 34 237 226  [504] (0) 
Std Dev 0.69  % 0.4 1.0 6.7 47.0 44.8  [100.0] (0.0) 
            b. [Q5.2b] If police were aware of how to 
conduct themselves in Muslim households 
or around Muslim women ..........................   1 2 3 4 5  

Total 
Valid 

Missing 
Data 

Mean 4.31  n 4 10 38 228 224  [504] (0) 
Std Dev 0.76  % 0.8 2.0 7.5 45.2 44.4  [100.0] (0.0) 
            c.  [Q5.2c] If police genuinely listened to 
how Muslims think terrorism can be 
prevented ....................................................   1 2 3 4 5  

Total 
Valid 

Missing 
Data 

Mean 4.39  n 4 9 22 222 247  [504] (0) 
Std Dev 0.73  % 0.8 1.8 4.4 44.0 49.0  [100.0] (0.0) 
            
d. [Q5.2d] If police agencies recruited 
more Muslims as police officers to work 
with Muslim communities ...........................   1 2 3 4 5  

Total 
Valid 

Missing 
Data 

Mean 4.31  n 7 14 40 199 244  [504] (0) 
Std Dev 0.84  % 1.4 2.8 7.9 39.5 48.4  [100.0] (0.0) 
            e. [Q5.2e] If police attended Muslim 
festivals to build trust in Muslim 
communities ................................................   1 2 3 4 5  

Total 
Valid 

Missing 
Data 

Mean 4.26  n 6 19 42 207 230  [504] (0) 
Std Dev 0.86  % 1.2 3.8 8.3 41.1 45.6  [100.0] (0.0) 
            f. [Q5.2f] If police partnered with Muslim 
communities to co-develop de-
radicalization programs ...............................   1 2 3 4 5  

Total 
Valid 

Missing 
Data 

Mean 4.33  n 3 17 41 195 248  [504] (0) 
Std Dev 0.81  % 0.6 3.4 8.1 38.7 49.2  [100.0] (0.0) 
g. [Q5.2g] If police stopped surveilling 
Muslims in and around mosques .................   1 2 3 4 5  

Total 
Valid 

Missing 
Data 

Mean 3.87  n 22 45 89 170 178  [504] (0) 
Std Dev 1.13  % 4.4 8.9 17.7 33.7 35.3  [100.0] (0.0) 
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Q5.3.  [Q5.3]  If you saw or heard about the following activities occurring in the Muslim community, how likely would you 
be to report them to police? 

 
  

Very 
unlikely Unlikely 

Neither 
unlikely 

nor likely Likely 
Very 
likely 

 

a.  [Q5.3a] A person saying he or she had 
joined a group you consider politically 
radical ..........................................................   1 2 3 4 5 

Total 
Valid 

Missing 
Data 

Mean 3.87  n 26 48 90 141 199 [504] (0) 
Std Dev 1.19  % 5.2 9.5 17.9 28.0 39.5 [100.0] (0.0) 
           
b. [Q5.3b] A person overheard discussing 
their decision to help buy weapons or plant 
explosives for a terrorist attack ...................   1 2 3 4 5 

Total 
Valid 

Missing 
Data 

Mean 4.44  n 19 18 30 91 346 [504] (0) 
Std Dev 1.02  % 3.8 3.6 6.0 18.1 68.7 [100.0] (0.0) 
           
c.  [Q5.3c] A person visiting Internet chat 
rooms or Web sites in which there is 
material posted that supports a terrorist 
organisation .................................................   1 2 3 4 5 

Total 
Valid 

Missing 
Data 

Mean 4.06  n 27 40 62 122 253 [504] (0) 
Std Dev 1.19  % 5.4 7.9 12.3 24.2 50.2 [100.0] (0.0) 

d.  [Q5.3d]  A person reading religious 
literature you believe to be extremist ..........   1 2 3 4 5 

Total 
Valid 

Missing 
Data 

Mean 3.51  n 40 90 105 112 157 [504] (0) 
Std Dev 1.31  % 7.9 17.9 20.8 22.2 31.2 [100.0] (0.0) 
           e.  [Q5.3e] A person giving money to 
organisations that people say are 
associated with terrorists .............................   1 2 3 4 5 

Total 
Valid 

Missing 
Data 

Mean 4.02  n 34 34 65 126 245 [504] (0) 
Std Dev 1.22  % 6.7 6.7 12.9 25.0 48.6 [100.0] (0.0) 
           
f.  [Q5.3f] A person talking about traveling 
overseas to fight for Muslims ......................   1 2 3 4 5 

Total 
Valid 

Missing 
Data 

Mean 3.97  n 37 42 72 103 250 [504] (0) 
Std Dev 1.28  % 7.3 8.3 14.3 20.4 49.6 [100.0] (0.0) 

g. [Q5.3g] A person distributing materials 
expressing support for a terrorist 
organisation .................................................   1 2 3 4 5 

Total 
Valid 

Missing 
Data 

Mean 4.21  n 30 21 45 125 283 [504] (0) 
Std Dev 1.15  % 6.0 4.2 8.9 24.8 56.2 [100.0] (0.0) 
           
h.  [Q5.3h] You became aware that a 
family member had become radicalized .....   1 2 3 4 5 

Total 
Valid 

Missing 
Data 

Mean 3.93  n 43 30 80 117 234 [504] (0) 
Std Dev 1.28  % 8.5 6.0 15.9 23.2 46.4 [100.0] (0.0) 

 

 

 

Q6.1.  [Q6.1] Interviewer to record scenario number presented to participant. 
  n % 

 Scenario 1 ................................................................................. 1 126 25.0 
 Scenario 2 ................................................................................. 2 127 25.2 
 Scenario 3 ................................................................................. 3 125 24.8 
 Scenario 4 ................................................................................. 3 126 25.0 

SECTION 6:  A SCENARIO 

This final section of the survey asks you to read a scenario that depicts an interaction between 

a police officer and a young Muslim man. Following this, we will ask you some questions 

about the interaction. 
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 Total Valid [504] [100.0] 
 Missing Data (0) (0.0) 
 

Q6.2.  [Q6.2] Was the young Muslim man agitated or calm during the interaction with the police? 
  n % 

 Agitated .................................................................................... 1 224 44.4 
 Calm .......................................................................................... 2 263 52.2 
 Don’t know ............................................................................... 3 17 3.4 
 Total Valid [504] [100.0] 
 Missing Data (0) (0.0) 
 
Q6.3.  [Q6.3] Was the police officer agitated or calm during the interaction with the young man? 

  n % 
 Agitated .................................................................................... 1 241 47.8 
 Calm .......................................................................................... 2 228 45.2 
 Don’t know ............................................................................... 3 34 6.7 
 Total Valid [503] [100.0] 
 Missing Data (1) (0.2) 
 

Q6.4.  [Q6.4] What was the reason the young Muslim man was pulled over by the police? 
  n % 

 Suspected terrorism .................................................................. 1 465 92.3 
 Suspected burglary ................................................................... 2 12 2.4 
 Don’t know ............................................................................... 3 27 5.4 
 Total Valid [504] [100.0] 
 Missing Data (0) (0.0) 
 

Q6.5.  [Q6.5] Do you think the young man’s religion or physical appearance may have contributed to him being pulled over 
by police? 

  n % 
 Yes ............................................................................................ 1 252 50.0 
 No ............................................................................................. 2 249 49.4 
 Total Valid [501] [100.0] 
 Missing Data (3) (0.6) 
 
 
Q6.6.  [Q6.6]  If you were the young Muslim man in the interaction, how likely would you feel the following? 

 
  

Not at all 
likely Unlikely 

Neither 
unlikely 

nor likely Likely 
Very 
likely 

 

a.  [Q6.6a] Angry ........................................   1 2 3 4 5 
Total 
Valid 

Missing 
Data 

Mean 3.19  n 109 91 50 154 100 [504] (0) 
Std Dev 1.18  % 21.6 18.1 9.9 30.6 19.8 [100.0] (0.0) 
            
b. [Q6.6b] Frustrated ...................................   1 2 3 4 5 

Total 
Valid 

Missing 
Data 

Mean 3.17  n 96 76 38 176 118 [504] (0) 
Std Dev 1.17  % 19.0 15.1 7.5 34.9 23.4 [100.0] (0.0) 
            
c.  [Q6.6c] Anxious .....................................   1 2 3 4 5 

Total 
Valid 

Missing 
Data 

Mean 3.29  n 78 65 27 180 154 [504] (0) 
Std Dev 1.20  % 15.5 12.9 5.4 35.7 30.6 [100.0] (0.0) 
 
d.  [Q6.6d]  Embarrassed ............................   1 2 3 4 5 

Total 
Valid 

Missing 
Data 

Mean 3.01  n 95 81 42 137 147 [502] (2) 
Std Dev 1.14  % 18.8 16.1 8.3 27.2 29.2 [100.0] (0.4) 

 

 
Q6.7.  [Q6.7] We would like you to think about the behaviour of the police officer in the interaction. How much do you 
agree with the following statements? 

 
  

Strongly 
disagree Disagree 

Neither 
disagree 

nor agree Agree 
Strongly 

agree  
a. [Q6.7a] The police officer was justified 
in his decision to pull the man over .............   1 2 3 4 5 

Total 
Valid 

Missing 
Data 
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Mean 3.72  n 38 58 51 218 139 [504] (0) 
Std Dev 1.20  % 7.5 11.5 10.1 43.3 27.6 [100.0] (0.0) 
      

 
 
 
 
 

      
b. [Q6.7b] The young man deserved the 
treatment he received ...................................   1 2 3 4 5 

Total 
Valid 

Missing 
Data 

Mean 2.74  n 136 135 41 109 83 [504] (0) 
Std Dev 1.47  % 27.0 26.8 8.1 21.6 16.5 [100.0] (0.0) 
            
c. [Q6.7c] The police officer behaved in an 
acceptable manner ........................................   1 2 3 4 5 

Total 
Valid 

Missing 
Data 

Mean 3.07  n 102 113 43 139 107 [504] (0) 
Std Dev 1.47  % 20.2 22.4 8.5 27.6 21.2 [100.0] (0.0) 
 
d. [Q6.7d]  I understand why the police 
officer behaved as he did ..............................   1 2 3 4 5 

Total 
Valid 

Missing 
Data 

Mean 3.22  n 82 95 57 169 101 [504] (0) 
Std Dev 1.39  % 16.3 18.8 11.3 33.5 20.0 [100.0] (0.0) 
            
e. [Q6.7e] The police officer treated the 
man with dignity and respect .......................   1 2 3 4 5 

Total 
Valid 

Missing 
Data 

Mean 3.02  n 105 116 49 131 103 [504] (0) 
Std Dev 1.46  % 20.8 23.0 9.7 26.0 20.4 [100.0] (0.0) 
            
f. [Q6.7f] The police officer was polite .......   1 2 3 4 5 

Total 
Valid 

Missing 
Data 

Mean 2.99  n 113 119 36 129 106 [504] (0) 
Std Dev 1.50  % 22.4 23.6 7.1 25.6 21.0 [100.0] (0.0) 
 
g. [Q6.7g] The police officer was fair when 
making decisions…………………..  1 2 3 4 5 

Total 
Valid 

Missing 
Data 

Mean 3.15  n 98 87 64 150 105 [504] (0) 
Std Dev 1.44  % 19.4 17.3 12.7 29.8 20.8 [100.0] (0.0) 
 
h. [Q6.7h] The police officer made 
decisions based upon facts, not on personal 
biases or opinions………………………….  1 2 3 4 5 

Total 
Valid 

Missing 
Data 

Mean 3.30  n 72 89 65 170 108 [504] (0) 
Std Dev 1.36  % 14.3 17.7 12.9 33.7 21.4 [100.0] (0.0) 
 
i. [Q6.7i] The police officer gave the man 
the opportunity to express his views………  1 2 3 4 5 

Total 
Valid 

Missing 
Data 

Mean 2.96  n 116 111 53 123 100 [504] (1) 
Std Dev 1.48  % 7.2 10.0 19.5 20.9 42.3 [100.0] (0.2) 
           
j. [Q6.7j] The police officer acted in a way 
that brings honour to his profession….  1 2 3 4 5 

Total 
Valid 

Missing 
Data 

Mean 3.04  n 112 102 48 136 106 [504] (0) 
Std Dev 1.49  % 22.2 20.2 9.5 27.0 21.0 [100.0] (0.0) 
           
k. [Q6.7k] The police officer acted in a 
trustworthy manner……………………….         
Mean 3.06  n 110 100 58 124 112 [504] (0) 
Std Dev 1.49  % 21.8 19.8 11.5 24.6 22.2 [100.0] (0.0) 
           
l. [Q6.7l] I was satisfied with the way the 
police officer conducted the interaction.  1 2 3 4 5 

Total 
Valid 

Missing 
Data 

Mean 2.97  n 128 104 40 117 115 [504] (0) 
Std Dev 1.54  % 25.4 20.6 7.9 23.2 22.8 [100.0] (0.0) 
           
m. [Q6.7m] I would comply willingly with 
the police officer……………………..  1 2 3 4 5 

Total 
Valid 

Missing 
Data 

Mean 3.53  n 58 68 60 185 132 [504] (1) 
Std Dev 1.32  % 39.3 34.6 11.6 6.6 8.0 [100.0] (0.2) 
           
n. [Q6.7n] If I experienced this situation it 
would give me trust and confidence in the 
police…………………………………..  1 2 3 4 5 

Total 
Valid 

Missing 
Data 

Mean 3.09  n 101 103 72 108 120 [504] (0) 
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Std Dev 1.47  % 20.0 20.4 14.3 21.4 23.8 [100.0] (0.0) 
 

Q6.8.  [Q6.8]  We would now like you to think about the behaviour of the young Muslim man in the interaction. 

 
  

Strongly 
disagree Disagree 

Neither 
disagree 

nor agree Agree 
Strongly 

agree  
a. [Q6.8a] I understand why the young man 
behaved as he did .........................................   1 2 3 4 5 

Total 
Valid 

Missing 
Data 

Mean 3.90  n 12 53 43 262 133 [503] (1) 
Std Dev 0.99  % 2.4 10.5 8.5 52.0 26.4 [100.0] (0.2) 
      

 
 
 
 
 

      
b. [Q6.8b] The young man behaved in an 
acceptable manner ........................................   1 2 3 4 5 

Total 
Valid 

Missing 
Data 

Mean 3.49  n 35 114 58 162 135 [504] (0) 
Std Dev 1.29  % 6.9 22.6 11.5 32.1 26.8 [100.0] (0.0) 
            
c. [Q6.8c] The police officer deserved the 
treatment he received ...................................   1 2 3 4 5 

Total 
Valid 

Missing 
Data 

Mean 3.21  n 44 125 107 138 90 [504] (0) 
Std Dev 1.24  % 8.7 24.8 21.2 27.4 17.9 [100.0] (0.0) 
 
d. [Q6.8d]  The young man treated the 
police officer with respect ............................   1 2 3 4 5 

Total 
Valid 

Missing 
Data 

Mean 3.39  n 37 142 58 122 145 [504] (0) 
Std Dev 1.35  % 7.3 28.2 11.5 24.2 28.8 [100.0] (0.0) 
            
e. [Q6.8e] The young man was polite when 
interacting with the police officer ................   1 2 3 4 5 

Total 
Valid 

Missing 
Data 

Mean 3.40  n 37 142 56 121 148 [504] (0) 
Std Dev 1.36  % 7.3 28.2 11.1 24.0 29.4 [100.0] (0.0) 
            
f. [Q6.8f] The young man seemed to act on 
his biases regarding police ...........................   1 2 3 4 5 

Total 
Valid 

Missing 
Data 

Mean 3.02  n 90 104 81 163 66 [504] (0) 
Std Dev 1.33  % 17.9 20.6 16.1 32.3 13.1 [100.0] (0.0) 
 
g. [Q6.8g] The young man treated the 
police officer unfairly …………………..  1 2 3 4 5 

Total 
Valid 

Missing 
Data 

Mean 2.43  n 148 154 74 95 33 [504] (0) 
Std Dev 1.27  % 29.4 30.6 14.7 18.8 6.5 [100.0] (0.0) 
 
h. [Q6.8h] The young man listened to the 
police officer before jumping to any 
conclusions ………………………………  1 2 3 4 5 

Total 
Valid 

Missing 
Data 

Mean 3.32  n 52 117 63 160 112 [504] (0) 
Std Dev 1.32  % 10.3 23.2 12.5 31.7 22.2 [100.0] (0.0) 
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Codebook Appendix 

Appendix A 

Coding of Muslim Group within the Census   

 ABS TableBuilder was used to generate census tables filtered by individuals’ self-

reported adherence to Islam. The 2016 Census data was first filtered to select Census 

participants living in the Greater Sydney region (ABS code GCCSA (UR) – Greater Sydney). 

Greater Sydney included the following regions: Central Coast; Baulkham Hills and 

Hawkesbury; Blacktown; City and Inner South; Eastern Suburbs; Inner South West; North 

Sydney and Hornsby; Northern Beaches; Outer South West; Outer West and Blue Mountains; 

Parramatta; Ryde; South West; and Sutherland.  

 From here, tables were created based on individuals’ primary ancestry and religious 

affiliation. The Arab Muslims was selected by first filtering by religious affiliation (i.e., Islam) 

and secondly by selecting all Census participants if their primary ancestry2 was Arab (Arab 

nfd; Algerian; Egyptian; Iraqi; Jordanian; Kuwaiti; Lebanese; Libyan; Moroccan; Palestinian; 

Saudi Arabian; Syrian; Tunisian; Yemeni; Bahraini; Emirati; Omani; Qatari; Arab, nec) or 

other North African and Middle Eastern (Other North African and Middle Eastern, nfd; 

Berber3; Coptic4; Iranian; Kurdish; Turkish; Assyrian5; Chaldean6; Mandaean7; Nubian8; 

Yezidi9; Other North African and Middle Eastern nec). These two Middle Eastern categories 

were selected as they best captured the ancestries of participants in the Police-Muslim Relations 

Survey. Finally, three demographic variables were entered (age (AGE5P); gender (SEXP); and 

marital status (MSTP Registered Marital Status).  

  

 
2 The primary ancestry variable in the Australian Census is: ANC1P Ancestry First Response. 
3 Berbers are an ethnic group living across Morocco, Algeria, Tunisia, Libya, Egypt, Mali, Niger, and Mauretania. 
4 Copts are an ethnoreligious group who are Indigenous to Northeast Africa, which is equivalent to modern day 
Egypt. 
5 Assyrian people, who also identify as Arameans or Chaldeans, are an ethnic group Indigenous to tribal areas in 
modern Iraq, Turkey, Iran, and Syria.   
6 Chaldean people originate in Iraq and adhere to Catholicism. 
7 Mandean people are an ethnoreligious group who originate in areas across Iran and Iraq. 
8 Nubian people are an ethnolinguistic population of people native to Sudan and Southern Egypt. 
9 Yezidi people are an ethnoreligious group native to Northern Iraq. 
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Appendix B 

Contact with Police Variable 

Q4.4 In the last 12 months, how many times have you had contact with police (excluding 
any social or work contact)? [Q4.4]  
 

Contact with Police n % 
0 288 57.1 
1 101 20 
2 48 9.5 
3 33 6.5 
4 6 1.2 
5 11 2.2 
6 5 1 
7 2 0.4 
8 1 0.2 
10 2 0.4 
13 1 0.2 
15 1 0.2 
20 2 0.4 
25 1 0.2 
28 1 0.2 
732 1 0.2 

Total 504 100.0 
Missing 0 0.0 

Grand Total 504 100.0 
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Appendix C  

Vignette Scenarios  

SCENARIO 1: Muslim citizen demeanour calm/Police officer procedurally just 

SCENARIO 2: Muslim citizen demeanour calm/Police officer procedurally unjust 

SCENARIO 3: Muslim citizen demeanour agitated/Police officer procedurally just 

SCENARIO 4: Muslim citizen demeanour agitated/Police officer procedurally unjust 

 

SCENARIO 1 

A young Muslim man is driving home after attending Friday prayers when he is pulled over by 

a police patrol car. As he waits in his car at the side of the road a police officer approaches the 

driver’s side of the car with his hand on his gun. The police officer says: “Step out of the car 

and keep your hands visible”. Once the young man is out of the car the police officer states “I 

will be undertaking a search of both you and your car”.  

The young man remains calm, compliant and respectful of the officer. He responds 

politely by saying “Yes Sir, I’ve done nothing wrong”.  

The Muslim man is then asked to explain where he has come from and the police officer listens 

patiently. The police officer then explains “I have just received reports of a man attempting to 

stab members of the public and your car fits the description of a car seen fleeing the scene. I 

am responding to a suspected terrorism incident.”   

The police officer explains that it is his duty to ensure the public remains safe. The police 

officer pats the young man down and begins his search of the car.  The police officer finds 

nothing to suggest the man was involved in any terrorism incident. The officer then politely 

asks the young man for his contact details, provides his own badge number to the young man, 

invites the man to ask any questions before leaving, and apologises for causing the man any 

inconvenience. The officer thanks the man and says he is free to go. The police officer returns 

to his patrol car and drives away. 
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SCENARIO 2 

A young Muslim man is driving home after attending Friday prayers when he is pulled over by 

a police patrol car. As he waits in his car at the side of the road a police officer approaches the 

driver’s side of the car with his hand on his gun. The police officer forcefully says: “Step out 

of the car and keep your hands visible”. Once the young man is out of the car the police officer 

states “I will be undertaking a search of both you and your car”.   

The young man remains calm, compliant and respectful of the officer. He responds 

politely by saying “Yes Sir, I’ve done nothing wrong”.  

The police officer then raises his voice at the young man and demands to know where the 

man has come from. When the young man tries to explain where he has been the officer cuts 

him off mid-sentence. The police officer states “I have received reports of a man attempting 

to stab members of the public and your car fits the description of a car seen fleeing the scene. 

I am responding to a suspected terrorism incident.” “Are you the terrorist?” 

The police officer then roughly pats the young man down and begins his search of the car.  

The police officer finds nothing to suggest the man was involved in any terrorism incident. The 

officer then makes a condescending comment about the man’s appearance and takes down 

the young man’s contact details. The police officer tells the man he has wasted his time but 

tells him he is free to go. The police officer returns to his patrol car and drives away. 
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SCENARIO 3 

 

A young Muslim man is driving home after attending Friday prayers when he is pulled over by 

a police patrol car. As he waits in his car at the side of the road a police officer approaches the 

driver’s side of the car with his hand on his gun. The police officer says: “Step out of the car 

and keep your hands visible”. Once the young man is out of the car the police officer states “I 

will be undertaking a search of both you and your car”.  

The young Muslim man objects, becomes increasingly agitated, raises his voice and yells 

“Why are you picking on me?  I’ve done nothing wrong. It’s because I’m Muslim isn’t 

it?” The young man then yells “Screw you!” and starts to walk away from the officer.  

After being instructed to return to the side of the car, the Muslim man is then asked to explain 

where he has come from and the officer listens patiently. The police officer then explains “I 

have received reports of a man attempting to stab members of the public and your car fits the 

description of a car seen fleeing the scene. I am responding to a suspected terrorism incident.”   

The police officer explains that it is his duty to ensure the public remains safe. The police 

officer pats the young man down and begins his search of the car.  The police officer finds 

nothing to suggest the man was involved in any terrorism incident. The officer then politely 

asks the young man for his contact details, provides his own badge number to the young man, 

invites the man to ask any questions before leaving, and apologises for causing the man any 

inconvenience. The officer thanks the man and says he is free to go. The police officer returns 

to his patrol car and drives away. 
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SCENARIO 4 

A young Muslim man is driving home after attending Friday prayers when he is pulled over by 

a police patrol car. As he waits in his car at the side of the road a police officer approaches the 

driver’s side of the car with his hand on his gun. The police officer forcefully says: “Step out 

of the car and keep your hands visible”. Once the young man is out of the car the police officer 

states “I will be undertaking a search of both you and your car”.  

The young Muslim man objects, becomes increasingly agitated, raises his voice and yells 

“Why are you picking on me? I’ve done nothing wrong. It’s because I’m Muslim isn’t 

it?” The young man then yells “Screw you!” and starts to walk away from the officer.   

After being instructed to return to the side of the car, the police officer raises his voice at the 

young man and demands to know where the man has come from. When the young man tries 

to explain where he has been the officer cuts him off mid-sentence. The police officer states 

“I have received a report of a man attempting to stab members of the public and your car fits 

the description of a car seen fleeing the scene. I am responding to a suspected terrorism 

incident.”  “Are you the terrorist?”  

The police officer then roughly pats the young man down and begins his search of the car.  

The police officer finds nothing to suggest the man was involved in any terrorism incident. The 

officer then makes a condescending comment about the man’s appearance and takes down 

the young man’s contact details. The police officer tells the man he has wasted his time but 

tells him he is free to go. The police officer returns to his patrol car and drives away. 
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Appendix D  

Ancestry Variable 

Screen2 What would best describe your primary ancestry? [S2] 

 

  

Ancestry n % 
Algeria 4 0.8 
Egypt  18 3.6 
Iraq 99 19.6 
Jordan 33 6.5 
Kuwait 6 1.2 
Lebanon 212 42.1 
Libya 4 0.8 
Morocco 1 0.2 
Oman 1 0.2 
Palestine 72 14.3 
Qatar 4 0.8 
Saudi Arabia 2 0.4 
Somalia 2 0.4 
Sudan 6 1.2 
Syria 34 6.7 
Tunisia 5 1.0 
Yemen 1 0.2 
Total 504 100.0 
Missing 0 0.0 
Grand Total 504 100.0 



 92 

Appendix E 

Age Variable  

Screen3 What is your age? [S3] 
 
Age n % 
18 24 4.8 
19 20 4.0 
20 19 3.8 
21 12 2.4 
22 23 4.6 
23 19 3.8 
24 18 3.6 
25 21 4.2 
26 27 5.4 
27 21 4.2 
28 19 3.8 
29 28 5.6 
30 21 4.2 
31 8 1.6 
32 9 1.8 
33 14 2.8 
34 14 2.8 
35 10 2.0 
36 4 0.8 
37 7 1.4 
38 6 1.2 
39 9 1.8 
40 14 2.8 
41 7 1.4 
42 11 2.2 
43 9 1.8 
44 5 1.0. 
45 12 2.4 
46 10 20 
47 7 1.4 
48 8 1.6 
49 6 1.2 
50 3 0.6 
51 1 0.2 
52 4 0.8 
53 5 1.0 
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54 6 1.2 
55 3 0.6 
56 2 0.4 
57 1 0.2 
58 1 0.2 
59 5 1.0 
60 3 0.6 
62 3 0.6 
63 6 1.2 
64 1 0.2 
65 2 0.4 
67 2 0.4 
68 4 0.8 
69 1 0.2 
70 2 0.4 
72 2 0.4 
74 3 0.6 
78 1 0.2 
79 1 0.2 
Total 504 100.0 
Missing 504 0.0 
Grand Total 504 100.0 
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Appendix F 

Year of Arrival in Australia for Overseas-born participants 

Q1.2 If born overseas, which year did you arrive in Australia to live? [Q1.2]  
 

Year of Arrival n % 
1968 1 0.4 
1970 1 0.4 
1971 3 1.2 
1972 1 0.4 
1973 4 1.6 
1975 3 1.2 
1976 1 0.4 
1977 2 0.8 
1978 1 0.4 
1979 2 0.8 
1980 3 1.2 
1981 3 1.2 
1982 2 0.8 
1983 4 1.6 
1984 3 1.2 
1985 2 0.8 
1986 3 1.2 
1988 1 0.4 
1989 4 1.6 
1990 6 2.3 
1991 2 0.8 
1992 2 0.8 
1993 3 1.2 
1994 7 2.7 
1995 2 0.8 
1996 5 1.9 
1997 7 2.7 
1998 4 1.6 
1999 10 3.9 
2000 6 2.3 
2001 13 5 
2002 5 1.9 
2003 3 1.2 
2004 4 1.6 
2005 17 6.6 
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2006 3 1.2 
2007 1 0.4 
2008 6 2.3 
2009 2 0.8 
2010 16 6.2 
2011 6 2.3 
2012 12 4.7 
2013 17 6.6 
2014 9 3.5 
2015 7 2.7 
2016 12 4.7 
2017 9 3.5 
2018 11 4.3 
2019 5 1.9 
2174 1 0.4 
2190 1 0.4 

Total 258 51.2 
Missing 246 48.8 

Grand Total 504 100.0 
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Appendix G 

Postcode Variable  

Q1.3 What is the postcode of the suburb you live in? [Q1.3] 
 
Postcode n % 
1744 2 0.4 
2011 1 0.2 
2018 1 0.2 
2037 2 0.4 
2065 1 0.2 
2066 1 0.2 
2067 1 0.2 
2085 1 0.2 
2095 1 0.2 
2112 2 0.4 
2115 2 0.4 
2116 1 0.2 
2117 1 0.2 
2118 1 0.2 
2122 5 1 
2125 1 0.2 
2126 2 0.4 
2128 1 0.2 
2136 1 0.2 
2140 1 0.2 
2141 1 0.2 
2142 6 1.2 
2143 4 0.8 
2144 17 3.4 
2145 13 2.6 
2148 2 0.4 
2150 16 3.2 
2151 7 1.4 
2152 5 1 
2153 2 0.4 
2154 4 0.8 
2155 5 1 
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2157 1 0.2 
2160 17 3.4 
2161 28 5.6 
2162 6 1.2 
2163 7 1.4 
2165 12 2.4 
2166 4 0.8 
2168 26 5.2 
2170 44 8.7 
2171 5 1 
2174 4 0.8 
2177 2 0.4 
2179 3 0.6 
2190 46 9.1 
2192 5 1 
2193 1 0.2 
2195 8 1.6 
2196 31 6.2 
2197 23 4.6 
2198 4 0.8 
2199 6 1.2 
2200 56 11.1 
2204 1 0.2 
2205 2 0.4 
2207 10 2 
2210 5 1 
2211 2 0.4 
2212 2 0.4 
2213 5 1 
2214 4 0.8 
2216 1 0.2 
2217 2 0.4 
2218 2 0.4 
2220 1 0.2 
2221 1 0.2 
2500 2 0.4 
2558 1 0.2 
2560 3 0.6 
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2564 1 0.2 
2565 2 0.4 
2566 2 0.4 
2567 1 0.2 
2766 1 0.2 
2768 2 0.4 
2770 1 0.2 
1744 2 0.4 
2011 1 0.2 
2018 1 0.2 
2037 2 0.4 
2065 1 0.2 
2066 1 0.2 
2067 1 0.2 
2085 1 0.2 
2095 1 0.2 
2112 2 0.4 
2115 2 0.4 
2116 1 0.2 
2117 1 0.2 
2118 1 0.2 
2122 5 1 
2125 1 0.2 
2126 2 0.4 
2128 1 0.2 
2136 1 0.2 
2140 1 0.2 
2141 1 0.2 
2142 6 1.2 
2143 4 0.8 
2144 17 3.4 
2145 13 2.6 
2148 2 0.4 
2150 16 3.2 
2151 7 1.4 
2152 5 1 
2153 2 0.4 
2154 4 0.8 
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2155 5 1 
2157 1 0.2 
2160 17 3.4 
2161 28 5.6 
2162 6 1.2 
2163 7 1.4 
2165 12 2.4 
2166 4 0.8 
2168 26 5.2 
2170 44 8.7 
2171 5 1 
2174 4 0.8 
2177 2 0.4 
2179 3 0.6 
2190 46 9.1 
2192 5 1 
2193 1 0.2 
2195 8 1.6 
2196 31 6.2 
2197 23 4.6 
2198 4 0.8 
2199 6 1.2 
2200 56 11.1 
2204 1 0.2 
2205 2 0.4 
2207 10 2 
2210 5 1 
2211 2 0.4 
2212 2 0.4 
2213 5 1 
2214 4 0.8 
2216 1 0.2 
2217 2 0.4 
2218 2 0.4 
2220 1 0.2 
2221 1 0.2 
2500 2 0.4 
2558 1 0.2 
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2560 3 0.6 
2564 1 0.2 
2565 2 0.4 
2566 2 0.4 
2567 1 0.2 
2766 1 0.2 
2768 2 0.4 
2770 1 0.2 
1744 2 0.4 
2011 1 0.2 
2018 1 0.2 
2037 2 0.4 
2065 1 0.2 
2066 1 0.2 
2067 1 0.2 
2085 1 0.2 
2095 1 0.2 
2112 2 0.4 
2115 2 0.4 
2116 1 0.2 
2117 1 0.2 
2118 1 0.2 
2122 5 1 
2125 1 0.2 
2126 2 0.4 
2128 1 0.2 
2136 1 0.2 
2140 1 0.2 
2141 1 0.2 
2142 6 1.2 
2143 4 0.8 
2144 17 3.4 
2145 13 2.6 
2148 2 0.4 
2150 16 3.2 
2151 7 1.4 
2152 5 1 
2153 2 0.4 
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2154 4 0.8 
2155 5 1 
2157 1 0.2 
2160 17 3.4 
2161 28 5.6 
2162 6 1.2 
2163 7 1.4 
2165 12 2.4 
2166 4 0.8 
2168 26 5.2 
2170 44 8.7 
2171 5 1 
2174 4 0.8 
2177 2 0.4 
2179 3 0.6 
2190 46 9.1 
2192 5 1 
2193 1 0.2 
2195 8 1.6 
2196 31 6.2 
2197 23 4.6 
2198 4 0.8 
2199 6 1.2 
2200 56 11.1 
2204 1 0.2 
2205 2 0.4 
2207 10 2 
2210 5 1 
2211 2 0.4 
2212 2 0.4 
2213 5 1 
2214 4 0.8 
2216 1 0.2 
2217 2 0.4 
2218 2 0.4 
2220 1 0.2 
2221 1 0.2 
2500 2 0.4 
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2558 1 0.2 
2560 3 0.6 
2564 1 0.2 
2565 2 0.4 
2566 2 0.4 
2567 1 0.2 
2766 1 0.2 
2768 2 0.4 
2770 1 0.2 
Total 504 100.0 
Missing 0 0.0 
Grand Total 504 100.0 
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Appendix H 

Muslim Surnames Identified to Select Potential Participants across Sydney 
 

1. Abad  2. Abbas  3. Abbasi  4. Abdalla  
5. Abdallah  6. Abdella  7. Abdelnour  8. Abdelrahman  
9. Abdi  10. Abdo  11. Abdoo  12. Abdou  
13. Abdul  14. Abdulla  15. Abdullah  16. Abed  
17. Abid  18. Abood  19. Aboud  20. Abraham  
21. Abu  22. Adel  23. Afzal  24. Agha  
25. Ahmad  26. Ahmadi  27. Ahmed  28. Ahsan  
29. Akbar  30. Akbari  31. Akel  32. Akhtar  
33. Akhter  34. Akram  35. Alam  36. Ali  
37. Allam  38. Allee  39. Alli  40. Ally  
41. Aly  42. Aman  43. Amara  44. Amber  
45. Ameen  46. Amen  47. Amer  48. Amin  
49. Amini  50. Amir  51. Amiri  52. Ammar  
53. Ansari  54. Anwar  55. Arafat  56. Arif  
57. Arshad  58. Asad  59. Ashraf  60. Aslam  
61. Asmar  62. Assad  63. Assaf  64. Atallah  
65. Attar  66. Awan  67. Aydin  68. Ayoob  
69. Ayoub  70. Ayub  71. Azad  72. Azam  
73. Azer  74. Azimi  75. Aziz  76. Azizi  
77. Azzam  78. Azzi  79. Bacchus  80. Baccus  
81. Bacho  82. Baddour  83. Badie  84. Badour  
85. Bagheri  86. Bahri  87. Baig  88. Baksh  
89. Baluch  90. Bangura  91. Barakat  92. Bari  
93. Basa  94. Basha  95. Bashara  96. Basher  
97. Bashir  98. Baten  99. Begum  100. Ben  
101. Beshara  102. Bey  103. Beydoun  104. Bilal  
105. Bina  106. Burki  107. Can  108. Chahine  
109. Dada  110. Dajani  111. Dallal  112. Daoud  
113. Dar  114. Darwish  115. Dawood  116. Demian  
117. Dia  118. Diab  119. Dib  120. Din  
121. Doud  122. Ebrahim  123. Ebrahimi  124. Edris  
125. Eid  126. Elamin  127. Elbaz  128. El-Sayed  
129. Emami  130. Fadel  131. Fahmy  132. Fahs  
133. Farag  134. Farah  135. Faraj  136. Fares  
137. Farha  138. Farhat  139. Farid  140. Faris  
141. Farman  142. Farooq  143. Farooqui  144. Farra  
145. Farrah  146. Farran  147. Fawaz  148. Fayad  
149. Firman  150. Gaber  151. Gad  152. Galla  
153. Ghaffari  154. Ghanem  155. Ghani  156. Ghattas  
157. Ghazal  158. Ghazi  159. Greiss  160. Guler  
161. Habeeb  162. Habib  163. Habibi  164. Hadi  
165. Hafeez  166. Hai  167. Haidar  168. Haider  
169. Hakeem  170. Hakim  171. Halaby  172. Halim  
173. Hallal  174. Hamad  175. Hamady  176. Hamdan  
177. Hamed  178. Hameed  179. Hamid  180. Hamidi  
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181. Hammad  182. Hammoud  183. Hana  184. Hanif  
185. Hannan  186. Haq  187. Haque  188. Hares  
189. Hariri  190. Harron  191. Harroun  192. Hasan  
193. Hasen  194. Hashem  195. Hashemi  196. Hashim  
197. Hashmi  198. Hassan  199. Hassen  200. Hatem  
201. Hoda  202. Hoque  203. Hosein  204. Hossain  
205. Hosseini  206. Huda  207. Huq  208. Husain  
209. Hussain  210. Hussein  211. Ibrahim  212. Idris  
213. Imam  214. Iman  215. Iqbal  216. Irani  
217. Ishak  218. Ishmael  219. Islam  220. Ismael  
221. Ismail  222. Jabara  223. Jabbar  224. Jabbour  
225. Jaber  226. Jabour  227. Jafari  228. Jaffer  
229. Jafri  230. Jalali  231. Jalil  232. Jama  
233. Jamail  234. Jamal  235. Jamil  236. Jan  
237. Javed  238. Javid  239. Kaba  240. Kaber  
241. Kabir  242. Kader  243. Kaiser  244. Kaleel  
245. Kalil  246. Kamal  247. Kamali  248. Kamara  
249. Kamel  250. Kanan  251. Karam  252. Karim  
253. Karimi  254. Kassem  255. Kazemi  256. Kazi  
257. Kazmi  258. Khalaf  259. Khalid  260. Khalifa  
261. Khalil  262. Khalili  263. Khan  264. Khatib  
265. Khawaja  266. Koroma  267. Laham  268. Latif  
269. Lodi  270. Lone  271. Madani  272. Mady  
273. Mahdavi  274. Mahdi  275. Mahfouz  276. Mahmood  
277. Mahmoud  278. Mahmud  279. Majeed  280. Majid  
281. Malak  282. Malek  283. Malik  284. Mannan  
285. Mansoor  286. Mansour  287. Mansouri  288. Mansur  
289. Maroun  290. Masih  291. Masood  292. Masri  
293. Massoud  294. Matar  295. Matin  296. Mattar  
297. Meer  298. Meskin  299. Miah  300. Mian  
301. Mina  302. Minhas  303. Mir  304. Mirza  
305. Mitri  306. Moghaddam  307. Mohamad  308. Mohamed  
309. Mohammad  310. Mohammadi  311. Mohammed  312. Mohiuddin  
313. Molla  314. Momin  315. Mona  316. Morad  
317. Moradi  318. Mostafa  319. Mourad  320. Mousa  
321. Moussa  322. Moustafa  323. Mowad  324. Muhammad  
325. Muhammed  326. Munir  327. Murad  328. Musa  
329. Mussa  330. Mustafa  331. Naderi  332. Nagi  
333. Naim  334. Naqvi  335. Nasir  336. Nasr  
337. Nasrallah  338. Nasser  339. Nassif  340. Nawaz  
341. Nazar  342. Nazir  343. Neman  344. Niazi  
345. Noor  346. Noorani  347. Noori  348. Nour  
349. Nouri  350. Obeid  351. Odeh  352. Omar  
353. Omer  354. Othman  355. Ozer  356. Parsa  
357. Pasha  358. Pashia  359. Pirani  360. Popal  
361. Pour  362. Qadir  363. Qasim  364. Qazi  
365. Quadri  366. Raad  367. Rabbani  368. Rad  
369. Radi  370. Radwan  371. Rafiq  372. Rahaim  
373. Rahaman  374. Rahim  375. Rahimi  376. Rahman  
377. Rahmani  378. Rais  379. Ramadan  380. Ramin  
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381. Rashed  382. Rasheed  383. Rashid  384. Rassi  
385. Rasul  386. Rauf  387. Rayes  388. Rehman  
389. Rehmann  390. Reza  391. Riaz  392. Rizk  
393. Saab  394. Saad  395. Saade  396. Saadeh  
397. Saah  398. Saba  399. Saber  400. Sabet  
401. Sabir  402. Sadek  403. Sader  404. Sadiq  
405. Sadri  406. Saeed  407. Safar  408. Safi  
409. Sahli  410. Saidi  411. Sala  412. Salaam  
413. Saladin  414. Salah  415. Salahuddin  416. Salam  
417. Salama  418. Salame  419. Salameh  420. Saleem  
421. Saleh  422. Salehi  423. Salek  424. Salem  
425. Salih  426. Salik  427. Salim  428. Salloum  
429. Salman  430. Samaan  431. Samad  432. Samara  
433. Sami  434. Samra  435. Sani  436. Sarah  
437. Sarwar  438. Sattar  439. Satter  440. Sawaya  
441. Sayed  442. Selim  443. Semaan  444. Sesay  
445. Shaban  446. Shabazz  447. Shad  448. Shaer  
449. Shafi  450. Shah  451. Shahan  452. Shaheed  
453. Shaheen  454. Shahid  455. Shahidi  456. Shahin  
457. Shaikh  458. Shaker  459. Shakir  460. Shakoor  
461. Sham  462. Shams  463. Sharaf  464. Shareef  
465. Sharif  466. Shariff  467. Sharifi  468. Shehadeh  
469. Shehata  470. Sheikh  471. Siddiqi  472. Siddique  
473. Siddiqui  474. Sinai  475. Soliman  476. Soltani  
477. Srour  478. Sulaiman  479. Suleiman  480. Sultan  
481. Sultana  482. Syed  483. Sylla  484. Tabatabai  
485. Tabet  486. Taha  487. Taheri  488. Tahir  
489. Tamer  490. Tariq  491. Tawil  492. Toure  
493. Turay  494. Uddin  495. Ullah  496. Usman  
497. Vaziri  498. Vohra  499. Wahab  500. Wahba  
501. Waheed  502. Wakim  503. Wali  504. Yacoub  
505. Yamin  506. Yasin  507. Yassin  508. Younan  
509. Younes  510. Younis  511. Yousef  512. Yousif  
513. Youssef  514. Yousuf  515. Yusuf  516. Zadeh  
517. Zafar  518. Zaher  519. Zahra  520. Zaidi  
521. Zakaria  522. Zaki  523. Zaman  524. Zamani  
525. Zia     

 

 


