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Abstract Law enforcement personnel (LEP) use a variety of
tactics to perform their job duties. Although LEP often receive
specialized training to work with ethnocultural minorities and
are sometimes trained to work with lesbian, gay, bisexual,
transgender, and queer (LGBTQ) citizens, a clear articulation
of LGBTQ-affirming police tactics has not yet been
established. Using qualitative content analysis and a multiple
case study approach, this project identified a variety of tactics
generated by LEP in written surveys and group discussion of
scenarios involving LGBTQ citizens. Results showed that
across all scenarios, LEP were able to generate LGBTQ-
affirming tactics, including both typical police procedures, as
well as approaches specific to LGBTQ citizens. Non LGBTQ-
affirming tactics typically reflected reluctance to adapt general
procedures to meet the needs of LGBTQ citizens. The results
of this study support the use of group-based scenario training
to help LEP identify and adopt LGBTQ-affirming approaches.
This study is significant because it represents a first step to-
ward identifying best practices for LGBTQ-affirming police
tactics.
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There has been a troubled history between law enforcement
personnel (LEP) and lesbian, gay, bisexual, transgender, and

queer (LGBTQ)1 communities. Police frequently raided
LGBT gatherings until the 1969 Stonewall Riots in New York
City (Amnesty International, 2005). Although these police
raids may not occur as frequently or overtly today as they
did prior to Stonewall, there are examples of recent raids in
which numerous officers and excessive force were used; and
the history of anti-LGBT sexual, physical, and verbal harass-
ment and abuse by law enforcement continues to have a neg-
ative impact on LGBT communities today (Amnesty Interna-
tional, 2005; Mallory, Hasenbush, & Sears, 2015).

LGBTQ individuals experience a variety of barriers to
reporting crimes, including fears of secondary victimization,
hostility, or abuse from LEP (Bernstein & Kostelac, 2002;
Herek & Berrill, 1992), mistrust of LEP (National Coalition
of Anti-Violence Programs, 2011), and concerns about LEP
either not taking the reported crime seriously or failing to note
anti-LGBTQ aspects of crimes (Wolff & Cokely, 2007). Les-
bians and gay men were found to be significantly less likely to
report a violent crime if it did not feel practical to contact the
police, the victim was scared or did not feel safe, the incident
occurred at work, or the victim felt partly to blame (Peel,
1999). Kuehnle and Sullivan (2003) suggest that victims of
anti-LGBT bias crimes and racially motivated bias crimes
may hesitate to report these crimes for similar reasons, includ-
ing a history of insensitivity and discrimination on the part of
law enforcement. Transgender people may have distinct fears,
including being profiled as a sex worker, arbitrarily arrested
due to violating gender norms, inaccurately accused that legal
identification is fraudulent, and fearful of Bmoral regulations^
such as lewd conduct or public lewdness (Amnesty Interna-
tional, 2005). Such barriers result in an underreporting of

1 The authors primarily use BLGBTQ^ to refer to lesbian, gay, bisexual,
transgender, and queer communities and individuals, however, BLGBT^
and BLGB^ may be used to reflect the content of the cited source.
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crimes (Herek & Berrill, 1992) such that more than half of
domestic incidents and more than a third of bias incidents
experienced by lesbians and gay men are not reported
(Kuehnle & Sullivan, 2003). These rates of underreporting
are concerning given the prevalence of victimization among
the LGB community; approximately 20% of sexual minority
individuals in the United States have experienced an anti-LGB
crime since the age of 18 (Herek, 2009).

Specialized efforts may be required for LEP to work effec-
tively with communities that have experienced historical dis-
crimination and harassment by LEP. For this reason, law en-
forcement has adopted specialized strategies for dealing with
minorities and minority issues. In many jurisdictions, police
officers are prohibited from using unnecessary force, abusing
their authority, speaking discourteously, or using offensive
language when interacting with citizens (Seron et al., 2004).
However, these strategies may not be sufficient to create pos-
itive experiences for marginalized communities who have his-
torically experienced discrimination and harassment from
LEP. Himelfarb (1991) explains that in order for LEP to work
effectively with ethnocultural minority groups, LEP must
maintain respect for and sensitivity to the unique needs of
particular communities, which he states can be best achieved
through Bspecialized training,^ (p. 53), or tactical training that
goes beyond broad-based prohibited police behaviors. Im-
provements in those strategies have occurred in the last de-
cade, however, further improvements are needed and are de-
scribed by some as easily attainable (Coderoni, 2002).

LEP are predominately white, heterosexual, men, thus
much of what we understand to be true of Bpolice culture^ is
based on the perspective of this demographic group [Brown,
2007; as cited in Loftus, 2008; Myers, Forest, &Miller, 2004).
According to Myers and colleagues (2004), LEP are expected
to express a dominant version of masculinity that prizes
Bauthority, aggressiveness, technical competence, and hetero-
sexual desire for and domination over women^ (p. 18). Fur-
thermore, although lesbian and gay LEP are increasingly rep-
resented in law enforcement agencies, anti-LG bias is a com-
mon experience for LGBTQ LEP, who often report feeling
socially isolated, feeling like an outsider, and being exposed
to homophobic comments by colleagues, especially in situa-
tions where the LGBTQ officer is not Bout^ (Colvin, 2008).
Consequently, although there is variation among and within
law enforcement organizations (Loftus, 2008; Loftus, 2009),
one challenge for some organizations in training LEP on
LGBTQ issues may be dominating heteronormative values
steeped within the organization.

LEP are increasingly trained and engaging in Bcommunity
policing^ (Himelfarb, 1991). This model of police work ac-
knowledges that the majority of police work involves commu-
nicating with community members, and thus, LEP may need
specialized intercultural communication training in order to
collaborate effectively with marginalized communities

(Birzer, 1999). In communities where LEP are trained exten-
sively in community-oriented policing, people are more likely
to report crimes (Schnebly, 2008). Given the historical ten-
sions between LGBTQ communities and LEP as well as sub-
sequent underreporting of crimes perpetrated against LGBTQ
individuals, increased crime reporting would be a very posi-
tive outcome of such trainings. In order for LGBTQ commu-
nities to experience the optimal benefit from LEP being
trained in community policing, it will be important for
LGBTQ-affirming tactics to be identified and incorporated
into LEP training.

There are several specific reasons why LEP may interact
with LGBTQ people around their sexual orientation and gen-
der identity. For example, the United States’ Federal Hate
Crimes Statistics Act requires law enforcement to protect
LGBTQ people who have been victimized by anti-LGBTQ
crimes (Congress, 1990). Sexual minority individuals experi-
ence higher than average rates of bullying in schools and
verbal harassment and violence in public spaces (Herek,
2009), which are under the protection of LEP. LGB people
may seek out the support of LEP when victimized by crimes
such as theft, vandalism (Kuehnle & Sullivan, 2003), assault,
sexual assault (Rothman, Exner, & Baughman, 2011), and
intimate partner violence (Kuehnle & Sullivan, 2003). In ad-
dition, minority stress experienced by LGB people can height-
en risk for issues such as drug and alcohol abuse, which could
increase contact between LGB people and LEP (Green &
Feinstein, 2012). Further, due to a variety of factors, including
rejection by family of origin, homelessness, employment dis-
crimination, and limited health insurance coverage, transgen-
der people and LGBTQ youth may practice sex work for
economic survival and for gaining access to hormonal or sur-
gical treatments related to gender identity (Hwahng &
Nuttbrock, 2007; Marshall, Shannon, Kerr, Zhang, & Wood,
2009) and therefore have greater interaction with police
(Grant et al., 2011).

Because of increased visibility of the LGBTQ population,
LEP may also encounter more situations in which they will
interact with LGBTQ individuals. For instance, recent same
sex marriage debates have become commonplace in main-
stream politics, which have placed LGBTQ families at the
forefront of media attention and have left them susceptible
to scrutiny (Onishenko&Caragata, 2010). The AIDS epidem-
ic of the 1980s and 1990s also led to increased media repre-
sentations of gay men and lesbians (Walters, 2003). However,
these representations are often negative and inaccurate, lead-
ing to increased negative stereotypes about lesbians and gay
men in the general public (Walters, 2003). More recently,
mainstream media representations of LGBT people has in-
creased (Avila-Saavedra, 2009), covering topics such as anti-
LGBT bullying (Padva, 2008) and same-sex parenting (Riggs,
2012). Because increased LGBTQ visibility may in some
cases lead to scrutiny and hostility, there may be increased
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situations in which LEP must respond to LGBTQ individuals.
A search on the article database BLGBT Life^ revealed sig-
nificant media coverage of LGBTQ Pride events (e. g.,
Gullickson, 2011; BTheWorld’s Got Pride…,^ 2013) and sev-
eral articles about vigils for LGBT suicide victims and youth
targeted by anti-LGBT bullying (e.g. BCandlelight Vigil,^
2010; Gorton, 2010). Additionally, given widespread media
attention to anti-LGBTQ bullying, there appear to be in-
creased measures to protect victims, which may include
school collaborations with LEP (BStudents Encouraged to Re-
port Bullying,^ 2010). This media coverage represents the
reality that LGBTQ issues and communities are increasingly
visible. This increased public presence of LGBTQ community
events may also increase the number of interactions between
LGBTQ people and LEP.

LEP interact with LGBTQ people in many different con-
texts, therefore it is important for LEP to be able to respond
effectively in a variety of circumstances. For example, LEP
may be called to the scene of a same-sex domestic violence
dispute (Younglove, Kerr, & Vitello, 2002), anti-LGBT ver-
bal harassment, intimidation, physical assault, or property
crime (Wolff & Cokely, 2007). In a review of 260 incidents
where police were called to the scene to assist an LGBT
community member with reported verbal harassment, intim-
idation, physical assault, and property crime, Wolff and
Cokely (2007) found that Bpositive^ strategies used by po-
lice included being professional, taking the situation serious-
ly, maintaining respect for the victim, and attempting to help
the victim. In contrast, they found that Bnegative^ experi-
ences for LGBT victims involved police being rude, disre-
spectful, inappropriate, harassing victims, denying services
to victims, and being the original perpetrator of the anti-
LGBT verbal harassment, intimidation, or physical assault
(Wolff & Cokely, 2007). Characteristics of positive and neg-
ative experiences with LEP were also identified in a survey
of LGBTQ individuals (see Table 1 for a summary of the
findings; Israel, Goodman, Avellar, Delucio, Ledbetter, &
Harkness, 2014).

Tactics are behaviors or approaches law enforcement can
use in order to perform their work effectively (Bruce, 2008).
We consider tactics to be intentional behaviors in which LEP
engage. LGBT people report positive and negative experi-
ences with LEP; some of which seem to be related to LEP’s
intentional tactics, such as the extent to which LEP follow up
on a crime; whereas others may be related to unintentional
behavior of LEP, such as seeming disinterested (Wolff &
Cokely, 2007). Although LEP are typically trained within a
framework of tactics, there are not clear guidelines in terms of
what those tactics should be when working with LGBTQ cit-
izens in a variety of settings. This research seeks to identify
tactics that LEP can use to demonstrate an LGBTQ-affirming
approach to their work by bringing together two different
sources of data: (1) tactics generated individually by LEP on

written surveys and (2) tactics generated by LEP in group
discussions of training scenarios.

Method

Participants

Participants in this study were approximately 120 LEP who
participated in a 5-hour training workshop on LGBTQ issues,
the evaluation of which is reported elsewhere (Israel,
Harkness, Delucio, Ledbetter, & Avellar, 2013). The descrip-
tive information that follows was gathered from 81 of these
participants who completed a demographic questionnaire. Al-
most all of the participants (90.1%) were sworn officers, for
whom the training was mandatory (the remaining participants
did not report their current position or indicated Bother^). Par-
ticipants had worked in law enforcement for an average of
14.13 years (range = 1 – 32). Participants ranged in age from
26 to 60 years old (M = 41.05; SD = 8.57). The majority of
participants were men (74.1%), fewer were women (16%),
and the remaining participants did not report their gender
(9.9%). Eight participants did not report their sexual orienta-
tion, and the rest identified as heterosexual (90.1%). In terms
of ethnicity, participants identified as European American/
White (63%), Latino(a) or Hispanic (16%), African
American/Black (2.5%), Asian (2.5%), Native Hawaiian or
Other Pacific Islander (2.5%), and Other (4.9%); 13.6% of
participants did not report their ethnicity.

All participants engaged in role plays and group discussion
regarding working effectively with LGBTQ individuals. We
refer to these role plays as the Bgroup prompts.^ As part of an
evaluation of the training, 56 of the participants responded
individually to a written prompt involving working with an
LGBTQ individual, which we refer to as the Bindividual
prompt.^

Measures

The individual and group prompts were developed by the
researchers in collaboration with the local police department,
an LGBTQ community organization, and diversity training
professionals. The scenarios were based on LGBTQ commu-
nity members’ self-reported positive and negative experiences
with LEP (see Israel, et al., 2014). The format for these
prompts was based on LEP vignettes described by De Fruyt,
Bockstaele, Taris, and Van Hiel (2006) and also followed the-
oretical guidelines for scenario-based training with LEP de-
scribed by Lynch (2005).

Individual Prompt All participants in the training evaluation
were given the following written prompt: BAn LGBTQ citizen
has been the victim of anti-LGBTQ verbal harassment and
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threats of violence on [name of a central street in the local
downtown area], and you have been called to the scene. The
victim is very emotionally upset by the event.^ After reading
this prompt, they were asked to Blist as many tactics as possi-
ble that would help to put the target of the crime at ease in this
situation.^ Participants in the training evaluation had the op-
portunity to respond anonymously in writing to this individual
prompt before and after the training.

Group Prompts Participants in the training responded,
through role plays and discussion, to six written scenarios in
which LEP might interact with LGBTQ citizens. Participants
discussed the scenarios in small groups (5–6 people), and then
presented the scenario in the large group. A scribe was present
at each training session to capture participants’ responses to
the training and to fully and accurately describe the training.
The scribes were graduate students in counseling psychology
and members of the research team. Scribes were instructed to
capture participants’ comments and questions in the role plays
and discussions of the scenarios, using the participants’ own
words to the extent possible; the context of these comments;
and trainer responses. Scribes were instructed not to document
any identifying information about the participants. Material
was scribed from the segments of the training in which all
participants were together (such as a the presentations of the
scenarios), but not from small group discussions. Prior to the
training, the scribe informed participants about their role as the
scribe, including the purpose of the scribing and that no iden-
tifying information about the participants would be document-
ed. As audio or video recording would have presented a

privacy risk for and possibly deterred full participation of
LEP in the training, the scribe approach was used to enhance
anonymity and increase acceptability of data collection during
the training.

Procedure

The study was carried out by a research team consisting of a
faculty member and five doctoral students in counseling psy-
chology. Participants’ responses to the individual prompts
were analyzed using qualitative content analysis (Morgan,
1993). The coding structure from a previous study of LGBTQ
individuals’ experiences with and perceptions of LEP (Israel
et al., 2014) was modified for the current study. Two research
team members reviewed the original coding structure and
drafted modifications necessary to capture the perspectives
of LEP, which were reviewed by the research team. The re-
search team then collaborated with a local police officer to
confirm that the listed tactics and coding structure were con-
sistent with LEP’s language and procedures. The consultation
led to further clarification of the coding structure and the ad-
dition of several additional tactics codes. Using the modified
coding structure, two research team members coded the data,
noting any tactics not included in the coding structure. These
coders then brought their notes of Bother^ codes not included
in the established coding structure, and as a team, the re-
searchers added additional codes. The two coders then used
this finalized coding structure to code the individual data.
With this final coding completed, the independent coders
reached 80.75% interrater reliability (percentage agreement;

Table 1 Positive and negative
experiences with LEP
(from Israel, et al., 2014)

Characteristics of positive experiences Characteristics of negative experiences

• LEP were pleasant to deal with (warm, cooperative,
compassionate, professional, caring helpful,
non-threatening, lenient)

• LEP did their job (effective/efficient, resolving
situations, following-up)

• LEP were sensitive or responsive to sexual
orientation or gender identity (sensitive, educated,
aware, took anti-gay aspect of crime seriously,
protected safety of LGBTQ people, appropriate
treatment of transgender people, present at LGBTQ
events, LGBTQ-identified LEP, no differential
treatment)

• LEP abused their power (excessive force, threats,
harassment, overstepping bounds, inflicting
extreme punishment, lacking integrity or
transparency)

• LEP were difficult or unpleasant to deal with
(rude, demeaning, judgmental, uncaring,
uncomfortable)

• LEP exhibited homonegative or transnegative
attitudes/behavior (differential treatment,
anti-LGBTQ remarks, insensitive, homophobic,
lack of LGBTQ education, minimizing
anti-LGBTQ aspect of crime, blaming victim)

• LEP did not do their job (lack of thorough
investigation or follow-up, did not take context
or complexity of situation into account)

• LEP exhibited negative attitudes/behavior toward
other marginalized communities (poor or
differential treatment of homeless people,
Latino/as, youth)

• Participant felt distressed with LEP (targeted,
uncomfortable, embarrassed)
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Birkimer & Brown, 1979). Two research team members, one
who was involved in the coding process, and one who was
not, argued to consensus for the remaining codes.

Participants’ scribed responses to the group prompts were
coded by using QSR NVivo 10, a qualitative data analysis
program. Research team members individually identified tac-
tics that participants generated during the training, and these
codes were audited by another research team member. Many
tactics generated by participants were specific to the scenario,
and qualitative content analysis was not able to capture the
context across scenarios, therefore, a multiple case study ap-
proach was used, and themes were identified for each scenar-
io. Pairs of research team members described tactics that LEP
generated during the training in response to each group based
scenario. These themes were reviewed and edited by the re-
search team as a whole.

Results

Individual Prompt

Fifty-six participants responded in writing to the individual
prompt before and/or after their training. Participants had the
opportunity to write in tactics to the individual prompt both
before (n = 48) and after (n = 34) the training, and some
elected to provide tactics at both opportunities (n = 25),
whereas others only responded at one time point (n = 31) or
neither time points (n = 25). Participants generated a variety of
tactics in response to this scenario about responding to a vic-
tim of anti-LGBTQ verbal harassment. Participant responses
are summarized in Table 2. Due to the dearth of matched pre-
test and post-test data, meaningful comparisons of pre-test and
post-test tactics were not feasible, and all responses are report-
ed together.

Group Prompts

This section consists of themes identified in LEP’s role plays
and group discussion of six group prompts. Each prompt is
summarized, and the collective responses of the participants
are described below.

1. In this scenario, LEP stopped a driver for speeding; the
identification listed the driver as male, and the driver ap-
peared to the officer to be a woman. LEP described the
importance of politeness, professionalism, treating
LGBTQ individuals with dignity, maintaining calmness
in oneself and in the citizens involved, and being trans-
parent about LEP’s intentions. Participants suggested ask-
ing the driver which pronouns were preferred and ac-
knowledging one’s own error if LEP misgendered the
driver. Another tactic was to focus on the situation at hand

rather than overemphasizing gender. LEP suggested
speaking to the driver separately rather than disclosing
the driver’s gender in front of passengers, noting the
Bobvious^ disparity between the person’s driver’s license
and gender presentation, collecting identifying informa-
tion and verifying the authenticity of the license, as well as
determining why the person’s presentation and license are
discrepant. Some LEP stated that they would assume the
person’s identification was not authentic.

2. This scenario involved LEP responding to a fight in which
one man hit another outside a bar. The assailant had iden-
tified the victim as gay prior to the assault and referred to
the victim using a derogatory term for gay men. LEP
suggested taking the crime seriously and thoroughly in-
vestigating it, as well as being aware of the possibility of

Table 2 Frequency of tactics generated for individual prompt.

Tactic Frequency *

Followed through on investigation
(e.g. investigated thoroughly)

39

Was emotionally supportive 32

Referred to non LGBTQ-specific resources 25

Was calming 21

Listened 20

Shared information about the legal process 16

Showed concern for safety/protection 14

Suggested other social support 10

Explained that police are there to help 9

Removed victim from the situation 8

Treated LGBTQ victim like any other victim 8

Conveyed to the victim that the crime is
serious and/or unacceptable

7

Was objective and fair 7

Was respectful to the victim 6

Built trust and rapport 6

Conveyed understanding of the situation to
the victim

5

Validated or acknowledged the victim’s
experience

5

Communicated that the victim was not to
blame

5

Included or empowered the victim to make
decisions

4

Advocated for or empowered the victim 4

Referred to LGBTQ-specific resources 4

Acknowledged to the victim the anti-LGBTQ
aspect of the crime

2

Was sensitive to LGBTQ people’s experiences
and perspectives

2

Shared general information about this type of
situation or crime

1

Let the victim know that LEP has received
training on LGBTQ issues

1

Other tactic 7

*56 participants provided 82 total responses
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anti-LGBTQ motivations on the part of the assailant. In
contrast, some LEP thought it was important not to as-
sume that the fight was related to sexual orientation. LEP
suggested explaining the potential consequences of pur-
suing the incident as a hate crime, such as sensitive infor-
mation about the victim becoming public, and providing
the option to report anonymously. LEP also suggested
encouraging the victim to make a report in order to help
others in future situations. Additional tactics generated by
LEP included being reassuring, showing sympathy,
explaining that LEP are there to help, talking privately
with the victim, building trust with those involved, includ-
ing or empowering the victim to make decisions, and
offering general resources to the victim.

3. In this scenario LEP overheard a coworker who had pre-
viously expressed discomfort with the local LGBTQ
Pride festival telling an LGBTQ citizen that s/he could
avoid harassment by dressing in a way that did not reveal
their sexual orientation. LEP suggested sanctioning the
coworker’s behavior publicly, privately, or by reporting
the behavior to a supervisor. LEP differed in whether they
would communicate their private sanctioning of their co-
worker’s behavior to the victim or not. In addition, LEP
suggested assisting the victim in filing a complaint against
the coworker, either by presenting this as an option,
documenting the incident, or writing a report. Additional
strategies involved connecting with the victim by demon-
strating caring and compassion or by appropriately
responding to any harassment complaint.

4. In this scenario, LEPwitnessed someone yell a derogatory
term for gay man at another man. LEP generated a variety
of tactics, including verbally connecting with the victim,
assessing the victim’s safety, and explaining legal options
to the victim, and alternatively, prevent the situation from
escalating, ignoring the situation or choosing not to take
action. Some LEP also suggested confronting the perpe-
trator or using legal interventions to address the perpetra-
tor’s behavior, such as assessing for intoxication and legal
violations. It was also noted that it could be hard to deal
with a victimwho is highly emotional or too Bflamboyant,
^ and that this situation would be a low priority for use of
police resources.

5. In this scenario, LEP found two truant female high school
students hugging in the park. While driving them home,
the students asked LEP not to tell their family what they
were doing. Participants identified strategies including
building rapport with the students, showing that LEP
cares, providing resources to the students, and not treating
these students any differently than a mixed sex couple.
They also noted the importance of avoiding making as-
sumptions about the students’ behavior and asking more
questions about the situation. While some LEP suggested
avoiding parental disclosure of the students’ sexual

orientation (e.g. if not relevant, parents did not ask direct-
ly, or risk of violence), others maintained that they had a
legal and/or moral obligation to either provide parental
disclosure or have the students disclose their behavior to
the parents. They also suggested facilitating parent–child
communication by helping the students talk to their par-
ents about sexual orientation, helping to build a relation-
ship between parents and their children, offering counsel-
ing for parents and children, and providing the parents
with resources. LEP noted the importance of risk assess-
ment, including asking about history of violence in the
home and assessing for suicide risk. LEP suggested taking
the minor to a crisis shelter if they did not want to go
home. Finally, they suggested being transparent about
their intentions in contacting the parents.

6. In this scenario, LEP came to the home of two men who
reported vandalism. The men seemed nervous and were
not forthcoming about the nature of their relationship.
Several tactics involved accommodating the unique needs
of the victims, including asking the men how they wanted
LEP to proceed, responding to requests to move the police
car to a less visible location (e.g. moving police car so
neighbors would not see their presence), taking extra steps
to show respect, and creatively solving the problem. A
variety of tactics involved connecting emotionally with
the victims, including demonstrating care and empathy,
validating the victims’ experience, explaining that LEP
are there to help, and leaving the victims with positive
feelings about LEP. LEP noted the importance of investi-
gating the crime by asking questions about the situation
without interrogating the victims, handling the situation
efficiently, demonstrating that LEP are doing something
about the situation, and accepting only information that
was perceived by LEP to be relevant to the situation.
Participants also suggested conveying to the victims that
the crime was unacceptable and considering the possibil-
ity that the vandalism was a hate crime, if appropriate.
Finally, they suggested that it would be important to treat
the victims like any other victims rather than
overemphasizing that they were two men. LEP also sug-
gested having an LGBTQ liaison, online or hotline
reporting for graffiti, and a beat coordinator whom citi-
zens feel comfortable contacting.

Discussion

Implications for Practice

The results of this study demonstrate that, both individually
and in the context of group training, LEP generate a range of
strategies for dealing with LGBTQ citizens, many of which
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are LGBTQ-affirming, and some of which are not. This dis-
cussion will focus on the nature of LGBTQ-affirming LEP
tactics, the context in which various types of tactics are gen-
erated by LEP, and implications for training and practice. In
order to determine the extent to which tactics are LGBTQ-
affirming, we will compare the tactics generated by LEP with
the positive and negative characteristics of LGBTQ citizens’
interactions with LEP reported by Israel et al. (2014).

As was demonstrated in this study, given accurate LGBTQ-
related information relevant to their work, LEP can generate
LGBTQ-affirming tactics. Most of the tactics LEP identified
were consistent with LGBTQ participants’ positive experi-
ences with LEP from the Israel et al. (2014) survey. For ex-
ample, the most frequent tactics suggested by LEP included
being emotionally supportive, calming the victim, and follow-
ing through on the investigation. LGBTQ survey participants
had reported similar characteristics of positive experiences
with LEP, such as feeling that LEP were warm in demeanor
in their interactions and that LEP were effective or efficient in
resolving a situation or following up on a crime.

Interestingly, the tactics LEP most frequently reported that
they would use in the individual scenario are consistent with
general police procedures that LEP could use with any citizen,
rather than those that are specific to working with LGBTQ
citizens. For example, LEP more frequently suggested refer-
ring the victim to general resources than to LGBTQ-specific
resources. Both of these tactics may be associated with
LGBTQ citizens’ positive experiences with LEP. Thus, if
LEP consistently apply general police tactics when working
with LGBTQ citizens, this will help LGBTQ citizens to have
more positive and affirming experiences with LEP. Further,
given LEP have likely long been trained in these general tac-
tics, these may be the easiest for LEP to adopt in their work
with LGBTQ citizens.

LEP expressed a variety of views regarding whether
LGBTQ citizens should be treated like everyone else or be
treated differently from non-LGBTQ people. Although many
general LEP tactics are helpful when also used with LGBTQ
citizens, it is important to note that some general tactics may
need to be adapted when working with LGBTQ citizens in
order to be affirming. For example, it might be typical police
procedure to assume that a driver’s license is inauthentic if a
person’s physical presentation and license information are dis-
crepant. Although this may be an understandable and appro-
priate response on the part of LEP, it may feel non-affirming to
a transgender driver. In contrast, slightly modifying general
police procedure by collaborating with the driver to determine
why the person’s physical presentation and driver’s license
were discrepant and modifying one’s own language to reflect
the driver’s preferred pronouns could be perceived as
affirming. Similarly, confronting someone who is engaging
in verbal harassment could demonstrate LEP’s concern about
the safety of LGBTQ citizens, even if LEP may not typically

intervene in verbal interactions that don’t violate the law.
Equal treatment, in which all citizens are treated identically,
may be less effective than the Bequal outcome^ approach,
which focuses on citizens’ perceptions of LEP fairness (Bowl-
ing, 2007). In these cases, appropriate treatment of a transgen-
der person’s gender identity and intervention in verbal harass-
ment could increase LGBTQ citizen’s positive perceptions of
LEP (Israel et al., 2014). In a profession, such as law enforce-
ment, where LGBTQ individuals have historically been
mistreated or marginalized, professionals may need to take
extra steps to demonstrate their affirmation of LGBTQ people
in order to work effectively with this population.

Comparison of the tactics written individually on surveys
and those within the context of group discussion of scenarios
reveals some patterns. Tactics generated on surveys were all
affirming and more likely to be general, whereas group dis-
cussion yieldedmore LGBTQ-specific tactics, as well as some
tactics that would likely be considered non-affirming by
LGBTQ citizens. This again suggests that LEP may more
easily integrate general positive tactics into their LGBTQ-
affirming police work. Further, this may reflect the reality that
LEP’s responses to the group scenario were often generated
by only one participant in the training workshop. Although
others may have agreed with some of these tactics, it is possi-
ble that when working independently, other participants may
not have thought to use it. However, exposure to affirming
tactics generated by their colleagues may have increased
LEP’s capacity to generate both general and LGBTQ-
specific tactics while on the job.

Implications for Training

Additionally, according to Lynch (2005), LEP should be pro-
vided with training programs Bdeveloped to give officers the
skills to successfully complete a task^ (p. 3). The authors
suggest that scenario-based training is one way to ensure that
officers can implement strategies in which they have been
trained. The current findings support the use of such
scenario-based trainings, which may enhance officers’ abili-
ties to use such skills on the job, as well as trainers’ and
colleagues’ ability to provide LEP with feedback on their
use of different tactics in various situations involving LGBTQ
citizens.

This study also suggests that group-based training on
LGBTQ issues is helpful. It appears that group training ex-
posed LEP to a wider range of tactics than they would have
generated on their own. Furthermore, the group discussion of
scenarios offered LEP an opportunity to use their collective
expertise in generating LGBTQ-affirming responses. This ap-
proach acknowledged the expertise of the participants and
generated solutions that would be acceptable to LEP and con-
sistent with law enforcement protocols. Keeping in mind that
LGBTQ people should not be expected to possess and share
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specialized knowledge regarding their identity group,
LGBTQ LEP may feel uniquely prepared to work with mar-
ginalized citizens (Miller et al., 2003), and the group training
format may offer them an opportunity to draw on their
expertise.

An additional benefit of providing training for LEP on
LGBTQ issues is to shift police culture toward greater diver-
sity. Police culture is often defined by traditional masculinity
(Miller et al., 2003), which creates an environment where
LGBTQ LEP may be fearful of portraying themselves as
LGBTQ-affirming due to perceptions that they are less
Bmasculine^ or not tough enough and, therefore, less compe-
tent in performing their job duties (Myers et al., 2004; Rumens
& Broomfield, 2012). Furthermore, lesbian and gay LEP re-
port overt and subtle anti-gay behavior and discrimination
within law enforcement organizations, which can result in
feeling unsafe in an already stressful occupation (Belkin &
McNichol, 2002; Miller et al., 2003). By training all LEP to
engage in LGBTQ-affirming tactics, the behavioral norms
within hegemonically masculine law enforcement organiza-
tions may widen so that all LEP can feel comfortable
performing a range of policing tactics and embracing a variety
of sexual orientation and gender identities, without risking the
perception of competence and effectiveness.

Limitations and Directions for Future Research

There were several limitations to the current study. Because of
the design of the training, it was not possible to capture each
individual participant’s tactical response to each group
prompt. Instead, we analyzed collective responses that
emerged from each scenario. Thus, it is unclear how well the
results represent each participant in the trainingworkshop. It is
likely that the results over-represent LGBTQ-affirming tactics
that each participant might have been able to generate individ-
ually. Future research might attempt to gather data on the
percentage of LEP who agree with and/or would intend to
use a particular participant’s tactical approach to working with
an LGBTQ citizen in order to gain clearer insight into LEP’s
attitudes and insights toward particular tactics. This would
help to further clarify the acceptability of different tactics to
a broader range of LEP. Behavioral ratings of LEP in simula-
tions or role plays may also offer insight into the extent to
which LEP may implement various tactics.

Another limitation is the potential discrepancy between
intentions to engage in a behavior compared to actual engage-
ment in a behavior. Given that it is socially desirable for LEP
to be unbiased and fair, it is likely that participants provided
their most affirming tactics, and potentially overestimated the
degree to which they would actually apply these behaviors in
practice. A separate evaluation of the training from which
these data were collected demonstrated that LEP reported in-
creased self-efficacy in their ability to use LGBTQ-affirming

tactics on the job from before the training to after the training
(Israel, Harkness, Delucio, Ledbetter, & Avellar, 2013). Al-
though it was beyond the scope of this study to evaluate par-
ticipants’ behavioral changes in the period of time following
the training, Israel et al.'s (2013) findings support the
implicitation that LEP felt confident in their ability to use
the tactics generated from the training. Additional evidence
that the generated tactics may have translated to practice, at
least for some LEP, is evident in LEP’s response to an anti-
LGBTQ hate crime that occurred approximately two months
after the training was completed. According to one report,
LEP who received the training found it to be useful in
responding more effectively to the crime (Patterson, 2012).
Future research that investigates the relationship between gen-
eration, self-efficacy, and use of LGBTQ-affirming tactics
would help to determine the support necessary to help LEP
implement such tactics.

Conclusion

This study is the first to begin empirically identifying
LGBTQ-affirming police tactics. Such tactics include typical
police procedures, as well as approaches specific to LGBTQ
citizens. LEP could generate a wide range of LGBTQ-
affirming tactics in the context of group-based scenario train-
ing, and tactics identified in such settings may be most likely
to be adopted in practice. We hope that the findings of this
study will contribute to further training, research, and articu-
lation of best practices to enhance LEP’s effectiveness in
working with LGBTQ individuals and communities.
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