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that contains specially trained officers who investigate domestic violence 
and hate crimes) 

CT-SET Communities Together Strategic Engagement Team, Metropolitan Police 
Service 
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Territorial Policing Capability and Business Support Operational Command 
Unit (a unit that supports boroughs to drive continuous improvement and 
performance across the MPS. It contains the CSU Service Delivery Team, 
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Terminology 
 
There are a number of terms that are used throughout this report that require a brief 
comment: Islamophobia and Islamophobic or anti-Muslim hate crime. 
 

Islamophobia  
 
The authors are aware that there is a wide debate around the term óIslamophobiaô1. 
However, for the purposes of this report the definition outlined in the Runnymede 
Trustôs 1997 report óIslamophobia: A Challenge For Us Allô will be used. This definition 
is widely accepted, including by the European Union Agency for Fundamental Rights 
(FRA) (previously known as the Monitoring Centre on Racism and Xenophobia).  
 
According to this definition, the eight components of Islamophobia are: 
 

1. Islam is seen as a monolithic bloc, static and unresponsive to change.  

2. Islam is seen as separate and 'other'. It does not have values in common with 
other cultures, is not affected by them and does not influence them.  

3. Islam is seen as inferior to the West. It is seen as barbaric, irrational, primitive 
and sexist.  

4. Islam is seen as violent, aggressive, threatening, supportive of terrorism and 
engaged in a 'clash of civilisations'.  

5. Islam is seen as a political ideology and is used for political or military 
advantage.  

6. Criticisms made of the West by Islam are rejected out of hand.  

7. Hostility towards Islam is used to justify discriminatory practices towards 
Muslims and exclusion of Muslims from mainstream society.  

8. Anti-Muslim hostility is seen as natural or normal. 
 

Islamophobic or anti -Muslim hate crime  
 
Throughout this report crimes and incidents targeted at Muslims have been variously 
referred to as Islamophobic incidents or crimes and anti-Muslim incidents or crimes. 
The terms are interchangeable. óIslamophobicô hate crime is the more commonly 
accepted term and is used by the Metropolitan Police Service in recording and 
referring to such incidents. However, the authors prefer to use the term óanti-Muslimô 
hate crime in recognition that these incidents are often targeted at the negative 
stereotype and misperception of Muslims that perpetrators hold rather than any fear or 
hatred of Islam per se.  
 
 
 

                                                           
1 See Allen, C. (2010) for an in-depth discussion of how Islamophobia is defined and understood. 
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Definitions 
 
óAccusedô person A suspect who has been charged, cautioned or had other 

proceedings taken against them. 

Community Safety Unit A Community Safety Unit is a police unit located in each of the 
32 London boroughs that contains specially trained officers 
who investigate hate crime and domestic violence incidents 
and crimes. 

Crime Related Incident This is an incident that may not constitute a criminal offence 
when first reported but is still recorded as a serious matter by 
the police. As similarly outlined in the Stephen Lawrence 
Inquiry definition of a óracial incidentô, the perception of the 
victim or any other person involved is the defining factor in 
recording it as a crime related incident on the Metropolitan 
Police Service databases. On further investigation of this 
matter, if it can be confirmed that a crime has been committed, 
then it may be reclassified at a later point as a criminal 
offence. 

óDetectedô incident The Home Office has counting rules that the Metropolitan 
Police Service (MPS) must follow before any recorded crime 
can be regarded as a detection. 

An incident can be recorded as detected if the following four 
criteria have been met: (i) a notifiable offence has occurred 
and has been recorded as a crime, (ii) a suspect has been 
identified and has been made aware that they are to be 
recorded as being responsible for that offence and what this 
may mean for them, (iii) one of the sanction detection methods 
applies (see definition for ósanction detectionô below), (iv) 
Evidential sufficiency will be applied at the appropriate level 
based on Home Office Counting Rules and Director of Public 
Prosecutions Guidance of Charging. 

Incident óTransferred 
out of CRISô 

This refers to an incident which is reported to the Metropolitan 
Police Service but it is either immediately apparent or is 
revealed through further investigation that the incident has 
been committed outside of its jurisdiction. It is then transferred 
to the appropriate police force to investigate further. 

óNo Crimeô Incident A crime, once recorded, should only be classified as a óNo 
Crimeô if one of the following criteria (as specified by the Home 
Office Counting Rules) are satisfied: 
¶ The crime was committed outside of the jurisdiction of 

the police force in which it was recorded; 
¶ Where, following the report of an incident which has 

subsequently been recorded as a crime, additional 
verifiable information is available which determines that 
no notifiable crime has been committed; 

¶ If the crime, as alleged, constitutes part of a crime 
already recorded; 

¶ If the reported incident was recorded as a crime in 
error. 
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Sanction Detection A sanction detection has occurred if one of the following 
outcomes has been achieved: Charge; Summons/ Written 
Requisition for recordable offences; Simple Caution; 
Conditional Caution; Young Offender Final Warning; Young 
Offender Reprimand; Offences Taken into Consideration (TIC); 
Penalty Notice for Disorder (PND); PND for Criminal Damage 
valued at under £300; PND for Shoplifting valued at under 
£100; Cannabis Warning. 
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Key Themes and Recommendations 
 
Key Themes  
 

1. The óeverydayô2 nature of Islamophobic incidents reported to the 
MPS: The Islamophobic incidents reported to and recorded by the 
Metropolitan Police Service generally occur as victims go about their 
daily lives, for example, in the street, in or near shops and restaurants 
or waiting for or on public transport. They are more likely to involve 
threats and harassment than violence, although one in five incidents 
involved some degree of violence directed at the victim. The incidents 
generally involve conflict situations that become aggravated by 
Islamophobic or anti-Muslim words or actions or situations where 
perpetrators take immediate advantage of an opportunity that presents 
itself. Even incidents that show some degree of premeditation by the 
offender mostly involve letters or phone messages rather than direct 
contact with the victim.  
 
This does not mean, however, that the impact of these óeverydayô 
incidents on the Muslim communities of London are any less severe or 
wide ranging. In fact, the óeverydayô nature of such incidents makes 
them more difficult for communities to avoid and their cumulative 
nature takes a large toll not just on individuals but on the communities 
as a whole.  
 
There was evidence from the focus groups with Muslim communities 
that the nature of the incidents had in many cases led to them 
normalising this as part of their everyday experience and not 
recognising the incidents as something that could be reported to the 
police thus leading to a large amount of under-reporting of such 
incidents to the police.  
 
The majority of perpetrators are either unknown to the victim (where 
the victim does not see who perpetrated the incident) or are strangers. 
However, in cases where perpetrators are known to the victim, they 
include neighbours and acquaintances or friends. The largest 
proportion of perpetrators are male and of óWhite - North Europeanô 
ethnic appearance.  However, as emphasised by the focus groups with 
Muslim communities, the óeverydayô and spontaneous nature of the 
incidents means that Islamophobia is perpetrated by many different 
types of people (including new migrants to the UK) and not just by 
people with clear memberships of far-right or extreme groups. 
 

2. óVisibility ô of the victims : As with other forms of hate crime, visibility 
also plays a role in perpetrators identifying their targets. The visibility of 
Muslim women, together with the public debate around the óveilô, 
appears to have legitimised the targeting of Muslim women in public 
places to a greater extent than is apparent for other hate crimes that 
are reported to the MPS (such as antisemitic crime, race hate crime 

                                                           
2
 óEverydayô = commonplace, usual or ordinary (rather than referring to daily occurrences). 
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and homophobic crime). This was not only evident in the Islamophobic 
incidents reported to the MPS, but also reiterated by the focus groups 
with Muslim communities. The focus group members highlighted that 
many incidents, particularly of verbal abuse, were evidently the result 
of an adverse reaction to what the victim was wearing, or some other 
visual symbol of Muslim identity. 

 
3. Language used by the perpetrators : The language used by 

perpetrators in the anti-Muslim incidents shows that there is little real 
understanding or knowledge of any religious teachings or tenets of 
Islam. The perpetratorôs language is instead targeted at the negative 
stereotype or misconception of Muslim people that they hold. Race and 
faith hate language are often used together. The confusion and lack of 
real understanding about Muslims and Islam held by society in general 
as well as by perpetrators of anti-Muslim or Islamophobic incidents was 
also highlighted by members of Muslim communities that were spoken 
to as part of this research.  

 
4. Muslim communities ô perceptions of g eneral views and attitudes 

of the wider general community : Members of Muslim communities 
that were spoken to as part of this research felt that media reporting is 
negative and often both judgemental and ill-informed about Muslims 
and Islam. In addition, they felt that there is a general confusion and 
lack of understanding about their religion and the symbolism of the 
clothing and their appearance. This is then played out in the 
Islamophobic and anti-Muslim incidents that they experience. 
 
Members of Muslim communities also stated that they were very keen 
to avoid any activity that might result in escalation of the incidents or 
potential reprisals. This also contributed to an under-reporting of such 
incidents to the police. 
 
It is clear from the findings of the research that Islamophobic incidents 
experienced by the Muslim communities of London need to be 
understood within this wider social and cultural context, which serves to 
generate a climate where Muslim communities are made to feel 
increasingly isolated and vulnerable and where bigotry is reinforced 
and seen as ósocially acceptableô. 

 
5. Muslim communities ô perceptions of the M etropolit an Police 

Service (MPS) : At a general level, members of Muslim communities 
spoken to as part of this research were positive about the MPS and 
understood that the police have a difficult job to do and finite resources 
in which to do it.  
 
However, the groups expressed a lack of confidence to approach the 
police, as the reporting process and institution is seen as daunting in a 
cultural sense, especially when English is not always their first 
language. Other reasons for not reporting incidents include that they do 
not think that the incident is serious enough to report or due to 
concerns that they may face reprisals if they involve the police.  
 
More specifically, the older womenôs group expressed the view that the 
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police were limited in the actions they could take, especially as 
perpetrators were not always easily identified or were sometimes 
children. The older and younger menôs groups felt that police attitudes 
towards young Muslims could be quite negative, which might hinder 
willingness to report.  
 
However, all groups spoken to were genuinely encouraged by the fact 
that the MPS had commissioned this piece of research, which they felt 
demonstrated the importance the police were placing on understanding 
the issues, raising awareness and focusing on how Islamophobic 
incidents could be better recognised and dealt with. 

 
6. Investigation of Islamophobic incidents : The MPS is the only police 

service in the UK that is able to identify the specific communities 
towards which faith hate crimes are targeted and has well established 
processes and practices for responding to hate crime incidents. 
Overall, both the primary and secondary investigations of the incidents 
that were analysed as part of this research were generally carried out 
to a good standard. It was evident that efforts were being made by both 
first response and secondary or specialist investigating officers to 
reassure victims of such crimes that their experiences were being 
taken seriously and to investigate the incidents thoroughly.  
 
A few areas for improvement in terms of service delivery and 
supervision were identified, including the following: 

¶ Improvements can be made around evidence gathering in relation 
to initial victim statements and addressing victim needs and safety 
issues. In particular, recording of information about victim visibility 
or other information on how or why the victim was targeted, as well 
as an investigation into the offenderôs motivation are vital in terms 
of being able to effectively respond to and prevent such incidents 
from occurring. There are also some gaps in the direct supervision 
of first response officers and their initial investigations. 

¶ There were also specific gaps in the knowledge and training of the 
officers that need to be addressed. In particular, there was a 
general lack of knowledge amongst officers about hate crime, 
cultural issues affecting Muslim communities and of external local 
support agencies that could assist victims of anti-Muslim or 
Islamophobic incidents. 

¶ The overriding police culture of ensuring consistency and equity in 
the way officers carry out their policing practice appears, in some 
cases, to be prohibiting officers from being aware that a knowledge 
of cultural or social context is necessary to understand the impact 
of such incidents on this particular community and to offer a far 
more responsive and adapted service.  

¶ The focus on identifying racial elements within an incident and lack 
of attention to the variety of cultural and other characteristics that 
hate crime offenders target needs to be addressed. Different 
communities have their own specific concerns, different barriers to 
reporting and different vulnerabilities. This requires police officers 
to have an awareness of the social and cultural context within 
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which individual incidents occur and also for them to be aware of 
wider community implications of such incidents.  

 
Recommendations  
 

R1 

The MPS reviews its Hate Crime policy and toolkits to ensure that: 

¶ motivations are investigated to identify hate crimes, 

¶ anti-Muslim hate crimes are investigated within the context of the 
cultural background whilst considering wider community 
implications, and  

¶ positive action is taken 
within the framework of the MPSô Total Policing Strategy. 

R2 

Embed anti-Muslim faith hate crime within the Territorial Police 
performance framework and other corporate equality governance 
processes to ensure that scrutiny, supervisory activity and interventions 
are maintained. 

R3 

Territorial Police seek the support of the Directorate of Media and 
Communications in raising police officers and staff awareness of anti-
Muslim hate crimes and the wider cultural issues facing the Muslim 
communities. 

R4 
Boroughs review and refresh their communication and community 
engagement action plans to be inclusive of issues facing the Muslim 
community. 

R5 

Territorial Police and Communities Together Strategic Engagement 
Team seek the support of the Directorate of Media and Communications 
and borough-based communicators working with Community Safety 
Units to ensure the work being done by the MPS to bring perpetrators of 
anti-Muslim hate crimes to justice and messages encouraging the 
reporting of offences including via third-party and online schemes are as 
widely publicised as possible - internally, to stakeholders and to the 
wider media.  

R6 

a) Review and update the Community Safety Unit hate crime course 
(affecting CSU Specialist investigators) to ensure changes to toolkits 
are implemented and investigating officers have comprehensive 
knowledge of the Association of Chief Police Officers Hate Crime 
manual.  

b) Review all hate crime training materials/ presentations/ course inputs 
for all relevant courses affecting call handlers, first responders to 
Senior Investigating Officers (SIO) to ensure they are current and up-
to-date. 
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1 Executive Summary 
 

ñWe are very peaceful people... we teach our children... 
we look after our neighbours... we respect them. We 
teach our children to look after our neighbours, they are 
a brother.ò Tower Hamlets older male. 

 
1.1 Aims and structure of the research  
 

 
 

 
 

1.1.1 Aims of the research  

The research aimed to provide information on the nature and context of 
Islamophobic incidents reported to the Metropolitan Police Service (MPS) in order 
to: 

¶ support the Muslim Safety Forum workstream óIslamophobia and Hate 
Crimesô, 

¶ raise the understanding of frontline officers of the nature of such crimes, 

¶ identify areas where training, investigation, supervision and partnership 
working can be improved, 

¶ determine whether there are any gaps in the level of service provided to 
victims, 

¶ assist the MPS in the development of preventative measures,  

¶ provide reassurance to Muslim communities in London, foster community 
engagement and encourage the reporting of islamophobic hate crime 
incidents to the police, and 

¶ provide practical and operationally-focused recommendations for 
improvement. 

1.1.2 Structure of the research 
 

¶ Stage 1 involved an analysis of numerical and descriptive information 
relating to the Islamophobic incidents reported to the MPS to determine 
overall trends, distribution and main characteristics of these incidents. 

¶ Stage 2 involved further identification of crime reports of incidents 
recorded by the MPS but not identified specifically as Islamophobic 
incidents using keyword searches of the crime report database, followed 
by an in-depth analysis exploring the context and situational dynamics of 
Islamophobic incidents reported over a specific time period. 

¶ Stage 3 involved the identification of focus areas for further in-depth 
research emerging from the findings of stages 1 and 2 together with 
stakeholders. 

¶ Stage 4 involved focus groups with members of Muslim communities in 
London and telephone interviews with police officers who had investigated 
Islamophobic incidents. 
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1.2 Islamophobic incidents reported to the MPS  
 
This section covers the findings from stage 1 of the research, which 
involved quantitative analysis of Islamophobic incidents to determine 
overall trends, distribution and characteristics of these incidents. 
 

1.2.1 Identification of Islamophobic incidents  
 

¶ Since December 2008, the MPS has made it mandatory to record the 
faith against which a ófaith hateô incident is directed. These recording 
changes have had a marked positive effect on the accurate 
identification of Islamophobic incidents reported to the MPS. While only 
21.6% of incidents analysed for October 2008 had an óIslamophobicô 
identifier, 66.7% had an óIslamophobicô identifier in March 2009 and 
100% had an óIslamophobicô identifier in September 2009. 
 

1.2.2 Proportion of ófaith hateô incidents directed at Muslims 
 

¶ Since December 2008, the largest proportion of the 3,300 faith hate 
incidents recorded by the MPS (48.2%) has been targeted at Muslims 
or the Islamic faith, followed by 35.9% targeted at Jewish people or the 
Jewish faith. 
 

1.2.3 Characteristics of Islamophobic incidents  
 

¶ Almost half of the 1977 incidents recorded by the MPS between March 
2006 and December 2012 involved threats and/ or harassment and 
one in five incidents involved some degree of violence. Incidents were 
more likely to take place in the afternoon, particularly between 15:01 
and 18:00 hours. More than three-quarters of incidents took place as 
victims were going about their daily lives, for example, in the street, in 
or near the victimôs home, in or near a shop or restaurant, in a place of 
worship or a religious location, or waiting for or on public transport. 
 

¶ Although more males than females reported incidents to the police, the 
proportion of female victims reporting Islamophobic incidents to the 
police was greater than those for antisemitic, racial or homophobic 
incidents reported over the same time period. Female victims were 
generally younger than the male victims reporting. Just over half of the 
victims were óIndian/ Pakistaniô in ethnic appearance, with the next 
largest group being óAfrican-Caribbeanô in ethnic appearance. Over 
four-fifths of victims stated that their religion was óIslamô, which meant 
that some of the victims had been targeted because of the suspectôs 
perception that they were Muslim rather than them actually being 
Muslim. Over half of the victims were from the United Kingdom. 
 

¶ The majority of the suspects were male, aged 21-50 and óWhite ï North 
Europeanô in ethnic appearance. The majority of suspects were either 
not known to the victim or this information was not provided in the 
crime report. Of those suspects that were known to the victim, the 
largest proportions were neighbours, or acquaintances/ friends. 
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1.2.4 Changes in periods of high tension  
 

¶ Comparison of the three month periods before and after the events of 7 
July 2005 showed that, while the number of Islamophobic incidents 
increased dramatically after 7 July 2005 (44 incidents in the three 
months before compared to 365 incidents in the three months after), 
the features and patterns of the incidents did not change to any great 
extent. 
 

¶ The only notable changes were an increase in the proportion of 
incidents involving ómalicious communicationô, an increase in the 
proportion of incidents taking place at places of worship and an 
increase in the proportion of suspects who were not known to the 
victim. 
 

¶ A MORI poll conducted in July 2005 showed that 61% of Muslim 
commuters surveyed suffered substantial stress in the days following 
the first terrorist attacks, almost double the proportion of stressed 
Londoners from other faiths. 

 
1.3 Understanding the context and situational dynamics of 

Islamophobic incidents  
 
This section covers the findings from stage 2 of the research, which 
involved qualitative analysis of the context and situational dynamics of 
a sample of 127 Islamophobic incidents reported over the months of 
October 2008, March 2009 and September 2009. 
 

¶ While the impact of Islamophobic incidents can be severe and wide-
ranging, there was little evidence of these incidents being perpetrated 
by people with affiliation to far-right or extremist groups.  
 

¶ The largest group of incidents (31%) was characterised as 
óaggravatedô. This category referred to incidents where the 
perpetrator(s) and victim(s) were caught up in a conflict situation that 
initially did not involve anti-Muslim sentiment or Islamophobia. 
However, in the course of the conflict the perpetratorôs bigotry 
emerged. 
 

¶ The second most frequent type of incident (27%) was ópremeditatedô, in 
that the perpetrator(s) intentionally took some deliberate action to 
instigate the incident by engineering their interaction with the victim(s). 
There were a number of sub-categories of such incidents based on the 
extent to which perpetrators made themselves visible to victims. The 
most frequent sub-category involved 'indirect contactô through letter or 
phone message directed at a specific individual or organisation (14% 
overall). 
 

¶ The third most frequent type of incident (26%) was óopportunisticô and 
this involved incidents where the offender took immediate advantage of 
an opportunity that presented itself to vent their Islamophobia/ anti-
Muslim sentiment, rather than engineering the incident in a 
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premeditated way. Instead of the perpetrator perceiving they have 
been ówrongedô as in an aggravated offence, it was the victim who was 
óin the wrong place at the wrong timeô. The perpetrator took full 
advantage of the situation and enacted their bigotry out on the 
victim(s). 
 

¶ The majority of incidents were one-off incidents (68%), whereas the 
remainder (32%) were part of a series of incidents that the victim had 
experienced. 
 

¶ Just over two-thirds of incidents (76%) were directed at a person or 
people rather than at an organisation or towards property.  
 

¶ Almost half of the incidents (46%) were directed at a lone male, and 
just over one-quarter (26%) were directed at a lone female. Lone males 
were predominantly aged 31-50, whereas lone females were 
predominantly aged 18-30.  
 

¶ Just over half of suspects were lone males (51%), 19% of suspects 
were a group of males and 13% of suspects were completely unknown. 
 

¶ In 12% of incidents victims or witnesses had a degree of language 
difficulties (where English was not their first language).Traditional 
Muslim clothing or visible Muslim locations were specifically mentioned 
as being relevant in 25% of incidents, although this is likely to be an 
underestimate of the importance of visibility to the perpetrator in 
identifying or targeting their victims. 
 

¶ The perpetrator was a complete stranger to the victim in just over half 
of the incidents (52%). In 22% of incidents previous interaction had 
taken place between the victim and the perpetrator and in 14% of 
incidents the victim had some knowledge of the perpetrator but no 
previous interaction had taken place between them. 
 

¶ Incidents involving lone female victims were less likely to involve 
strangers (40%) than incidents involving lone male victims (56%). 
 

¶ Almost three-quarters of incidents took place in public locations (74%). 
The remainder took place in private locations (at or near the victimôs 
home, or in letters, emails or phone calls to the victim). The incidents 
generally took place as the victim was going about their day-to-day 
business. 
 

¶ Specific Faith Hate related language was used by the perpetrator in 
almost half of the incidents (48.5%) and a mixture of Faith and Race 
Hate related language was used in 38% of incidents. This could explain 
why there is sometimes confusion about whether the primary factor in 
an incident is Race or Faith Hate related. 
 

¶ In terms of the verbal and textual language used by the perpetrators, 
the most frequent theme involves branding or naming (for example, 
ñYou Muslimò) and occurs in just over three-quarters of incidents. A 
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profanity is used in almost half of the incidents. References to terrorists 
or suicide bombers are also made in just over one-quarter of incidents. 
 

¶ What is also notable from the language used by the perpetrators is 
that, even in cases where there is reference made to some aspect of 
the Muslim faith, there is little real understanding or knowledge of any 
religious teachings or tenets of Islam. The language is instead targeted 
at the negative stereotype or misconception of Muslim people that the 
perpetrator holds. 

 
1.4 Muslim communitiesô experiences of Islamophobic incidents and 

of the policing of these  
 
This section covers the findings from stage 4 of the research, which 
involved four focus groups held with members of Muslim communities 
in London to further understand their experiences of victimisation and 
of the police, as well as of outcomes that would help build their 
confidence in the police in dealing with such situations3. 
 

¶ Feeling safe tended to be associated with ósafety in numbersô insofar 
as there was a large Muslim population within the [local London] area, 
which in itself created a safe, secure environment. 
 

 ñI do want to go and live in another borough with my 
son but I am scared... scared of [what] Iôm not really 
sure.ò Tower Hamlets young female. 

 

¶ Media reporting was generally viewed as very negative, often both 
judgmental and ill-informed about Muslims and Islam. The Hounslow 
older womenôs group commented that the media had treated Muslims 
differently since 9/11 (this was a general sentiment shared more 
widely), and that this had made life worse for the Muslim community by 
putting more pressure on Muslims and making them an óeasy targetô. 
 

¶ All respondents felt that there was confusion and a lack of 
understanding about their religion and the symbolism of the clothing 
and their appearance. Furthermore, it was often mentioned by 
respondents that there was an assumption that because someone was 
Muslim they knew all about the Taliban and had some kind of 
association with Bin Laden; 

 
ñThatôs óBin Ladenô, thatôs what they call us!ò  
Hounslow older female. 

 

¶ The older womenôs group felt that the police were limited in the actions 
that they could take against the perpetrators of racist or anti-Muslim 
incidents.  
 

                                                           
3
 Please note that the information from this stage of the research is intended to add depth to the findings 

but should not be viewed as exhaustive or fully representative of the entire Muslim population of 
London. 
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¶ The Tower Hamlets older menôs group stated that verbal abuse can 
escalate into something more serious. But the majority of groups felt 
that there was perception [within the community] that nothing would, or 
could, be done about it, but that it was motivated because they were 
Muslim.  
 

¶ For both younger and older male respondents there was a commonly 
held view that the policeôs attitudes towards young Muslims could be 
quite negative. In particular the extra óstop and searchô powers were felt 
by some to be sometimes used inappropriately and could create 
disharmony between the police and the young Muslim population; 
 

 ñA lot of people round here feel that they use their 
power to their advantage to search young kids and 
harass them.ò Tower Hamlets older male. 

 

¶ The group reflected that many incidents, particularly of verbal abuse 
were evidently the result of an adverse reaction to what the  victim was 
wearing, or some other visual symbol of Muslim identity. 
 

¶ Focus group members were keen to explain that Islamophobia was 
perpetrated by many different types of people and it was not just one 
ósourceô. There were comments made about the abuse received from 
some people who were themselves relatively new migrants to the UK; 
 

 ñWe are in the same position. Itôs not our country and 
itôs not their country but they feel that they have more 
rights than we have.ò Hounslow young male group. 

 

¶ One member of the young womenôs group reported a situation in which 
she chose to wear a head scarf during Ramadan and was challenged 
by a work colleague who said she should not wear the scarf because 
she had nice hair and she should not cover it up. Comments arising 
from what Muslims are wearing could become more threatening. 
 

¶ One woman moved into a new council house within a few nights she 
had people constantly knocking on the door and shouting, ñyou Pakiò.  
As a consequence she did not stay in the house regularly. The woman 
initially did not report these issues to the police because she was 
fearful that those who were harassing her might see the police at her 
house and increase the harassment in retribution. When she did 
contact the police their response was similar to that of the Council and 
she was told that she should óring when something happensô.  
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1.5 Muslim communitiesô barriers to reporting Islamophobic incidents 
to the MPS 
 

¶ The focus groups expressed a lack of confidence to approach the 
police, because the process and institution was daunting in a cultural 
sense. 
 

¶ For some there was an actual, functional limitation on the ability to 
communicate in English, especially about issues which were difficult to 
express either conceptually or emotionally.  
 

¶ The groups felt that it was unlikely that the police would be able to 
identify the perpetrators or take any action and this meant that victims 
would not report to the police. 
 

¶ The groups felt that some people would not even recognise that an 
óincidentô had taken place or wouldnôt think that an incident was serious 
enough to report and it would simply be seen as wasting police time. 
 

¶ It was felt that some community members would wish to avoid trouble 
and any potential future ócomebackô by the perpetrator and so would 
not contact the police.  
 

¶ In particular the older personôs group felt that the police actually ótook 
the opposite sideô and had sympathy with the perpetrators of racist and 
Islamophobic crime and therefore this would not encourage the 
community to report. 
 

1.6 Muslim communitiesô recommendations to the MPS 
 
1.6.1 Police attitudes  
 
The focus groups suggested that the police should endeavour: 
 

¶ To deal with all situations as if they were ócolour blindô 

¶ To take all crimes and including Islamophobic crime, as seriously as if 
it was their own mother or brother that was involved.  

¶ They should try to judge the severity of the crime (and hence the 
resource they allocate) on the basis of the psychological perspective of 
the victim.  

¶ To understand the root cause of these incidents, this may help to tackle 
the issue of Islamophobia. 

¶ To understand how they can build trust so that people feel confident to 
report crimes.   

¶ To connect with Muslim people in the street, not least the young men, 
being open and friendly, and not seeing this group in particular as a 
threat or arrogant. 

¶ To learn about Muslim culture and customs, for example, what is 
considered polite by the Muslim community. 
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1.6.2 Communication  
 
The following suggestions were made by groups in relation to the way in 
which the MPS communicates with Muslim communities: 
 

¶ Communicate the kinds of things which can be reported, and which 
constitute Islamophobia. 

¶ Encourage reporting of more minor incidents, perhaps by use of a 
phone helpline, and by publicising a council hate crime number. 

¶ Use posters, particularly in known areas where there have been 
Islamophobic incidents, to warn that the police do act and prosecute 
these offences. 

¶ Address the issue of building confidence in reporting to the police by 
people with difficulties in speaking English, or who lack confidence in 
doing so, by providing the facility to speak in their own language. 

¶ Build links with the community so that they can act as a channel for 
information about Islamophobic incidents and can verify the importance 
or the impact of particular incidents, and help the MPS to prioritise its 
resources, by providing sufficient information about incidents and 
trends. 

¶ Provide direct numbers and e-mails to contact local officers ï PCSOs 
can also take a role in being the known names and faces in a local 
area. 

 

1.6.3 Operational recommendations  
 
The groups made the following recommendations regarding the way that the 
police investigate incidents: 
 

¶ Even if the police donôt have sufficient information to act on they should 
endeavour to have a local presence to build confidence and deter 
further incidents. 

¶ In order to encourage people to report crimes the police may need to 
be discreet, as uniforms and sirens result in making people frightened 
of reprisals. 

¶ Ensure a rapid response for households or locations where there is a 
known problem. 

¶ Make it clear that major incidents are being seriously dealt with but also 
address the small incidents that could escalate or accumulate to cause 
bigger problems over time. 

¶ Take every complaint seriously and ensure that victims understand that 
they have done the right thing by reporting. 
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1.6 Policing Islamophobic incidents ï quality of investigation and 
supervision  
 
This section covers the findings from stage 2 of the research, which 
involved the scrutiny of the quality of the investigation and supervision 
(including whether the impact on the wider community was considered 
by the investigating officer, the disposal of the incident and its 
appropriateness, and the timeliness of the investigation) of a sample of 
105 Islamophobic incidents reported over the months of October 2008, 
March 2009 and September 2009. 
 

1.6.1 Initial investigation  
 

¶ 34% of the cases were identified by checks as being incidents involving 
repeat victimisation. A further 14% of incidents should have been 
identified by the initial investigators as involving repeat victimisation but 
were not.  

 

¶  Good evidence gathering took place in 60% of incidents. Basic 
evidence gathering took place in a further 26% of incidents. Evidence 
gathering could have been more complete around initial statements 
being taken from victims, addressing of victim needs or support issues 
and addressing victim safety issues. 
 

¶ Wider community tensions were considered by the initial investigating 
officer in only 29% of incidents. Wider tensions should have been 
considered but werenôt in a further 8% of incidents. 
 

¶ A suspect was identified in 45% of incidents. The suspect was arrested 
in 30 out of the 47 incidents where the suspect was identified. 
 

¶ Just under half of the incidents had been actively supervised (48%). A 
further 20% received a degree of passive supervision and 32% 
received no supervision at all. 
 

¶ The overall quality of the initial investigation was graded as ógoodô in 
36% of incidents, satisfactory in 52% of incidents and not to the 
standard expected in 11% of incidents. None were identified as having 
serious shortcomings. 
 

1.6.2 Secondary investigation  
 

¶ The primary investigation was reviewed by the Community Safety Unit 
(CSU) supervisor in 75% of incidents. The primary investigation should 
have been reviewed but wasnôt in a further 7% of incidents. 
 

¶ Victim needs and support issues were identified by the secondary 
investigating officer in the CSU4 in 60% of incidents and should have 
been identified but werenôt in a further 7% of incidents. 
 

                                                           
4 Specialist secondary investigating officers in borough Community Safety Units are specifically trained 

in dealing with hate crime and domestic violence. 
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¶ Victim or community safety issues were addressed by the secondary 
investigating officer in the CSU in 45% of incidents and should have 
been addressed in a further 8% of incidents. 
 

¶ Relevant partnerships were involved in 28% of incidents and should 
have been but werenôt in a further 6% of incidents. 
 

¶ An avoidable time delay was only identified in 12% of incidents. In 7 
out of these 13 incidents the time delay negatively affected the 
investigation. 
 

¶ All reasonable lines of enquiry were pursued by the secondary 
investigating officer in the CSU in 75% of incidents and should have 
been but werenôt in a further 6% of incidents. 
 

¶ The overall quality of the secondary investigation was graded as ógoodô 
in 34% of incidents, satisfactory in 43% of incidents and not to the 
standard expected in 18% of incidents. A further 2% of incidents were 
identified as having serious shortcomings or vulnerabilities in the 
secondary investigation. 
 

1.7 Policing Islamophobic incidents ï experiences of first response 
and secondary investigating officers  

 
This section covers the findings from stage 4 of the research, which 
involved 20 telephone interviews conducted with police officers 
investigating identified Islamophobic incidents. This included interviews 
with 11 First Response Officers conducting the primary investigation 
and 9 specialist Community Safety Unit Officers conducting the 
secondary investigation. This aimed to gain an understanding of their 
experiences in dealing with Islamophobic incidents and of what they 
think might assist them in dealing with such incidents in future5. 
 

1.7.1  Work and role history  
 
Two-thirds of First Response Officers and half of Community Safety 
Unit (CSU) Officers had been police officers for one to three years. Half 
of both had only worked on their borough for between one and three 
years. CSU Officers had generally been in their role for less than a 
year, whereas First Response Officers had generally been in their role 
for between one and seven years. 
 

                                                           
5
 Please note that the information from this stage of the research is intended to add depth to the findings 

but should not be viewed as exhaustive or fully representative of all MPS officers. 



 

 

23 

1.7.2 Identification of incidents as Islamophobic or anti -Muslim  
 
The majority of incidents were flagged immediately as an Islamophobic 
incident by the First Response Officer. The reason they gave included 
the language used by the suspect having a hate crime element and the 
recognition of the incident as a hate crime. Both First Response 
Officers and CSU Officers recognised that the perception of the victim 
or others involved in the incident was just as important in identifying the 
incident as a hate crime. However, in a number of incidents the officers 
focused on racial elements within the incident rather than on any anti-
Muslim elements that were present. This apparent preference for 
identifying racial elements and lack of attention to the variety of cultural 
and other characteristics that hate crime offenders target can be 
problematic in terms of correctly identifying and dealing with such 
offences. Targeted communities can also feel that their specific 
concerns and vulnerabilities are not being listened to or appropriately 
addressed by the police when they focus on a more generic response 
to the situation. 
 

1.7.3  Experiences and perceptions of investigating Islamophobic 
incide nts  

 
The majority of First Response and CSU Officers felt either very or 
fairly confident in dealing with this type of incident. None of the First 
Response Officers and under one-quarter of CSU Officers felt that the 
flagging of the incident as Islamophobic or anti-Muslim had an 
influence on the way it was being investigated. When asked to explain 
this further, CSU Officers said that the incidents were straightforward 
and did not warrant additional action because of the flagging. Nearly 
half of the CSU Officers said they would treat these incidents in the 
same way as others, although some realised that the hate element 
may have had a different effect on this community compared to the 
general public. Only one-quarter of CSU Officers offered a view that an 
enhanced response should be given for these types of crimes. It 
appeared that officers could be confusing the process of the 
investigation relating to this crime type with understanding the nature 
and dynamics of specific forms of hate crime. While the overriding 
police culture may want to ensure consistency and equity in the way 
officers carry out their policing practice, this mindset appears to be 
prohibiting some officers from having a cultural awareness and 
sensitivity in terms of understanding the impact of such incidents on 
this particular community and, in turn, offering a far more responsive 
and adapted service. 
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1.7.4 Awareness of victimisation  
 
All First Response Officers and CSU Officers felt that this was not a 
ónormalô or óeverydayô6 experience for the victim, stating that the victim 
was traumatised, or expressed disbelief or disappointment in the way 
they were treated by the perpetrator. However, officers also realised 
that some victims had ongoing problems and had been abused on a 
number of occasions both because of their religion and ethnicity. 
However, over half of First Response Officers and one-third of CSU 
Officers did not ask the victim about previous experiences. Also, the 
majority of officers did not ask the victim whether their families or 
friends had experienced similar incidents before. Establishing previous 
history is an important element of the investigation process, especially 
in relation to hate crime. 
 

1.7.5 Police engagement with the victim  
 
Officers felt that the majority of victims were either very or fairly 
cooperative and did not appear nervous or anxious about contacting 
the police. Officers felt that this was because of their experience and 
training which helped them reassure victims and put them at ease. 
Listening to the victim, respecting their culture, immediately acting on 
information given and explaining actions they would take were all seen 
as important. They also felt it was because victims were 
accommodating and wanted as much done as possible to ensure that 
the perpetrator was arrested. Where victims did not come across as 
cooperative, officers felt that this was due to language barriers, victims 
not wanting to go to court or the victimsô fears of possible reprisals. 
Just under one-quarter of officers identified risks to the victim, including 
the potential for ongoing harassment because the perpetrator lived in 
the same local area or worked with the victim. One-third of First 
Response Officers and just over half of CSU Officers considered the 
implications of the incident on the wider community. 
 

1.7.6 Awareness of external support agencies  
 
Three-quarters of First Response Officers were not aware of any 
external support agencies, whereas only one-third of CSU Officers 
were not aware of any external support agencies on their borough that 
provide support to victims. Very few officers were aware of any specific 
support agencies or groups for victims of anti-Muslim incidents. While 
very few First Response Officers spoke to the victim about or referred 
them to support agencies, the majority of CSU Officers stated that they 
referred the victim to agencies such as the Victim Support Scheme or 
their Borough Council Hate Crime Coordinator. 
 

                                                           
6
 óEverydayô = commonplace, usual or ordinary (rather than referring to daily occurrences) 
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1.7.7 Training and information received by officers on issues 
specifically affecting Muslim communities  
 
Half of the First Response Officers had received training or information 
on issues specifically affecting Muslim communities and the majority of 
these had received this during recruit training. However, most did not 
provide details of exactly what the training involved or whether it 
provided any focus on victimisation of the Muslim community. One-third 
of officers were aware of any borough engagement activity happening 
with the Muslim community and half of officers did not feel at all 
informed about Muslim issues on their boroughs. In addition to 
knowledge about support agencies and understanding of local issues 
and concerns, officers felt that it would be useful to have a practical 
understanding of the culture and of etiquette, as well as of concerns 
the community may have about the police. 

 
1.7.8 Community confidence in the police  
 

First Response Officers felt barriers about coming forward to report 
incidents to the police included negative media representation but also 
perceptions and cultural understanding the Muslim communities may 
have of the police. They felt that the Muslim communities may believe 
the MPS to be institutionally racist or be influenced by friendsô and 
familiesô negative experiences of the police. Some more specific 
cultural and language barriers were also mentioned. The majority of 
officers felt that increasing community engagement opportunities 
across the Muslim communities would be useful, such as open forums 
with young people and meetings with the Muslim communities at 
Mosques. 

 
1.8 Conclusions  
 

The term óhate crimeô conjures up images of violent crimes committed 
by extremist or far-right perpetrators driven by very specific hate fuelled 
ideologies. However, the Islamophobic incidents recorded by the 
Metropolitan Police Service demonstrate that, while the incidents have 
a significant and wide-ranging impact on the Muslim communities of 
London, there is very little, if any, evidence of this type of extremism at 
work. Instead, many of these incidents occur spontaneously as victims 
go about their daily lives, where either conflict situations become 
aggravated by Islamophobic or anti-Muslim words or actions or 
perpetrators take immediate advantage of an opportunity that presents 
itself. Even incidents that show some degree of premeditation by the 
offender mostly involve letters or phone messages rather than direct 
contact with the victim. Where perpetrators are known to the victim, 
these include neighbours and acquaintances or friends.  
 
This does not mean, however, that the impact of these óeverydayô7 
incidents on the Muslim communities of London are any less severe or 
wide ranging. In fact, the óeverydayô nature of such incidents makes 
them more difficult for communities to avoid and their cumulative 

                                                           
7
 óEverydayô = commonplace, usual or ordinary (rather than referring to daily occurrences). 
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nature takes a large toll not just on individuals but on the communities 
as a whole. There was evidence from the focus groups with Muslim 
community members that the nature of the incidents had in many 
cases led to them normalising this as part of their everyday experience 
and not recognising the incidents as something that could be reported 
to the police thus leading to a large amount of under-reporting of such 
incidents to the police.  
 
As with other forms of hate crime, visibility also plays a role in 
identifying targets. The visibility of Muslim women, together with the 
public debate around the óveilô, appears to have legitimised the 
targeting of Muslim women in public places to a greater extent than is 
apparent for other hate crimes that are reported to the Metropolitan 
Police Service (such as antisemitic crime, race hate crime and 
homophobic crime). 
 
Furthermore, the language used by perpetrators in the anti-Muslim 
incidents shows that there is little real understanding or knowledge of 
any religious teachings or tenets of Islam. The language is instead 
targeted at the negative stereotype or misconception of Muslim people 
that the perpetrator holds. Race and faith hate language are often used 
together. The confusion and lack of real understanding about Muslims 
and Islam held by society in general as well as by perpetrators of anti-
Muslim or Islamophobic incidents was also highlighted by members of 
the Muslim community that were spoken to as part of this research.  
 
These incidents do need to be understood within their wider social and 
cultural context. The negative media reporting directed at Muslims, the 
impact of counter-terrorism policies such as óPreventô, the perceptions 
of negative police attitudes towards young Muslims being played out in 
stop and search situations, as well as politiciansô comments relating to 
Muslims in relation to óveilsô and multiculturalism all serve to generate a 
climate where Muslim communities are made to feel increasingly 
isolated and vulnerable and where bigotry is reinforced and seen as 
ósocially acceptableô. It is of concern that women in public places, often 
together with their children, are being seen as legitimate targets. Also, 
more efforts are needed to engage with and encourage young Muslim 
males and older Muslim females to report anti-Muslim or Islamophobic 
incidents that they experience to the police.  
 
The nature of the incidents and social context within which they occur 
makes it far more difficult for police to target and disrupt the activities of 
such perpetrators. It also requires police officers to have an awareness 
of the social and cultural context within which individual incidents occur 
and also for them to be aware of wider community implications of such 
incidents.  
 
It was evident from the research that efforts were being made by both 
first response and secondary or specialist investigating officers to 
reassure victims of such crimes that their experiences were being 
taken seriously and to investigate the incidents thoroughly. However, 
the overriding police culture of ensuring consistency and equity in the 
way officers carry out their policing practice appears, in some cases, to 
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be prohibiting officers from being aware that a knowledge of cultural or 
social context is necessary to understand the impact of such incidents 
on this particular community and to offer a far more responsive and 
adapted service.  
 
There were some gaps that were identified in terms of service delivery 
and supervision. Improvements can be made around evidence 
gathering in relation to initial victim statements and addressing victim 
needs and safety issues. In particular, recording of information about 
victim visibility or other information on how or why the victim was 
targeted, as well as an investigation into the offenderôs motivation are 
vital in terms of being able to effectively respond to and prevent such 
incidents from occurring. There were also specific gaps in the 
knowledge and training of the officers that need to be addressed. In 
particular, there was quite a wide-ranging lack of knowledge about hate 
crime, cultural issues affecting Muslim communities and of external 
local support agencies that could assist victims of anti-Muslim or 
Islamophobic incidents. 
 
Finally, the focus on identifying racial elements within an incident and 
lack of attention to the variety of cultural and other characteristics that 
hate crime offenders target can be problematic in terms of correctly 
identifying and dealing with such offences. Different communities have 
their own specific concerns, different barriers to reporting and different 
vulnerabilities and these need to be listened to and appropriately 
addressed by the police. 
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2 Understanding Islamophobic incidents 
recorded by the police in London  

 
2.1 Introduction  
 
On 4 January 2012, Gary Dobson and David Norris were found guilty of the 
racist murder of Stephen Lawrence. After an 18 year struggle for justice, 
Stephen Lawrenceôs father Neville recognised the efforts of both the judge 
and the police. The commissioner of the Metropolitan Police, Bernard Hogan-
Howe, said: "The other people involved in the murder of Stephen Lawrence 
should not rest easily in their beds" as he welcomed the convictions of Norris 
and Dobson8. 
 
In the early hours of 26 December 2011, a 23 year old Indian student Anuj 
Bidve was shot in the head by a stranger at close range as he walked with 
friends near their hotel in Salford, Greater Manchester. The communities 
within the area reacted with understandable anxiety after the woman, who 
held Mr Bidveôs hand as he lay dying, said the killing appeared to have been 
ñvery racialò. Chief Superintendent Kevin Mulligan of Greater Manchester 
Police, the senior investigating officer, told the press that they were now 
treating the murder as a hate crime due to ñgrowing perceptions in the 
communityò9. Anujôs father, Mr Bidve, flew to the UK with his family to collect 
their sonôs body, said, ñthe family had been ódeeply movedô by the support 
people had shown them during their visit to the UK.ò10  
 
The positive reaction from the UK public and police to both the conviction of 
Dobson and Norris and the horrific murder of Anuj Bidve is an indication that 
explicit racism within British society is no longer acceptable. On the other 
hand, however, many assert that: 
 

ñ[p]rejudice against Islam ï Islamophobia ï is [still seen as] 
Britainôs last remaining socially respectable form of 
bigotryò11.  

 
A look at the themes of media reporting directed at Muslims is quite telling in 
this regard. Analysis by the Cardiff School of Journalism found that 
approximately two-thirds of all themes of news articles about Muslims 
involved: 
 

ñeither terrorism (some 36 per cent of stories); religious 
issues such as Sharia Law, highlighting cultural differences 
between British Muslims and others (22 per cent); or Muslim 
extremisméThese stories all portrayed Muslims as a source 
of trouble. By contrast only 5 per cent of stories were based 
on problems facing British Muslims.ò12 

                                                           
8
 BBC News online (4 January 2012) 

9
 The Telegraph online (29 December 2011) 

10
 BBC News online (6 January 2012) 

11 Oborne, P. and Jones, J. (2008:13), see also Baroness Warsiôs speech as reported in The Guardian 

online (9 February 2011) 
12 Oborne, P. and Jones, J. (2008:19) 
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The Muslim communities are lobbying the government and criminal justice 
systems to consider further action against their continued victimisation 
motivated by anti-Muslim sentiment. They feel that the implications of the 
ócounter terrorismô programme in response to the terrorist bombings on 9/11 
and 7/7 have placed them as ósuspect communitiesô. These communities, 
ñ[that] are perceived to be associated with the violence are characterised: as 
allies in the struggle against óterrorismô, as victims needing protections from a 
potential backlash and as communities that might be harbouring extremists 
and threatening individualsò.13 According to research carried out by the 
London Metropolitan University, these anti-terrorist policies and measures, 
ñled to an excessive [negative] focus on these communities.ò14  
 
Furthermore, research on behalf of the Equalities and Human Rights 
Commission has found that the targeting of funding to Muslim communities 
under Preventing Violent Extremism or óPreventô has not only resulted in them 
being treated as ósuspect communitiesô but has also generated resentment 
from other communities, having the effect of undermining community 
cohesion, as well as increasing their feelings of alienation and isolation and 
raising their levels of anxiety and vulnerability.15 
 
An example of how pervasive this negative ófocusô has become is through 
comments made by the former Secretary of State for Justice Jack Straw (who 
in 1997 ordered a public inquiry into the investigation of the Stephen 
Lawrence). Jack Straw, at the time also the Labour MP for Blackburn, 
engendered nationwide controversy in October 2006 by saying that ñface 
veils16 were a óvisible statement of separation and of differenceô and 
suggested they could make community relations harder. He also said he 
asked Muslim women to reveal their faces in his constituency surgeries 
because he thought the veils got in the way of effective communicationéò17.  
 
Politicians quickly became caught up in the furore, some coming out in 
support of Jack Straw, including the then Prime Minister, Tony Blair, who 
called the veil a ñmark of separationò18. Others condemned his comments or 
raised concerns about them, including the Labour Peer, Lord Nazir Ahmed, 
who said that politicians and journalists were jumping on a bandwagon 
because "it is fashionable these days to have a go at the Muslims" and that 
there was "a constant theme of demonisation of the Muslim communityò19. 
Scotlandôs Communities Minister, Malcolm Chisolm, went as far as saying that 
ñ[w]e should respect the different cultures that are here and that is not against 
the idea of integration.ò20  
 
It was also suggested at the time that Jack Strawôs comments had led to 
attacks on Muslim women who had their veils ripped off and that the 
comments had encouraged ósupportiveô discriminatory behaviour and 

                                                           
13 Hickman et al (2011:14) 
14 Hickman et al (2011:15) 
15 Choudhury, T. and Fenwich, H. (2011: x)  
16 References to the óveilô encompass a variety of garments including the hijab (headscarf), niqab (face 

veil) and jilbab (full body garments). 
17

 BBC News online (25
 
July 2010) 

18 BBC News online (17 October 2006) 
19 BBC News online (15 October 2006) 
20 BBC News online (8 October 2006) 
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comments, such the following one shouted by a middle-aged woman in the 
crowd at Jack Straw when he attended Blackburn Town Hall on 13 October 
2006:  
 

ñWell done, Jack. If they don't like it, they should go home.ò21  
 
In 2010, Jack Straw publicly apologised, stating "If I had realised the scale of 
publicity that they [the comments] received in October 2006, I wouldnôt have 
made them and I am sorry that it has caused problems and I offer that 
apology."22 However, Muslim lobbying groups have commented that this 
apology did not go far enough and a clear message of support from the 
government was required to counteract the current climate of anti-Muslim 
hatred.  
 
The Muslim communitiesô fears are not unfounded as far-right organisations 
such as the British National Party are now placing an emphasis on their 
hatred specifically towards the Muslim community.  This change has been 
detected by Her Majestyôs Inspectorate of Constabulary23 which has observed 
that more than half the significant demonstrations in the past 18 months have 
been carried out by the English Defence League (EDL)24 which only targets 
Muslims. Additionally, in February 2011 at the same time as the EDL 
organised a óhomecomingô march in Luton, David Cameron gave his speech 
on Security in Munich. He was criticised for both the timing and content of his 
speech which stated that multiculturalism had failed and made suggestions 
that Muslims must embrace British values of freedom, democracy and equal 
rights. It was felt by the Muslim lobbying groups that David Cameronôs 
speech, although unintentionally, played into the rhetoric of the extremists 
who hold anti-Muslim sentiment.  
 
In a post 9/11 and 7/7 environment, the political and media discussions have 
reinforced views like those expressed by David Cameron and others that 
British national identity and Muslim distinctiveness or difference are mutually 
exclusive. Specifically:  
 

ñ[f]rom a British perspective, the social cohesion agenda is 
based exclusively upon the obligation of Muslim minorities 
for integration and as a consequence, the problem of non-
integrationérests with Muslims themselves.ò25 

 
Opinion polls are often quoted in the press as demonstrating that the majority 
of Muslims in Britain feel that they are Muslims first, instead of British first, and 
as providing further evidence of a lack of integration with mainstream society. 
However, a more detailed and thorough Gallup study suggests the opposite26. 
This study compared the attitudes of Muslim residents of London with those of 
the British public overall and found that strong identification with their religion 
was not mutually exclusive with a strong identification with their nationality, or 

                                                           
21 BBC News online (13 October 2006)  
22 Islamophobia Watch online news feed (27 April 2010) 
23 HMIC (2011) 
24 The English Defence League (EDL) is a group formed in 2009 whose stated intention of opposing the 

perceived spread of Islamism, Sharia Law and Islamic extremism in England. Defence league groups 
have been set up in Wales and Scotland and have links in Northern Ireland. 
25 Chakraborti, N. and Zempi, I. (2012)  
26 Oborne, P. and Jones, J. (2008:29) 
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with condemnation of terrorist attacks on civilians or a lack of desire to 
segregate themselves27. Unfortunately, most polls do not examine these 
issues in as much depth and therefore the view that expressing a Muslim 
identity and integrating into British culture are mutually exclusive prevails and 
is reinforced. 
 
The wearing of the óveilô within this context is an overt signifier of difference 
and óothernessô, The political debate, together with negative media portrayals 
linking Islam with Islamist terrorism has transformed the veil from a symbol of 
religious identity to a symbol of ñgender inequality, hostility to a democratic 
society and Islamist extremismò28. It has also, it can be argued, legitimised 
targeted victimisation of veiled Muslim women, as particularly visible members 
of Muslim communities, by people wanting to carry out an indiscriminate 
attack on a symbol of Islam. This is something that this research will examine 
further. 
 
2.2 Criminal Justice response to Islamophobia  
 
Events such as the tragic terrorist attacks on September 11, 2001 in New 
York and Pennsylvania and on March 11, 2004 in Madrid, as well as the bomb 
attacks that occurred during the morning rush hour in London in the United 
Kingdom (UK) on July 7, 2005 have presented police forces and other 
agencies with many pressures and challenges. In addition to the challenges of 
investigating and preventing such events, international events and tensions 
have also highlighted and reinforced the need for a greater awareness of how 
global and local events impact on different communities in terms of the 
potential for increased victimisation or óbacklashô.29 The challenges faced by 
the London Metropolitan Police Service (MPS) around the policing of hate 
crimes have not only highlighted the need for a greater understanding of the 
nature of the incidents and their perpetrators, but also the need for close 
liaison and consultation with minority communities and vulnerable groups 
within London.  
 
Within this context, this research will redress some of the issues raised above 
by focusing on the victimisation of Muslims, specifically in relation to 
Islamophobic or anti-Muslim incidents that are recorded by the MPS. 
Additionally, some of the research that has taken place over the last five years 
in the Diversity and Citizen Focus Directorate (DCFD) in the MPS will be 
presented here, focusing in particular on research carried out jointly by DCFD 
and the CSU (Community Safety Unit) Service Delivery Team30 on 
Islamophobic incidents recorded by the MPS. This will highlight problems and 
challenges that have emerged out of this research in relation to both strategic 
thinking and operational practice in the policing of London. 
 

                                                           
27 Mogahed, D. (2007) 
28 Chakraborti, N. and Zempi, I. (2012) 
29

 See the following reports and articles for more information: EUMC (2001); EUMC (2005); Hall, N. 

(2005: 104); Perry, B. (2003). 
30

. The CSU Service Delivery Team has the strategic and policy lead with overall responsibility for MPS 
delivery on domestic violence and hate crime performance and compliance. It is based in the Territorial 
Policing Capability and Business Support Operational Command Unit (TP CBS OCU). The TP CBS 
OCU supports boroughs to drive continuous improvement and performance across the MPS. 
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2.3 Rationale for this research project  
 
Previous research conducted by the Diversity & Citizen Focus Directorate and 
the CSU Service Delivery Team highlighted that there was under-flagging of 
different forms of hate crimes on the Crime Report Information System 
(CRIS). This indicated that official ófaith hateô figures were an under-estimate 
of the number of such incidents coming to the attention of the police. 
 
Under-flagging makes it difficult to identify the level and extent of 
Islamophobia reported to the MPS, which makes it harder for the MPS to have 
a full understanding of the nature of these incidents. This, in turn, makes it 
difficult to provide reassurance to the communities affected by this form of 
hate crime, as well as put more informed preventative mechanisms in place to 
combat it. Under-flagging of such incidents raises questions about the general 
level of understanding of frontline officers on issues relating to crimes that are 
motivated by anti-Muslim hate. 
 
While it is believed that changes introduced to the CRIS system on 5 
December 2008 have resulted in more accurate recording of faith hate 
incidents, it is still important to review the nature and extent of such incidents 
reported to the MPS to date and to highlight areas where training, 
investigation and partnership working can be improved. 
 
2.4 Rationale for using police crime data to research hate crime  
 
There is an official requirement on the police in the United Kingdom to collect 
data on all hate incidents reported to them, regardless of whether or not the 
incidents constitute a criminal offence. Furthermore, it is the perception of the 
victim or any other person that is key in determining whether an incident is 
regarded as a hate incident or not, rather than the motivation of the offender 
(ACPO, 2005). The MPS has adopted these criteria and therefore investigates 
all incidents that are perceived to be hate incidents. This is a far more 
inclusive criterion than is used by police in many other countries, for example 
in the United States where the definition of hate crime is far more restrictive 
and is based on crimes where police have enough evidence to prove the 
motivation of the offender is hate-related and themselves conclude that a hate 
crime has occurred. 
 
However, it would be over-optimistic to believe that official police records 
would or could provide a full or accurate picture of hate crime. Official 
information can only provide a partial but important insight into the hate 
crimes that victims bring to the attention of the police and the criminal justice 
system as a whole. Nevertheless, we would assert that police information, 
amongst other sources of information such as victimisation surveys, can be 
used to further criminological and sociological debate and can contribute to 
the understanding of hate crime.  
 
Furthermore, using a grounded, evidence-based approach to police records 
can offer vital information in challenging crime31. By looking at the already 
existing routinely collected police information on hate crime, and by 
specifically taking into account the social context within which these incidents 

                                                           
31 Stanko, E.et al (2003) 
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occur, it enables the criminal justice system, practitioners, policy makers and 
academics to question and reconsider the way in which these forms of 
targeted crime are conceptualised. Such information has already been used 
to inform MPS policy and practice in the area of hate crime and domestic 
violence since 1999. 
 
It is envisaged from the start that this research would be conducted using 
similar principles that made the óHate Crimes Against Londonôs Jewsô project 
so effective. This was a partnership project which was conducted together 
with Dr Paul Iganski in conjunction with the Institute for Jewish Policy 
Research. The fact that it was a partnership project which earned the support 
of external groups within the Jewish Community (including the Community 
Security Trust), ensured that the published findings were widely disseminated 
and contributed to greater trust and confidence in the MPS from the Jewish 
community. The published research was also submitted as a separate piece 
of evidence into the All-Party Parliamentary Inquiry into Antisemitism in 2006. 
It enabled a thorough and detailed briefing to be given to the then Director of 
the Violent Crime Directorate prior to his oral evidence session. This resulted 
in the MPS being hailed as a beacon of good practice on a national level by 
Inquiry Members32. 
 
2.5 Outline of the research  
 
The overall aims of the research were to: 
 

¶ support the Muslim Safety Forum workstream óIslamophobia and Hate 
Crimesô, 

¶ raise the understanding of frontline officers of the nature of such 
crimes, 

¶ identify areas where training, investigation, supervision and 
partnership working can be improved, 

¶ determine whether there are any gaps in the level of service provided 
to victims, 

¶ assist the MPS in the development of preventative measures,  

¶ provide reassurance to Muslim communities in London, foster 
community engagement and encourage the reporting of islamophobic 
hate crime incidents to the police, and 

¶ provide practical and operationally-focused recommendations for 
improvement. 

 
Please note that the research covers all incidents which perpetrators have 
targeted at Muslims or perceived Muslims, and will therefore also include 
cases of mistaken identity where victims may be from other communities, 
such as Sikh or Hindu communities. 
 
The research was structured as follows: 
 

                                                           
32 All-Party Parliamentary Group against Antisemitism (2006) 
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Stage 1 

¶ Identification of flagged Islamophobic incidents on the Crime Recording 
Information System (CRIS) from April 2006 (when the Islamophobic 
identifier or óflagô was introduced) to December 2012.  

¶ Conducting quantitative analysis on the incidents identified to determine 
the overall trends, distribution and characteristics of these incidents. 

 
Stage 2 

¶ Conducting in-depth qualitative analysis of the features and patterns of a 
sample of incidents identified in Stage 1.  

¶ This focused on incidents identified in October 2008, March 2009 and 
September 2009. In order to capture further unflagged incidents during 
these time periods further searches were carried out on the system using 
specific keywords. In addition to the in-depth analysis carried out by 
DCFD, analysis of the same sample of incidents was carried out by CSU 
Service Delivery Team officers to determine the quality of service provided 
to the victims (both in terms of investigation and supervision). 

 
Stage 3 

¶ Scoping and identification of focus areas for further qualitative work, 
working together with stakeholders to do so. 

 
Stage 4 

¶ Conducting qualitative focus group and telephone interviews into focus 
areas identified.  

 
(i) Four focus groups with Muslim  community members covering 
young women, older women, young men and older men.  These 
included members of the community who had not reported incidents to the 
police and did not feel confident doing so. Themes covered in the groups 
included: experiences of anti-social and criminal behaviour directed 
against them; at what point these experiences were considered to be 
crimes rather than óeverydayô (or commonplace) behaviour of the wider 
community; what they thought the motivation of the perpetrators were; 
whether assistance was sought from either within or outside of the Muslim 
community; how such incidents affected their daily behaviour and safety 
management; any feelings of isolation or vulnerability; feelings in relation 
to the wider community; their experiences and expectations of the police; 
attitudes and treatment received from the police if incidents were reported; 
what would increase their confidence in the police; how the police could 
improve their service. 

 
(ii) 20 telephone interviews carried out by CSU Service Delivery Team 
officers  with first response officers and with Community Safety 
Officers (secondary investigators) of identified Islamophobic 
incidents. Themes covered in the interviews included: the level of their 
understanding of issues affecting the Muslim community; barriers to 
reporting that may exist for the Muslim community; their experiences of 
investigating Islamophobic incidents; how they felt the confidence of the 
Muslim community to report Islamophobic incidents could be increased; 
what partnership working with the Muslim community they were aware of; 
what they thought would improve the level of service they could provide to 
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Muslim victims; what would enable them to respond to issues identified by 
the Muslim community more effectively. 
 

2.6 Partnership/  collaboration with key groups within the Muslim  
Community and other relevant parties/  groups  

 
The current research project has been carried out and managed by Vicky 
Kielinger and Susan Paterson in the Diversity and Citizen Focus Directorate. 
The project has also benefited from an external academic, Dr. Paul Iganski, 
who is a respected and established author in the hate crime arena, from the 
Department of Applied Social Science in the University of Lancaster. He 
collaborated on the design and analysis of individual incidents in stages 1 and 
2 of the research. This input has ensured that the research has an added 
independence outside of the MPS. 

Additionally, the researchers have consulted closely with the Muslim Safety 
Forum, the Mayorôs Office for Policing and Crime (MOPAC, formerly the 
Metropolitan Police Authority), the National Association of Muslim Police 
(NAMP) and the Association of Chief Police Officers (ACPO) National 
Community Tension Team (NCTT) as key stakeholders to ensure that the 
research was developed, carried out and reported on in partnership with 
them. Overall, the aim was to ensure that the research received the support 
and óbuy-inô from relevant and informed representatives of the Muslim 
community and of other key stakeholders. 

Within the Metropolitan Police Service, the researchers regularly liaised with 
the Community Safety Unit (CSU) Service Delivery Team (TP CBS OCU) on 
progress, particularly in relation to any operational findings and 
recommendations that have been developed from the research. This 
communication was vital in ensuring that any operational findings were placed 
in context of the expertise and delivery activity undertaken by the CSU 
Service Delivery Team. This also ensured that the recommendations that 
emerged from the research were effective in changing outcomes, as well as 
being realistic and achievable.  
 
Other relevant departments within the MPS have been consulted with as 
internal stakeholders, including the Corporate Development Evaluation and 
Performance Unit, Communities Together Strategic Engagement Team and 
the MPS Association of Muslim Police. 
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3  Trends and Patterns in Islamophobic 
incidents  

 
3.1 The Muslim population in London  
 
According to 2011 Census figures released to date, there are 2.7 million 
Muslims in England and Wales, of which just under 40% live in London and 
make up 12.4% of the population of London33. The Muslim population in 
London is one of the largest of any European city and is highly diverse in 
terms of nationality, ethnicity and language. The boroughs in London with the 
highest proportion of Muslim residents are Tower Hamlets (34.5%), followed 
by Newham (32.0%). Other boroughs with a Muslim population of more than 
15% include Redbridge, Waltham Forest, Brent, Westminster, Enfield and 
Ealing. 
 
According to figures published by the Mayor of London based on the 2001 
Census figures34, over half of Muslims in London (58%) were of south Asian 
origin (Bangladeshi, Indian, Pakistani and óOther Asianô), almost 20% were 
White, just over 13% were Black and just under 5% were in the óMixedô and 
again in the óChinese or other groupô categories. Muslims had the youngest 
age profile of all religious groups in London (as well as the UK overall). Almost 
one-third was below 15 years of age and 17% was aged 16-24. Just over half 
(51%) of the Muslim population in London was male. 
 
 
3.2 Background to the recording of anti -Muslim and Islamophobic 

incidents by the Metropolitan Police Service  
 
The Metropolitan Police Service (MPS) is one of the few police forces in the 
United Kingdom that has a specific identifier for Islamophobic incidents that 
are reported to it. The óflagô or identifier for Islamophobic incidents recorded on 
the Crime Report Information System (CRIS) ï a system which electronically 
stores information on criminal incidents and offences recorded by the police ï 
was introduced on 15 March 2006. An Islamophobic incident is defined by the 
MPS as: 

ñAny incident that is perceived by the victim or any other 
person to be motivated or aggravated by fear and/ or hatred 
of Islam, Muslim people or Islamic culture.ò 

 
However, there have been a number of precursors to this specific identifier 
that are worth noting, as they have influenced the way in which the current 
Islamophobia identifier is understood and used by police officers. The first 
separate identifier under which anti-Muslim incidents could be recorded was 
the racial incident flag, which was introduced onto the Crime Report 
Information System (CRIS) on 1 April 1996. This initially defined racial 
incidents as: 

                                                           
33 Figures extracted from table KS209EW entitled ó2011 Census: Religion, local authorities in England 

and Walesô from the Office for National Statistics website. See 
http://www.ons.gov.uk/ons/publications/re-reference-tables.html?edition=tcm%3A77-286262 for further 
details 
34

 GLA (2006) 

http://www.ons.gov.uk/ons/publications/re-reference-tables.html?edition=tcm%3A77-286262
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ñ[A]ny incident in which it appears to the reporting or 
investigating officer that the complaint involves an element of 
racial motivation or any incident which includes an allegation 
of racial motivation by any person.ò 
 

Following the publication of the Stephen Lawrence Inquiry Report 
(Macpherson, 1999), the definition of what constituted a racial incident 
changed from solely the assessment of the police officer to include the victim 
or óany other personô35. This change was recommended by the Inquiry to 
ensure that the victimsô perceptions of the motivation of offender were 
included. The definition changed to:  
 

ñ[A]ny incident which is perceived to be racist by the victim or 
any other person.ò  

 
After the terrorist incident in New York on 11 September 2001, the MPS 
introduced a óUSô flag or identifier to monitor incidents that were (or were 
perceived to be) related or associated with the terrorist incident. Over the five 
week period following September 11, 272 incidents were specifically flagged 
as US related and 602 had a combination of US and other racial flags. The 
combined US and racial flags were used with victims who were predominantly 
Indian/ Pakistani and Arabic/ Egyptian in ethnic appearance and were 
primarily incidents targeted at Muslims. Conversely, situations where the US 
flags was applied without a racial flag were predominantly for instances of 
threats including bomb threats directed at American organisations and their 
representatives (mostly óWhite Europeanô in ethnic appearance). Overall, 
there was a 6.4% increase in racial incidents during September and October 
2001 compared to the same time period in 2000. This increase was 
proportionate across all previously reported crime types, apart from a 
disproportionate rise in malicious communications (threatening letters and 
telephone calls) and bomb hoaxes (mostly anthrax related). 
 
By 17 December 2001, the MPS introduced a specific faith hate flag to the 
CRIS system with the purpose of identifying those incidents committed 
against people and property on the basis of their connection, or perceived 
connection, with any faith or religion. Additional identifiers on the ófaith hateô 
incidents denoted the perceived faith or religion to which the report referred 
and could also refer to more than one faith for any particular incident. After the 
initial aftermath of the September 11th attack, the recording of faith hate 
incidents decreased again. It was difficult at the time to determine how much 
of this decrease was due to an actual decrease in the number of such 
incidents being reported as opposed to the extent to which reporting officers 
reverted back to the use of the racial incident identifier rather than continuing 
to use the more specific faith hate categorisation.  
 
An illustration of the complexities and potential difficulties involved in 
recording such incidents can be seen in an examination of anti-Semitic 
incidents that was carried out at the time. Out of the 25 anti-Semitic incidents 
recorded on CRIS in January 2003, only four were also flagged as ófaith hateô 
incidents. Conversely, looking at the six faith hate incidents directed at 

                                                           
35 Sir William Macpherson of Cluny (1999) - chapter 45 paragraphs 16-17 
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Judaism that were recorded in January 2003 only four were also coded as 
being anti-Semitic in nature.  
 
Reporting officers also did not always identify the specific faith the incident 
related to using the secondary identifier within ófaith hateô incidents. This 
meant that identification of incidents involving specific faiths was difficult and 
required in-depth analysis. The analysis that was carried out showed that 
almost half of the incidents recorded as faith hate incidents were directed at 
Islam or Muslims and the remainder were directed against Judaism, 
Buddhism and one was directed against Christianity. 
 
After the four bomb attacks on the London Underground and a bus on 7 July 
2005 and the four attempted attacks on 21 July 2005, the European 
Monitoring Centre on Racism and Xenophobia recorded in 2005 ña temporary 
and disturbing increase in faith related hate crimesò (EUMC 2005). As a result 
of concerns raised by the Muslim, Sikh and Hindu communities, relating to the 
difficulty of identifying incidents targeted at Muslims or perceived Muslims 
highlighted above, a specific óIslamophobicô incident identifier for these 
incidents was introduced on the CRIS system on 15 March 2006. Therefore, a 
number of óflagsô or identifiers could be used by officers to identify anti-Muslim 
hate crime incidents ï racial, faith hate and/ or Islamophobic. The óflagô could 
be used either individually or in combinations, potentially leading to confusion 
amongst officers as to which flags should be used for which incidents, as well 
as to differential practices across London, especially if there was a racial 
element to the incident as well. 
 
As a response to further concerns from a number of minority communities, 
research was conducted by TP and DCFD, who were able to highlight that 
there was a significant amount of under-flagging of different forms of hate 
crimes on the CRIS system, including Islamophobic incidents. A detailed 
scrutiny of performance gaps and compliance issues undertaken in relation to 
hate crime recording on CRIS identified that there was under-flagging of hate 
crimes and, in particular, of Islamophobic incidents. In addition, problems 
were identified with the accuracy of hate crime related óflagsô or identifiers 
being used on CRIS and the lack of identification of targeted communities in 
relation to hate crime. 
 
This can be illustrated by the findings from a keyword search for anti-Muslim 
incidents undertaken for the month of October 2008. This identified 37 anti-
Muslim incidents that were reported to the MPS. Only 8 out of the 37 anti-
Muslim incidents had an Islamophobic flag or identifier (21.7%), a further 9 
(24.3%) were flagged as a faith hate incident but not identified as anti-Muslim 
and almost half (45.9%) were only recorded as racial incidents. A further 3 
incidents did not have any flags or identifiers at all.  
 
As a result of these identified recording problems, the MPS made changes to 
improve the recording processes of hate crimes on the CRIS system and this 
was introduced on 5 December 2008. Officers completing CRIS incident 
reports now receive prompt questions that require boxes to be ticked or a 
selection to be made from a drop down list before the report can be 
completed. This removes the requirement on officers to remember a list of 
identifying flags, as these are now automatically placed on the incident report 
as the prompt questions are completed by the officer. If the report relates to 



 

 

39 

faith hate crime, the religion targeted is identified from a look-up list and the 
victimôs nationality and religion also has to be recorded. The latest changes to 
the CRIS system have undoubtedly had a positive impact on the accuracy of 
recording of hate crime incidents. While an overview of faith hate incidents 
and Islamophobic incidents can be gained prior to December 2008, it should 
be recognised that these are incomplete pictures of anti-Muslim incidents 
coming to the attention of the MPS.  
 
In order to gain a more complete overview of anti-Muslim incidents 
painstaking in-depth analysis needs to be carried out of individual incident 
reports on the CRIS system. This will be covered in later chapters of this 
report. The remainder of this chapter provides an initial overview of identified 
anti-faith motivated incidents to set the scene for the more in-depth analysis to 
follow. 
The remainder of this chapter provides an initial overview of following groups 
of incidents to set the scene for the more in-depth analysis to follow:  

(i)   faith hate incidents recorded by the MPS between January 2002 and 
December 2012;  

(ii)   faith hate incidents recorded between April and October 2005;  
(iii)   Islamophobic incidents identified (through detailed analysis involving 

the viewing of each incident report) between April and October 
2005; and 

(iv)   Islamophobic incidents recorded between April 2006 and December 
2012. 

 
 
 
 
 
3.3 Overview of faith hate incidents recorded by the MPS between 

January 2002 and December 2012 36 
 
Since the introduction of the ófaith hateô identifier on CRIS on 17 December 
2001, the number of faith hate incidents recorded by the MPS have fluctuated 
from month to month.  
 
Excluding the time period from July to August 2005 (where much higher levels 
of faith hate incidents were recorded following the London bombings), the 
average number of faith hate incidents recorded by the MPS from January 
2002 to November 2008 was 35 a month. Since December 2008, mainly due 
to a change in recording practices, the average monthly number of faith hate 
incidents recorded has almost doubled to 67 (see figure 3.1 below).  

                                                           
36

 Unless otherwise specified data in this section of the report was extracted from CRIS over three time 
periods: Mar 2006 - Feb 2011 data extracted on 20/06/2011; Mar 2011 - Sep 2011 data extracted on 
18/12/2012; and Oct 2011 - Dec 2011 data extracted 07/01/2013. 
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Figure 3.1: Faith Hate Incidents (January 2002 - December 2012)
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(Source: Data extracted from CRIS)  
 
Since December 2008, the identification of the faith against which the faith 
hate incidents were targeted has been mandatory. Therefore, it is possible to 
look at the proportion of faith hate incidents targeted at each faith group. The 
largest number of faith hate incidents recorded by the MPS (48.2%) were 
targeted at Muslims or the Islamic faith, followed by 35.9% targeted at Jewish 
people or the Jewish faith. Figure 3.2 (below) shows this in more detail. 
 

 Faith/Religion/Belief Description Frequency Percentage

ISLAM 1,592 48.2%

JEWISH 1,186 35.9%

CHRISTIAN 182 5.5%

SIKH 112 3.4%

HINDU 86 2.6%

ROMAN CATHOLIC 45 1.4%

JEHOVAH'S WITNESS 8 0.2%

BUDDHIST 7 0.2%

SCIENTOLOGIST 7 0.2%

PROTESTANT 6 0.2%

SPIRITUALIST 5 0.2%

ATHEIST 2 0.1%

BAPTIST 2 0.1%

PENTECOSTAL 2 0.1%

RASTAFARIAN 2 0.1%

KRISHNA CONSCIOUSNESS MOVEMENT 1 0.0%

PAGAN 1 0.0%

ZOROASTRIAN 1 0.0%

UNKNOWN 49 1.5%

NOT STATED 4 0.1%

 Total 3,300 100.0%

(Source: Data extracted from CRIS on 09/01/2013)

Figure 3.2: Faith at which Faith Hate Incidents were 

targeted (December 2008 - December 2012)
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3.4 Focus on faith hate incidents recorded by the MPS between 7 
April  and 7 October 2005  

 
There were four bomb attacks on London Underground and bus during the 
órush hourô on 7th July, followed by four attempted attacks on 21st July 2005. 
Concerns were raised by minority communities in the immediate aftermath, 
the Muslim community in particular, that some individuals would use the 
events as an excuse for racist/ faith-related attacks. In the immediate period 
after the attacks there was a ñtemporary and disturbing increase in faith 
related hate crimeséò (EUMC 2005). Analysis was carried out by the authors 
of this report, together with Dr Paul Iganski from Lancaster University, to 
investigate the exact nature of that increase in incidents. 
 
An initial analysis of the different forms of hate crime recorded by the MPS 
over this time period showed an increase in recorded racial incidents and faith 
hate incidents in the immediate aftermath of the bombings on 7 July (see 
figure 3.3 below). 
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Figure 3.3: Types of hate crime incident (11th April to 2nd Oct 2005)
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Focusing on the faith hate incidents recorded over this time period, a clear 
increase can be seen in the number of incidents involving threats or 
harassment, as well as smaller increases in criminal damage and violence-
related incidents (see figure 3.4 below). 
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Figure 3.4: Faith incidents - Allegation grouping (11th April to 2nd Oct 2005)

Violence Non Crime Book Threats/harassment Criminal Damage Theft Sex-related Other

(Source: Data extracted from CRIS 27/10/2005)

7th July
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21st July
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A clear increase can also be seen in the number of victims of óIndian/ 
Pakistaniô ethnic appearance (see figure 3.5 below).  
 

Figure 3.5: Faith incidents - ethnic appearance of victim 

(11th April to 2nd Oct 2005)
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Out of the 636 faith hate incidents that were recorded by the MPS between 7 
April and 7 October 2007 that were analysed by the authors together with Dr 
Paul Iganski, 409 were judged to be definite incidents of Islamophobia (see 
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figure 3.6 below). Figure 3.6 below shows the categories into which the other 
incidents fell.  
 

Category Frequency

1. Certain that it is Islamophobia, targeted at Muslim(s) or perceived Muslim(s) 409

2. Backlash after an extreme incident that would appear to be a case of mistaken 

identity, but no evidence provided to determine reason for being targeted. For 

example, firebombing of Sikh temple on the night of 7/7 where no anti-Muslim 

messages were left at the scene

8

3. Definitely a faith hate incident, but does not fall into the category of 1 or 2. This 

includes both inter-religious and intra-religious incidents
9

4a. Clearly a racial incident but not enough information to indicate that there is a 

religious dimension. For example, comments like "Are you from Iraq? F*** off Iraquis" 79

4b. Incidents targeted at Jewish or Sikh individuals/ organisations. Under legislation 

these are seen as incidents targeted at a race of people, rather than at a faith. 54

5. Doesn't appear to be a faith or race hate incident at all 59

6. Unclear 8

7. Crime reports related to actual bombers/ bombings 10

Total 636

Figure 3.6: Analysis of faith hate incidents to determine which were 

Islamophobic (7th April to 7th Oct 2005)

 
 
3.5 Patterns of Islamophobic incidents from  7 April to 7 October 2005  
 
44 incidents of Islamophobia took place in the three months before 7 July 
2005, 365 incidents of Islamophobia took place in the three months after 7 
July. Some characteristics of the incidents did not change after 7 July, for 
example the method of contacting the police. Approximately two-fifths of 
victims or informants dialled 999, one-fifth attended the front counter and just 
under one-fifth dialled their local police station. There was a change, however, 
in the proportion of incidents notified to officers in the street, which after 7 July 
increased from 2.3% to 10.7%. 
 
The times of the day during which the incidents were committed also showed 
no significant change after 7 July, with the largest proportion still taking place 
between six oôclock in the afternoon and midnight. The type of incident 
recorded also showed no dramatic changes, apart from a decrease in the 
proportion of violent incidents and incidents involving óthreats and harassmentô 
and an increase in the proportion of incidents involving ómalicious 
communicationsô. (see figure 3.7 below). 
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Figure 3.7: A comparison of type of Islamophobic incident 

before and after 7th July 2005
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The location of incidents did not show any dramatic changes, although there 
was an increase in the proportion of incidents that took place at places of 
worship following 7 July (see figure 3.8). 
 

Figure 3.8: Location of Islamophobic incidents before and after 7th July 
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While the numbers of victims increased dramatically after 7th July (see figure 
3.9 below), the proportions of victims in each ethnic appearance grouping did 
not change. The proportion of óIndian/ Pakistaniô victims, for example, 
remained around 47%. Approximately two-thirds of the victims were male. The 
largest proportion of victims were aged between 21 and 40. More than three-
quarters of the victims received no injury or were threatened rather than 
injured. 
 

Figure 3.9: Number of victims of Islamophobic incidents from different 

ethnic groups

0 100 200 300 400

Before 7th July

After 7th July

Number of victims

White - North European White - South European African Caribbean
Indian/ Pakistani Middle Eastern South East Asian
Unknown

 
 
In almost two-thirds of the incidents the incident was directed towards an 
individual rather than a place of worship or building. More than two-thirds of 
the incidents involved offenders who were complete strangers to the victim 
and approximately one-third of incidents were repeat or ongoing. In more than 
half of cases the suspect was not identified so the police were unable to take 
any action. 
 
Similarly in relation to suspects, there were many areas that showed no 
change after 7 July 2005. Approximately, four-fifths of suspects were male; 
one-quarter of suspects were aged 21-30.  Over one-half of the suspects were 
óWhite Europeanô and one-quarter were óAfrican-Caribbeanô and suspects 
were charged, cautioned or otherwise proceeded against in approximately 
one in five of cases.  All of those suspects that were charged, cautioned or 
otherwise proceeded against were known to the victim in some way. 
 
However, prior to 7 July, 60% of suspects were recorded as not being known 
to the victims; this increased to 80% after 7 July. After 7 July, three-fifths of 
those suspects that were known to the victims were neighbours. The 
language used by the suspects also showed no real difference before and 
after 7 July. The next two figures (figures 3.10 and 3.11), however, provide a 
pictorial representation of actual comments made and clearly show the 
change in magnitude of incidents. 
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Figure 3.10: Language used during Islamophobic incidents 

(before 7th July)

ñPakiéwhy are you Muslims here?ò ñYou f***ing Iraqis, our 

boys are going to kill 

youò

ñMuslim scumò

ñBin Ladenò

ñGo home, Muslimò

ñ9/11 Islam, no thanxò

ñIslam scumò

ñLast year  they threw a grenade into a 

road of tourists. I reckon we should 

have a óKill a Muslimôday.ò

ñYou f***ing Muslim 

s**tò

ñdirty Muslim, go 

back homeò

ñKill Muslimsòñstupid Asian who 

has come into this 

country to bomb it 

upò

ñwe hate all you 

Pakis, we hate all 

you Muslimsò

 
 

Figure 3.11: Language used during Islamophobic incidents 

(after 7th July)

ñF***ing Muslim!ò

ñSuicide bomberò

ñWhereôs your rucksack?ò

ñBomberò

ñGo back to your own countryò

ñYou people are bombers, 

you are evil, why are you 

covering upò

ñGo back to your own country. 

You lot are all the same. You lot 

have caused thisò

ñI hate bl***y Muslims, terrorist! If a 

Muslim comes into my house I will 

cut their throatòñTake off your scarf, go back 

home. I hate Muslim peopleò

ñYouôve got a bomb in this 

bag. Iôll make sure you are 

not in this country and you 

canôt kill any more peopleò

ñMuslims are murderers. 

Islam is evil. How many 

more have to die?ò ñMaybe now itôs time to start listening 

to the BNPéItôs now war on Muslims 

throughout Britainò
ñWeôll kill your children and put a 

bomb through your letter box 

because you are Muslimò

ñdirty Paki terroristò

ñWhere are you hiding 

your bombs?ò

ñAll Muslims deserve to 

dieò

ñHey, monkey woman! Have you 

got a bomb in your pocket?ò

ñBomb all Mosques. 

Kill their childrenò

ñYou Paki! You 

Muslim! You terrorist!ò

ñYou types are responsible for the 

bombing, f**ing b*****d!ò
ñMuslim scum! Out now!ò

ñF***ing Muslim terrorist! Get out of 

my country and take that mask off, 

or Iôll take it off you!ò
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A number of telephone polls were carried out in the immediate aftermath of 
the bombings to determine the views of the Muslim community and of the 
general public about a number of issues. Some of the findings obtained were 
as follows:  
 

¶ 32% of Muslims felt that non-Muslims had been hostile towards them 
since the bombings (YouGov poll for Telegraph, 25/7/05) 

¶ 61% of Muslim commuters surveyed suffered substantial stress in the 
days following the first terrorist attacks, almost double the proportion of 
stressed Londoners from other faiths (British Medical Journal article, 
results based on MORI poll conducted 18-20 July 2005) 

¶ 65% of the general public thought the Muslim community did not do 
enough to prevent terrorist attacks (BPIX poll for the Daily Mail, 
24/7/05) and 46% felt that Islam poses a threat to Western liberal 
democracy (YouGov poll for Telegraph, 27/7/05) 

¶ 86% of Muslims felt they belong to Britain (MORI poll for Sun, 23/7/05) 
and 74% were surprised the suicide bombers were British (ICM poll for 
Guardian, 26/7/05) 

 
Leaders of the Hindu and Sikh communities expressed concerns about the 
increased vulnerability of their community. Ramesh Kallidai, Secretary 
General of the Hindu forum of Britain stated on 6th September: ñas Asians, we 
all look the same [to the public] and are equally vulnerable to any backlashò. 
The Met police response to this increase was to set up a unit called 
óCommunities Togetherô which was to provide a help and advice line to offer 
support and reassurance particularly to those communities who felt vulnerable 
following the terrorist attacks. Faith communities also set up their own 
helplines, for example, the Muslim Council of Britain launched an Incident 
Monitoring Service for Muslims. 
 
3.6 Features and patterns of Islamophobic incidents recorded by the  

MPS between April 2006 and December 2012 37 
 
Since the introduction of the separate Islamophobia identifier onto the CRIS 
system on 15 March 2006, it has been possible to extract and analyse 
information on Islamophobic incidents. A total of 1977 Islamophobic incidents 
were recorded on the system between 1 April 2006 and 31 December 2012.  
 
Figure 3.12 below shows the rise and fall of monthly Islamophobic incident 
figures over this time period. 
 

                                                           
37

 Further details of the data sources used and the methodology used in analysing the data in this 
section can be found in the Appendix for this chapter. 
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Figure 3.12: MPS Recorded Islamophobic Incidents (Apr 2006 - Dec 2012)
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Since the changes made to the CRIS system in December 2008, which made 
the recording of the faith against which a ófaith hateô incident was directed at 
mandatory, it can be seen that the number of incidents recorded specifically 
as Islamophobic have increased from an average of 12 per month to an 
average of 32 per month. This does not mean that the incidence of 
Islamophobic incidents has increased suddenly but instead is likely to mean 
that Islamophobic incidents that were previously flagged as generic ófaith hateô 
or racist incidents are now being specifically flagged as óIslamophobicô 
incidents. Islamophobic incidents are therefore being more easily identified. 
 
The boroughs with the highest numbers of Islamophobic incidents during this 
time period were Westminster (183), Tower Hamlets (111), Camden (105), 
Brent (94), Islington (94) and Waltham Forest (81). Tower Hamlets and 
Waltham Forest also have a larger proportion of Muslim residents in their 
boroughs (34.5% and 21.9% respectively), according to the 2011 Census. 
Figures 3.13 and 3.14 overleaf show the distribution of Islamophobic incidents 
across London and the distribution of the Muslim population across London 
respectively. Tables with exact figures can be seen in the Appendix for this 
chapter (figures A3.1 and A3.2).  
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Figure 3.13: Recorded Islamophobic incidents (Mar 2006 ïDec 2012)
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Figure 3.14: Muslim Population in London (Census 2011)
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