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ABSTRACT
Utilizing a sample drawn to represent the general U.S. population, the
present study experimentally tested whether a call-center’s disclaimer
regarding limits to caller confidentiality (i.e., that operators would be
required to refer calls to law enforcement if callers were to discuss
anyone who was a danger to themselves or others) affected disclosures
related to a third party’s involvement with terrorist groups, gangs, or
such party’s commission of assault and/or non-violent crimes.

Disclaimer type did not significantly affect the number of ter-
rorism-related disclosures. Furthermore, it did not significantly
affect either the number of gang-related disclosures or reports of
assault. However, the law enforcement referral disclaimer/condi-
tion reduced the number of disclosures of non-violent crimes that
were not directly related to terrorism, gangs, or assault, though its
effect accounted for less than one percent of the variance
between conditions. Additionally, disclaimer type did not signifi-
cantly affect willingness to recommend the call-center, nor did
that effect vary significantly by age or sex. Implications for the
call-center’s role in addressing ideologically motivated violence
(terrorism, violent extremism), as a form of secondary/targeted
prevention, are discussed.
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Call-centers, dedicated to countering or preventing ideologically motivated violence,
have been established in several countries,1 and have just begun in the United States.2

Such call-centers serve to provide callers with information and referrals regarding how
to prevent someone (typically a third party, e.g., a friend or loved one) from persisting
on a path that callers fear might lead to the commission of ideologically motivated
violence.3

This is not to confuse such call-centers with those that serve as tip-lines, which take
receipt of crime-related information/intelligence from the public, then pass that infor-
mation to law enforcement. For example, the UK’s “Crimestoppers” (also available in
the U.S.), is an anonymous crime reporting service that holds as its objective “helping
law enforcement to locate criminals and help solve crimes . . . that people can call to pass
on information about crime.”4 Indeed, information provided to it is “sent to the relevant
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authority with the legal responsibility to investigate crimes, make arrests and charge
people in order to bring them to justice.”5

Instead, the call-center paradigm described in this article, and under development in
the U.S. (through 2-1-1/United Way), is intended to offer a non-law enforcement avenue,
for the public, with respect to preventing their friends and loved ones from committing
terrorism or acts of violent extremism. The need for such an avenue is based on empirical
findings that the public often would fear contacting law enforcement in such cases: for fear
of getting the person of concern, or themselves, “in trouble” with the authorities.6 Thus,
the present call-center paradigm is decidedly not a tip-line, and, thus, not intended to
serve an intelligence/law enforcement function. It is, instead, an information and referral
resource for those seeking guidance on how to shepherd someone away from pursuing a
path that might result in the person of concern engaging in, or otherwise supporting,
violent extremism. Indeed, law enforcement are only ever notified, by the call-centers, if
callers discuss someone deemed, by operators, to be a danger to themselves or others.7

The focus of the 2-1-1 call-centers, with respect to terrorism and other forms of violent
extremism, is to prevent so-called homegrown violent extremism.8 The principle behind
their approach to such prevention is based upon the empirically supported finding that
friends and loved ones (so-called associate gatekeepers) might be the first to know whether
an individual is considering committing an act of terrorism/violent extremism.9 Indeed,
there is good reason to believe in the potential for such an approach, given that related
research has shown that, in 64% of the cases, among a sample of 119 lone-actor terrorists,
friends or family were aware of the offenders’ intent to engage in terrorism-related
activities, “because the offender verbally told them.”10 Furthermore, subsequent research
has found that, among a sample of 119 solo mass murders, 31% verbalized their intent to
family or friends.11 Therefore, the 2-1-1 call-centers aim to fulfill the need to empower
those who are aware of such leaked intent and to help them to intervene before such
attacks can occur.

Along the primary-secondary-tertiary spectrum of prevention, the prevention approach
of the 2-1-1 call-centers is decidedly a secondary, or “targeted,” form of terrorism
prevention focused on intervening with those who have been identified as candidates
for intervention, who have not yet fully manifested the problem behavior (in the present
case, committed terrorism/violent extremism).12 As such, it is consistent with terrorism
prevention strategies that recognize, if not emphasize, the importance of such secondary/
targeted approaches to reducing terrorism/ideologically motivated violence.13 Therefore,
the 2-1-1 call-centers serve to address an arguably mission-critical connection point for
gatekeepers to intervene in what appears to be the majority of homegrown violent
extremism cases, wherein intentions are leaked.14

Among the policies and procedures that such call-centers establish is how to involve
law enforcement if callers discuss someone deemed a danger to themselves or others. In
short, there are limitations—legally mandated for many service-providers—on the extent
to which callers’ confidentiality can be maintained.15 However, given that it cannot be
assumed that callers are aware of such limitations, the question arises regarding whether
or not call-centers ought to provide callers with a disclaimer regarding those limitations.

From a law enforcement perspective, it would be beneficial to obtain and forward
information that potentially could prevent acts of ideologically motivated violence.
Therefore, insofar as a disclaimer regarding the limits of confidentiality could hinder
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the procurement of such information, it would be strategically advantageous to omit such
a disclaimer. However, it also is in the interest of call-centers to preserve their good
reputations—advanced, at least in principle, by providing a good-faith warning to callers
about the limitations of confidentiality. Providing such a disclaimer would offer an
element of both procedural transparency and procedural justice—steps toward preventing
call-centers from being perceived as underhanded—should law enforcement notification
be required.16

Furthermore, protecting the good reputation of call-centers is advisable, not only on
principle, but because such reputations are also strategically advantageous from a law
enforcement perspective insofar as it helps to prevent violence. In short, should call-
centers gain poor reputations due to the involvement of law enforcement without fair
warning to callers, and should such reputations reduce the volume of calls that could have
prevented violence, the lack of a disclaimer regarding the limitations of confidentiality
would be counterproductive for violence prevention.

Anecdotally, providing such a disclaimer is believed not to reduce the degree to which
callers are forthcoming with respect to disclosing information about third parties’ involve-
ment in violent extremism.17 Therefore, there is at least some expert-based reason to
predict that disclaimers regarding limitations to confidentiality might not affect indivi-
duals’ willingness to disclose such information. Additionally, insofar as disclaimers con-
tribute to call-centers’ procedural transparency, and public perceptions thereof, such
disclaimers could be expected to remove a prospective barrier to the public’s willingness
to contact such call-centers.18 Therefore, there is reason not only to predict, but to hope,
that call-center disclaimers regarding limitations to confidentiality would not affect callers’
willingness to disclose information that could prevent violence.

Additionally, given that a violence prevention call-center may have broader objectives
than preventing violence related to terrorism or other ideologically motivated crimes, it is
also relevant to understand whether disclaimers regarding limitations to confidentiality
would affect callers’ willingness to disclose information related to a third party’s involvement
with gangs, or such party’s commission of assault. Therefore, if a disclaimer related to the
limits of confidentiality does not inhibit callers’ disclosures regarding such crimes, it would
seem that including such a disclaimer would not negatively impact the degree to which call-
centers could be of service with respect to gang prevention or other violence-reduction
initiatives. Therefore, utilizing a sample drawn to represent the general U.S. population, the
present study experimentally tested whether a call-center’s disclaimer regarding limits to
caller confidentiality (i.e., that operators would be required to refer calls to law enforcement
if callers were to discuss anyone who was a danger to themselves or others) affected
disclosures related to a third party’s involvement with terrorist groups, gangs, or such
party’s commission of assault and/or non-violent crimes.

Method

Research design

The study employed a two-condition (disclaimer type; law enforcement referral vs.
control) between-participants experimental design.
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Sample size, power, and precision

To detect small effect sizes (f = .10), with conventional power (80%), at the conventional
alpha-error probability (5%), given two conditions (per the research design) and two
covariates (sex and age), the total estimated sample size (to detect all main effects and
interactions) equals 787.19

Oppenheimer and colleagues20 have estimated that between 35% and 45% of partici-
pants tend to respond inattentively on laboratory-based computer-administered surveys.
Given that the present study was administered not only by computer, but online, and with
anonymous participants, a greater amount of inattentive responding was expected.
Consequently, the estimated sample size was doubled to no fewer than 1574 participants.
That is in keeping with findings by Maniaci and Rogge21 that inattentive respondents tend
to provide data of quality poor enough to obscure tests based upon the generalized linear
model (e.g., the present study), including effects of experimental manipulations. In other
words, this recruitment strategy was in accord with research that has demonstrated, when
participants fail to follow instructions, “noise” in the data tends to increase, and the data’s
validity tends to decrease.22 Commensurate with that research, of the obtained sample
(N = 1733), 34% were excluded for failing two or more of the survey’s three embedded
inattentive-responding checks and/or were outliers with respect to time spent completing
the survey, affording a final sample of 1151.

Participants

Participants were recruited through TurkPrime, compensated with $2 for completing the
survey, and were selected to be proportionally representative of the adult U.S. population
with respect to age, sex, and ethnicity (i.e., American Indian or Alaska Native, Asian or
Pacific Islander, Black or African American, Latino, and White). The final sample repre-
sented the adult U.S. population to the following extent.

Sex
It was slightly, though significantly, more female (i.e., 55% vs. an expected 50.8%; χ2

[1, N = 1151] = 4.19, p = .04).

Age
Age groups were categorized as 18–29 (n = 208), 30–39 (n = 168), 40–49 (n = 187),
50–59 (n = 231), 60–69 (n = 192), and 70–99 (n = 165). No given age group significantly
differed between observed vs. expected frequencies. However, due in part to the relative
improbability of achieving statistical insignificance with calculations that employ a six-
category (i.e., six-row) chi-square contingency table, overall, the age of the sample
slightly differed from expected χ2(5, N = 1151) = 2.26, p = .05. Those observed vs.
expected frequencies, by age group, are displayed in Table 1.

Ethnicity
With one exception, the sample’s ethnicities did not significantly differ from U.S. Census
data. Specifically, the sample obtained 2.38 times fewer Latinos (n = 78) than expected
(n = 184) χ2 (2, N = 1038) = 33.41, p < .01.
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Measures and covariates

The measures and covariates used in the present study are those featured in Appendix A,
and were of four types. First were 19 items (displayed in random order) adapted from the
Illegal Behavior Checklist.23 That checklist is a self-report questionnaire regarding engage-
ment in illegal activities, one that has been used in several studies.24 In the present study,
alpha/reliability for this scale equaled .96.

Beginning with the adapted question stem “How likely would you be to discuss the
following issues, about your friend, with the referral specialist? That your friend. . .,” the
checklist continues by encompassing four types of illegal activities: violent crimes against
other people (e.g., “assaulted someone with the intent of harming him or her, either with
their bare hands or with any kind of object or weapon?”), property crimes (e.g., “sho-
plifted something worth $25 or more?”), drug crimes (e.g., “sold any type of illegal drug or
controlled substance, like prescription drugs, marijuana, crack, or any other kind of
drug?”), and status offenses (e.g., “smoked, bought, or tried to buy cigarettes before they
were 18?”). Additionally, the checklist was modified to add four items (also displayed in
random order) pertinent to terrorism (e.g., “joined a terrorist group?”) and four items
pertinent to gangs (e.g., “attacked the police, or security forces, on behalf of a gang?”).
Response options, on seven-point Likert-type scales, ranged from “Very Unlikely” to
“Very Likely.” Alphas/reliabilities for those two subsets of questions were .98 (terrorism-
related items) and .95 (gang-related items).

Note that the present study was focused only upon the items related to terrorism, gangs,
and assault. The other items from the Illegal Behavior Checklist were included both to
obfuscate (to participants) the study’s focus (to minimize any demand characteristic25 and/
or socially desirable responding26) and to serve as a check with respect to acquiescence bias.27

The second type of measure was a single item (on a seven-point scale, ranging from
“Very Unlikely” to “Very Likely”) that asked, “How likely would you be to recommend the
call-center to others?” The third type of measures were demographic items regarding age,
sex, and ethnicity. The fourth type of measures were three inattentive responding checks,
from Maniaci and Rogge.28 Those checks were spaced approximately at the interquartiles
of the survey items.

Procedure

After reading and agreeing to the survey’s consent form, participants proceeded to
complete the survey items featured in Appendix A. Among those items were the two

Table 1. Observed vs. expected frequencies by age range.
Ages Observed frequencies Expected frequencies

18–29 208 253
30–39 168 196
40–49 187 184
50–59 231 207
60–69 192 161
70–99 165 150
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experimental components whereby participants were randomly assigned to one of the
following two disclaimer conditions.

Sometimes, people—including friends—do things that are illegal. Thinking about your
friends, imagine if you were troubled about their behavior and wanted information, or
referrals to organizations, to help that person.

To get such information and referrals, one option is to call or text 2-1-1, which connects
you to an anonymous call-center dedicated to providing such information and referrals.

Imagine that you were to call or text the 2-1-1 call-center, and the referral specialist
explains that they would be [experimental condition “required to refer your call to law
enforcement”] [control condition “unable to refer your call to organizations”], if the issue
you’re about to discuss involves either of the following:

(a) Anyone who is a danger to themselves or others,
and/or

(b) Physical abuse: such as child or spouse abuse.

Subsequently, participants completed the adapted Illegal Behaviors Checklist. Next,
participants were asked “How likely would you be to recommend the call-center to
others?” which was followed by the demographic items.

Results

Disclaimer type did not significantly affect the number of terrorism-related disclosures,
F (1, 1147) = .13, p = .72. Furthermore, it did not significantly affect the number of gang-
related disclosures F (1, 1147) = 2.08, p = .15, or reports of assault F (1, 1147) = 2.25,
p = .13. However, the law enforcement referral disclaimer/condition did reduce the
number of disclosures for other, non-violent, general crimes F (1, 1147) = 4.67, p = .03,
though its effect accounted for less than one percent of the variance between condi-
tions η2p = .004.

Additionally, disclaimer type did not significantly affect willingness to recommend the
call-center F (1, 1142) = .33, p = 0.57. Furthermore, none of the aforementioned effects
varied significantly by age or sex (p > .05).

Discussion

It is welcome news that disclaimer type did not significantly affect the number of
terrorism-related, gang-related, or assault disclosures. In short, including such a dis-
claimer—that call-center operators would be required to refer your call to law enforce-
ment if the issue under discussion were to involve anyone who is a danger to
themselves or others—does not seem to affect individuals’ willingness to discuss a
third party’s involvement in those crimes. From a law enforcement perspective, this is
beneficial insofar as information can be expected to be forthcoming from callers that
potentially could prevent acts of violence, including ideologically motivated violence.
This does not imply that all violence-related disclosures made to call-center operators
should necessarily be made known to law enforcement, but that—in cases where the
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issue under discussion does not involve someone deemed a danger to themselves or
others—call-center operators would be in a position to provide potentially helpful
information and referrals to callers, based upon information disclosed in those calls.

That also is a welcome finding with respect to preserving the good reputation of
call-centers, by providing a good-faith warning to callers about such disclosures, which
is a step toward preventing call-centers from being perceived as underhanded should
law enforcement notification be required. Furthermore, both of the above outcomes
promote the cause of countering or preventing violent extremism. With respect to
garnering violence-related disclosures from callers, the violence-prevention application
is both self-evident and self-explanatory. With respect to preserving call-centers’ good
reputations, the violence-prevention application is that—were call-centers to gain poor
reputations (due to the involvement of law enforcement without fair warning to
callers), the effectiveness of call-centers (for violence prevention) would be diminished
to the extent that a poor reputation reduces the volume of incoming calls that could
provide information that leads to the prevention of violence. Therefore, call-centers
could adopt such a disclaimer, as part of their standard operating procedure, with an
evidence-based knowledge that such a policy likely would not run counter to the dual
objectives of protecting both public safety and the good reputation of call-centers.

Additionally, given that many call-centers’ work has broader crime-reduction objectives
than preventing terrorism or other ideologically motivated violence, it is also auspicious
that disclaimer type did not significantly affect the number of disclosures related either to
gang involvement or those of assault. Therefore, it seems that including a disclosure
related to the limits of confidentiality also would not negatively impact the degree to
which call-centers could be of service with respect to gang prevention or other violence-
prevention initiatives.

At first, the finding that the law enforcement referral disclaimer reduced disclosures
for other, non-violent/general crimes might appear troubling. However, aside from the
fact that this effect accounted for less than one percent of the variance between condi-
tions, there are (at least) three reasons that this finding also is good news. First, it
suggests respondents were not merely forthcoming in making disclosures as a kind of
conformity to a prospective demand characteristic of the study, socially desirable
responding, or an acquiescence bias. Furthermore, it suggests that respondents tended
to be relatively conscientious in their responses, carefully considering their responses
rather than carelessly endorsing a given response option for the items. In short,
participants do not seem to have merely a) “told us what we wanted to hear,” nor b)
tried to paint themselves in a favorable light as “upright citizens,” who report illegal
behaviors of others; furthermore, participants c) were not merely willing to disclose any
type of crime-related behaviors, nor did they d) respond carelessly/indiscriminately to
the items. Furthermore, such reluctance to disclose non-violent/general crimes is argu-
ably a moot point, insofar as call-centers intended to prevent terrorism or violent
extremism are not intended to serve as general crime-reporting hotlines.

Additionally, commensurate with the notion that including a disclosure (i.e., regarding
limits to confidentiality) would serve to preserve a call-center’s good reputation, it is
reassuring that disclosure type did not significantly affect individuals’ willingness to
recommend the call-center. This is another piece of evidence that call-centers’ inclusion
of such a disclaimer, as part of their standard operating procedures, would not negatively
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impact their good reputation, nor hinder the promotion of their service(s) through word-
of-mouth advertising. Finally, it is also advantageous that none of the above findings
varied by age or sex. Therefore, adoption of such a disclaimer can be considered a
recommended practice for call-centers, regardless of the age or sex of their clientele.

Nevertheless, despite the above advantages of employing a disclaimer regarding limits
to confidentiality, call-centers’ notification of the prospective involvement of law enforce-
ment might be upsetting to some callers. Therefore, should law enforcement notification
become necessary, it should be undertaken with great procedural transparency.29 Research
has shown that high levels of perceived procedural justice are linked to perceptions not
only of the fairness but the legitimacy of laws and legal authorities.30 Therefore, insofar as
such legitimacy contributes to call-centers’ good reputations, such procedural transpar-
ency can be expected to enhance callers’ willingness to contact call-centers and, conse-
quently, promote public safety.

As described, the terrorism focus of 2-1-1 call-centers is to prevent homegrown violent
extremism. Furthermore, it supports a secondary, or “targeted,” form of terrorism pre-
vention, focused on empowering individuals to intervene with those whom they identified
as needing intervention and who have not yet committed terrorism or acts of violent
extremism. In this way, the 2-1-1 call-centers support terrorism prevention strategies that
endorse such secondary/targeted approaches to reducing terrorism and violent
extremism.31

As mentioned, that approach to its prevention is based upon empirical findings that
friends and loved ones might be the first to know whether an individual is considering
committing an act of terrorism/violent extremism,32 but that such associate gatekeepers
often would fear contacting law enforcement in such cases.33 Even if associate gatekeepers
are not the very first to know of such intent, as mentioned, research suggests that—in the
majority of cases (64%)—they will be made verbally aware, by the person of concern, if
that person is intending to commit a terrorist attack.34 Indeed, even among solo mass
murders, research suggests that friends and family would have verbal advance notice, from
the attacker, in a large percentage (31%) of the cases.35 Therefore, there is strong reason to
believe that 2-1-1 call-centers can fulfill a need by empowering those who are aware of
such leaked intent, and helping them to intervene before such attacks can occur. As such,
2-1-1 call-centers serve to address a crucial connection point for gatekeepers to intervene
in what appears to be the majority of homegrown cases of terrorism and violent
extremism.36
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Appendix A

Survey Items.
Experimental condition
This set of questions is about your feelings toward, and interactions with, your peers.
Sometimes, people–including friends–do things that are illegal. Thinking about your friends,
imagine if you were troubled about their behavior and wanted information, or referrals to
organizations, to help them. To get such information and referrals, one option is to call or text
2-1-1: which connects you to an anonymous call-center dedicated to providing such information
and referrals. Imagine that you were to call, or text, the 2-1-1 call-center, and the referral
specialist explains that they would be required to refer your call to law enforcement, if the
issue you’re about to discuss involves either of the following: a. Anyone who is a danger to
themselves or others, and/or b. Physical abuse: such as child or spouse abuse. With this informa-
tion in mind, please answer the next questions.
End of Block
Control condition
This set of questions is about your feelings toward, and interactions with, your peers. Sometimes,
people–including friends–do things that are illegal. Thinking about your friends, imagine if you were
troubled about their behavior and wanted information, or referrals to organizations, to help them. To
get such information and referrals, one option is to call or text 2-1-1: which connects you to an
anonymous call-center dedicated to providing such information and referrals. Imagine that you were
to call, or text, the 2-1-1 call-center, and the referral specialist explains that they would be unable to
refer your call to an organization, if the issue you’re about to discuss involves either of the following:
a. Anyone who is a danger to themselves or others, and/or b. Physical abuse: such as child or spouse
abuse. With this information in mind, please answer the next questions.
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How likely would you be to discuss the following issues, about your friend, with the referral
specialist? That your friend. . .

Very
Unlikely Unlikely

Somewhat
Unlikely

Neither
Likely nor
Unlikely

Somewhat
Likely Likely

Very
Likely

Shoplifted something worth $25 or more. 1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7.
Drank, bought, or tried to buy alcohol before
they were 21.

1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7.

Bought or held stolen goods worth $25 or
more.

1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7.

Sold any type of illegal drug or controlled
substance, like prescription drugs,
marijuana, crack, or any other kind of drug.

1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7.

Obtained or used any prescription drugs for
non-medical purposes (like getting high,
staying awake, to have fun).

1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7.

Stole property worth $25 or more. 1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7.
Smoked, bought, or tried to buy cigarettes
before they were 18.

1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7.

Intentionally set fire to destroy property that
did not belong to them.

1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7.

Went joyriding (borrowed someone’s car
without permission).

1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7.

Tried, used or experimented with any illegal
drugs such as marijuana, cocaine, crack,
LSD, or any other illegal drug.

1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7.

Vandalized property, like keying a car, slashing
a tire, spraying graffiti, or destroying
mailboxes.

1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7.

Assaulted someone with the intent of harming
him or her, either with their bare hands or
with any kind of object or weapon.

1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7.

Illegally downloaded music, movies, software,
or anything else.

1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7.

Took credit for someone else’s work, ideas, or
answers as their own (plagiarism).

1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7.

Engaged in a non-violent sex offense such
exposing themselves to someone or
voyeurism (being a peeping Tom).

1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7.

Transported fireworks across state lines. 1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7.
Trespassed or broke into buildings for fun or
to look around.

1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7.

Hunted or fished without a license. 1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7.
Drove a vehicle while under the influence of
alcohol or any other drug like marijuana,
cocaine, LSD, etc.

1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7.

Joined a gang. 1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7.
Contributed money to a gang. 1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7.
Spent time working for a gang. 1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7.
Attacked the police, or security forces, on
behalf of a gang.

1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7.

Joined a terrorist group. 1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7.
Contributed money to a terrorist group. 1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7.
Spent time working for a terrorist group. 1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7.
Attacked the police, or security forces, on
behalf of a terrorist group.

1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7.
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How likely would you be to recommend the call-center to others?

(1) Very Unlikely
(2) Unlikely
(3) Somewhat Unlikely
(4) Neither Likely nor Unlikely
(5) Somewhat Likely
(6) Likely
(7) Very Likely
(Inattentive responding checks)

I read instructions carefully. To show that you are reading these instructions, please leave this
question blank.

(1) Very Unlikely
(2) Unlikely
(3) Somewhat Unlikely
(4) Neither Likely nor Unlikely
(5) Somewhat Likely
(6) Likely
(7) Very Likely

Please skip this question.

(1) Very Unlikely
(2) Unlikely
(3) Somewhat Unlikely
(4) Neither Likely nor Unlikely
(5) Somewhat Likely
(6) Likely
(7) Very Likely

This is a control question. Leave this question blank.

(1) Very Unlikely
(2) Unlikely
(3) Somewhat Unlikely
(4) Neither Likely nor Unlikely
(5) Somewhat Likely
(6) Likely
(7) Very Likely
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What is your age?
What is your sex?

(1) Male
(2) Female

How do you describe yourself? Please select all that apply.

(1) American Indian/Native American
(2) Arab
(3) Asian or Pacific Islander
(4) Black/African American
(5) Latino
(6) Persian
(7) White/Caucasian
(8) Other
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