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ABSTRACT
Intimate Partner Violence (IPV) as experienced by minority populations is poorly understood. Within the Western world,
the Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual, Transgender, Intersex, and Queer or Questioning LGBTIQ population is one such group
which suffers from misrepresentations and misunderstandings. In Western nations, IPV is primarily constructed as
perpetrated by men and experienced by women. However, for the LGBTIQ population, this dichotomous view of IPV is
inaccurate and invalidating. A systematic review was conducted to investigate the level of LGBTIQ inclusivity within IPV
discourses in the Western world as discussed in peer-reviewed literature. In particular, the review sought to understand
how media, advocacy, policy, and legislation shape LGBTIQ IPV experiences and resulting discourses. The literature
search was conducted between June 2018 and January 2019. The search included five electronic databases in psychology,
health, and social sciences. Of the 206 articles identified by the search, 21 were reviewed. The review analyzed literature
using a thematic approach. Eight key themes emerged, indicating media, legislation, policy, and advocacy are not entirely
inclusive concerning LGBTIQ IPV. The review found that pervasive attitudes like heterosexism, cissexism, homophobia,
transphobia, and biphobia reinforce institutional barriers and limited LGBTIQ IPV reporting. In addition, the review found
low service and provider competency levels, and more broadly, the research was limited. It is likely that heteronormative
frameworks and discourses mean many aspects of LGBTIQ IPV are still under-researched. Without a more robust inclusion of diversity in discourses on IPV, services and supports for LGBTIQ people will continue to be limited and based on
heteronormative frameworks of victimhood.
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INTRODUCTION
Violence is a far too common experience across all demographic groups (Horsley, Moussa, Fisher, & Rees, 2016). However, some groups are subjected to more frequent instances
of violence due to negative constructions about their identity
(Barner & Carney, 2011). Without the benefit of “fitting in”
within the norms of society (Bell & Naugle, 2008), those
who do not “fit” are more likely to suffer from subjugation,
marginalization, and repeat victimization throughout their
lives (Carvalho et al., 2011; Caman, Kristiansson, Granath,
& Sturup, 2017). For instance, Horsley et al. (2016) indicate
that lesbian, gay, bisexual, transgender, intersex, and queer
or questioning (LGBTIQ) people account for eleven percent
of the population, and they are more likely to experience
a lack of acknowledgement of LGBTIQ violence, including
both domestic violence (DV) and intimate partner violence
(IPV), due to the smaller amounts of police reporting, data
collection, inclusive legislation/advocacy, and public attitudes
relative to their population size.
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Moreover, the statistics surrounding LGBTIQ IPV do not
reflect the true prevalence of IPV due to underreporting and
limited forms of data collection by legal and social organizations (Campo & Tayton, 2015). This lack of information
makes it hard to investigate and address the needs of LGBTIQ
people with regard to IPV (Campo & Tayton, 2015). Ball (2013)
explains that IPV within LGBTIQ relationships is gaining
greater social recognition in areas with a high concentration
of LGBTIQ individuals, for example in Sydney’s Inner West
(in Australia), which is known to be very LGBTIQ-friendly.
However, there is still extraordinarily little known about
the experiences of IPV in general amongst LGBTIQ people.
Whilst knowledge is growing in some areas, there is limited
understanding of LGBTIQ IPV, in Australia more generally
and among all Western nation-states (Duffy, 2011; Messinger,
2017). Therefore, this review seeks to investigate the level of
LGBTIQ inclusivity within IPV discourses in the Western
world. The review aims to explore how LGBTIQ people experience IPV as discussed in peer-reviewed literature. This
exploration hopes to inform future research, with a view to
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elevating the profile of LGBTIQ victims within IPV advocacy,
policy, and legislation.

data followed by a review and disagreement resolution with
the primary supervisor.

Background

Results

LGBTIQ-identifying people include gay, lesbian, bisexual,
transgender, and intersex people, and those who feel no need
to identify with a socially constructed gender or sexuality
(Ali, Dhingra, & McGarry, 2016). LGBTIQ-identifying people
are often colloquially and collectively referred to as “queer,”
a term which has historically held negative connotations,
but which has recently become a term of empowerment
(Ball, 2016). Queer people all over the world, and indeed in
Australia, continue to be defined by many as deviants and
thus experience prejudice and discrimination (Ball 2016). The
social construction of LGBTIQ people results in this group
experiencing all types of violence, exclusion, and lack of acknowledgment across all areas of life (Ball, 2016; Messinger,
2017). Unsurprisingly, then, the experiences and needs of
LGBTIQ people who are victims, and perpetrators, of IPV are
often ignored and undermined, and crime is underreported
(Lawson, 2012). It is therefore pertinent to wonder whether
IPV discourses as presented by media, policy, legislation, and
advocacy are LGBTIQ inclusive.

A Systematic Review

To address this gap in information, a systematic review was
conducted to identify peer-reviewed research that investigated IPV amongst LGBTIQ populations internationally and
domestically (see Table I). In particular, the review explored
the role of media, advocacy, policy, and legislation in shaping LGBTIQ IPV experiences and the resulting discourses.

Search Strategy

The literature search included five electronic databases in
psychology, health, and social sciences: PsycINFO, ProQuest
Central, CINAHL, SocIndex, and Infomit. Between June
2018 and January 2019, a search for published peer-reviewed
literature was undertaken by the primary researchers to
narrow down the search terms and inclusion criteria for this
systematic review. The preliminary search used ProQuest
Central to identify the key words contained in study titles
and abstracts and to ascertain index terms used to describe
articles. Following Dune, Caputi, and Walker (2018), a stepby-step search strategy was employed (see Figure 1). Pertinent
key words were discussed, expanded upon, and refined by
the primary researchers. A second search, using all identified key words, was conducted across the five databases
indicated. Finally, the reference lists of all included studies
were examined for additional literature. Details of the search
strategy, including the search terms and combinations, are
summarized in Table II.

Data Synthesis

The review analyzed literature using a thematic approach developed by Thomas and Harden (2008) to extract, synthesize,
analyze, and interpret the findings of the included literature.
Three steps were followed: 1) line by line coding of the results,
discussion, and conclusion sections of the primary studies; 2)
development of descriptive themes; and 3) generation of analytical themes towards a synthesized presentation of results.
The first author completed a preliminary synthesis of primary

From the 206 potentially relevant articles identified, 21 articles
were included in the systematic review (see Figure 1).

Sample (n = 21)

The characteristics of each study are summarized in Table I.
The studies each offered different perspectives and methodological approaches to the general study of IPV. Just over half
of the studies (n=12, 57%) did not focus on a specific LGBTIQ
group nor did they collect primary data from LGBTIQ people.
Of these studies, two were literature reviews, two were book
reviews, one was a government report, one was a commentary, one was a case study, and five did not specify their article
type. LGBTIQ groups were participants in the remaining
43% (n=9) of the studies. This included seven (31%) studies
that explored the experiences of lesbians, four on gay men
(18%), three on bisexual people (13%) and one on transgender
people (4.5%). Of these studies, one was a comparative study
between heterosexual and lesbian, gay and bisexual experiences of IPV. One paper focused on counsellors’ experiences
of service delivery to lesbian women. The vast majority of
research was conducted in the United States (86.4%), with
the remainder being from Australia (13.6%).

Research Foci and Theoretical Approach

The studies primarily focused on critiquing existing
literature (3), industry professionals’ experiences (1),
comparing experiences of heterosexual and LGB experiences (1), LGBTIQ experiences (1), and the experiences of
lesbian and bisexual mothers (1) (33%). The remaining 14
studies (77%) did not have a particular focus on a specific
LGBTIQ group. All studies implicitly or explicitly aimed to
make recommendations about the experiences of LGBTIQidentifying people as victims of IPV. Only seven studies
(33%) explicitly indicated the use of a theoretical approach
to guide the research. The theories used in those instances
were: Health Belief Model, Emancipatory Theory, PostStructural Feminist Theory, Queer Theory and Sociology
of Gender Theory together with Intersectionality Theory,
Stress Process Theory, IPV Theory, and Domestic Violence
(DV) Theory. The remaining 14 articles (77%) did not explicitly state the use of any theory.

Research Design and Methodology

Only seven studies indicated the use of a methodological
framework, where the authors advised that the use of a
methodology informed their data collection process within
their article. Seven studies (33%) used quantitative methodology, with the use of surveys cited as the most common data
collection strategy. Three studies (14%) used qualitative approaches, with interviews being the most common method.
Given the emphasis on quantitative methods, a variety of
statistical analyses were applied to this review, including
bivariate analysis, constant comparative method, thematic
analysis, structural equation modelling, content analysis,
and multilevel modelling. Qualitative studies used thematic
or content analyses. Thirteen (61%) studies did not specify
the analytical approach used (see Table I).
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TABLE I Characteristics of included studies

22 lesbian mothers
& 2 bisexual mothers

No participants

No participants

4,674 heterosexual
participants & 95 LGB
participants

342 lesbian women

390 LGBT participants

No participants

No participants

184 participants:
105 lesbian women;
79 gay men

No participants

No participants

No participants

No participants

No participants

No participants

No participants

Sample/Size

Advocacy
Policy

Advocacy
Policy

Legislation
Advocacy
Policy

Policy

Advocacy

Legislation
Advocacy
Policy

Legislation
Policy
Advocacy

Policy

Policy

Policy

Does not specify

Policy

Media
Legislation
Advocacy
Policy

Media
Legislation
Advocacy
Policy

Media
Legislation
Advocacy
Policy

Legislation
Policy

Media, Legislation,
Advocacy and Policy

Physical
Economical

Physical
Psychological
Economical

Physical
Psychological
Economical

Physical
Psychological

Physical
Psychological

Physical
Psychological
Economical

Physical
Psychological

Physical
Psychological

Physical
Psychological

Physical

Does not specify

Does not specify

Physical
Psychological

Physical

Physical
Psychological

Physical
Psychological

Type of Violence

Does not specify

Does not specify

Chi-squared tests and
t tests against bivariate
analysis

Structural equation
modelling

Thematic analysis

Does not specify

Does not specify

Hierarchal Cluster
Analysis using Wards
Linkage method

Does not specify

Does not specify

Does not specify

Does not specify

Does not specify

Does not specify

Does not specify

Data Analysis

Qualitative in-depth
Descriptive Thematic
interviews 20–120 min
Analysis

Does not specify

Does not specify

Quantitative

Quantitative

Survey/Quantitative

Case Study

Systematic Literature
Review

Survey/Quantitative

Does not specify

Commentary

Book review

Does not specify

Does not specify

Government report

Literature review

Study Design/Data
Collection Method

Does not specify

Does not specify

Does not specify

Stress Process Theory

Does not specify

Does not specify

Does not specify

Intersectionality Theory

Does not specify

Does not specify

Does not specify

Does not specify

Post-Structural Feminism,
Queer Theory, and
the Sociology of Gender

Emancipatory Theory

Health Belief Model

Does not specify

Theoretical Approach
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Physical
Psychological
Rose, 2003
17

USA

229 lesbian women
& 242 gay men

Media
Legislation
Advocacy
Policy

Study Design/Data
Collection Method
Media, Legislation,
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Systematic Literature Review: Results & Discussion

Following line-by-line coding of the extracted results and
discussion sections from each individual study, eight themes
emerged: Characteristics of LGBTIQ IPV Victims and Perpetrators; Societal Attitudes and Current Approaches Towards LGBTIQ
IPV; Institutional Barriers and Facilitators; Criminal Justice Approach to Reporting and Responding to LGBTIQ IPV; Supports
Provided for LGBTIQ IPV; LGBTIQ Cultural Competence; Public
Discourse of LGBTIQ IPV in Legislation, Policy, Advocacy, and
Media; and Future Directions for LGBTIQ IPV Research. These
themes, which are extensive, not only capture a broader
picture of the diverse ways the LGBTIQ community experience IPV, but also highlight the different approaches to
addressing their experience. In the interest of brevity and
readability, the major findings are accompanied by only a
few example citations.

Characteristics of LGBTIQ IPV Victims and Perpetrators

Few studies presented robust data about the proportion of
LGBTIQ victims across a range of demographic characteristics
(Morin, 2014; Ijoma, 2018; Simpson & Helfrich, 2014; Frankland & Brown, 2014). Further, little was said about the perpetrators of violence in any robust and specific way with regard
to their demographic characteristics. Within the literature,
39
those experiencing IPV from minority groups remain hidden,
even within the LGBTIQ community (Ijoma, 2018; Simpson
& Helfrich, 2014). In addition to the general invisibility they
experience from the mainstream, these individuals face barriers due to their age, race and ethnicity, geographical location, and education levels (Ijoma, 2018; Simpson & Helfrich,
2014). For example, Black lesbians discussed limited levels of
education within their communities that promoted homophobic attitudes (Simpson & Helfrich, 2014). These women also
explained that because of the intersection of race, sexuality,
socioeconomic status, and education level within their communities, the disclosure of their identity might also invite
danger from the broader community (see Miller & Irvin,
2017; Simpson & Helfrich, 2014). As such, many lesbians did
not disclose their sexuality for fear of being ostracized from
their social supports (Miller & Irvin, 2017).
In terms of age, Morin (2014) found that LGBTIQ people
between the ages of 15 and 29 were at particular risk of IPV,
as they are at an increased risk of bullying, family difficulties,
and financial instability, making them not only extremely
vulnerable but also hidden. Morin (2014) also discussed a
unique lesbian experience where both victim and perpetrator
can access the same shelter—this effect is more limited for
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TABLE II

Summary of inclusion/exclusion criteria and key words

Parameters
Location
Language
Time
Population

Phenomena/Target

Study/literature type

Inclusion

Exclusion

Key Words

International

None

N/A

Written in English

Other languages

Select for English only

Any

None

N/A

Literature which discusses
LGBTIQ people

Literature which does not discuss
LGBTIQ people

(Abstract) lesbian OR gay OR bisexual
OR trans OR intersex OR queer OR
LGBT OR homosexual

Studies concerned with IPV and
the role of media, advocacy,
legislation, and policy

Not concerned with IPV and the role
of media, advocacy, legislation,
and policy

AND
(Title) Intimate partner violence
OR partner violence OR partner abuse
OR psychological abuse OR financial
abuse OR physical violence
AND
(Abstract) media OR policy
OR legislation OR advocacy

Published primary research
Published literature which does not include
including qualitative, quantitative,
qualitative, quantitative, and mixed
and mixed method designs
methods of data collection and analysis

male victims, as there are fewer male shelters for DV/IPV
(Morin, 2014). Gay men, according to Campo and Tayton
(2015), have difficulty understanding the violence they experience as IPV. This may be reflective of the broader society’s
inability to acknowledge the prevalence and impact of IPV
on men (Morin, 2014).
Transgender IPV is the most violent, according to
Campo and Tayton (2015), due to the severity of violence and
is further exacerbated by systematic discrimination. Campo
and Tayton (2015) found that transgender people may
experience discrimination within the health and medical
fields at higher rates than other populations. Several studies concurred that LGBTIQ IPV research is growing within
the field of academia; however, transferable knowledge to
the broader public still meets with resistance (see Campo &
Tayton, 2015; Calton, Cattaneo, & Gebhard, 2016). A robust
study of the experiences of bisexual people was missing
in any of the included literature on the characteristics of
IPV, suggesting bisexual people still occupy a precarious
position under the LGBTIQ umbrella. Intersex and gender
non-conforming identities were also absent from peerreviewed discourses. Future research should focus on these
populations and their experiences of IPV.

Societal Attitudes and Current Approaches
to LGBTIQ IPV

There are many negative societal attitudes towards LGBTIQ
people as reported in the included literature, including transphobia, homophobia, biphobia, sexism, heterosexism, cissexism, and detrimental attitudes to LGBTIQ masculinity and
femininity. In several studies, the role of these attitudes on
current understandings of LGBTIQ IPV impeded societal recognition of the diverse experiences of LGBTIQ people (Rose,
2003; Hill, Woodson, Ferguson, & Parks, 2012; Frankland &
Brown, 2014; Calton et al., 2016). Importantly, the noted societal attitudes create a gender and sexuality hierarchy which
promotes heteronormativity within IPV public discourse.

N/A

Heteronormativity also exists in the models used to
address IPV. Several studies indicated that while the experiences of IPV vary greatly between heterosexual and
LGBTIQ groups, a one-size-fits-all approach to all victims
of DV known as the Duluth treatment model is most famous
(see Cannon & Buttell, 2015; Cannon, Lauve-Moon, & Buttell, 2015). Cannon et al. (2015) noted that this approach has
been under consistent criticism for its failure to meet the
needs of LGBT people (their study focused primarily on
lesbian, gay, bisexual and transgender populations), as the
Duluth model reinforces pervasive heteronormative bias
and subsequent oppression of LGBT people. The Duluth
model fails because it assumes that heterosexual men are
always the aggressor and heterosexual women are always
the victims. Cannon and Buttell (2015) also emphasize
the limits of this approach, which does not consider other
victim/offender dynamics.
The apparent heterosexism/cissexism within the Duluth
model is exemplified in discrepancies between arrest patterns
by police officers (e.g., Leonard, Mitchell, Pitts, & Patel, 2008;
Russell & Sturgeon, 2018). Notably, Russell and Sturgeon
(2018) found that some police officers were more lenient in
punishing heterosexual women offenders. Furthermore, the
study indicated that some lesbian victims and offenders,
as well as gay victims and offenders, had their experience
treated as mutually consensual abuse. Conversely, these same
police officers were more punitive towards offenders who
were heterosexual men, suggesting that heterosexual IPV
and male offenders are more serious than the other offences
and offenders presented in the study. Russell and Sturgeon’s
(2018) research into how police respond to IPV indicates that
police officers may be taking IPV perpetration by gay men and
heterosexual women as a less pressing issue. It could also be
that heteronormativity frames men as superior and aggressive, while women are submissive and gentle. Underpinning
this ideology is the idea that a current feminine construct is
applicable to anyone who is not a heterosexual male or who
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fails to act like a man. As a result, the remainder are considered feminine and should thus receive delicate treatment.
Another standard model for DV/IPV management is
through feminist theory (Cannon & Buttell, 2015). While
feminist theory is focused on empowering women’s voices
and experiences, LGBTIQ IPV researchers criticize its use
(Cannon & Buttell, 2015). Some authors feel that feminist
theory is not able to holistically explain the victim experiences of lesbians nor their offending behaviours. With this
contradiction, those like Cannon and Buttell (2015) indicated
that feminist theory cannot adequately explain LGBTIQ IPV.
Current approaches to understanding IPV that use the
Duluth model are heavily influenced by feminist theory. According to Cannon and Buttell (2015), this approach impedes
the recognition of other victims, such as the LGBTIQ population. Furthermore, LGBTIQ IPV inclusivity is no small task,
and no straightforward option was put forth by the authors in
these studies to operationalize the inclusivity of the LGBTIQ
population (e.g., Leonard et al., 2008; Cannon & Buttell, 2015;
Cannon, et al, 2015; Russell & Sturgeon, 2018). However, there
was a consensus among these authors that there should not
be any privileging of sexuality as a factor which influences
current approaches to IPV.

Institutional Barriers and Facilitators

Institutional barriers were the most significant theme to
emerge from this systematic review. A majority of articles
specify the significant barriers LGBTIQ people face, including
compounded discrimination for individuals of colour, lack of
community engagement, lack of LGBTIQ inclusive services,
reinforcement of heterosexist attitudes that promote heterosexual women’s experiences only (see Morin, 2014; Miller
& Irvin, 2017; Oswald, Fonseca, & Hardesty, 2010; Simpson
& Helfrich, 2005; Simpson & Helfrich, 2014; Calton et al.,
2016; Campo & Tayton, 2015, and Fileborn & Horsley, 2015).
The literature suggests that this discrimination is extended
to trans and intersex people, who are consequently made
invisible (Calton et al., 2016). However, the most significant
problem, according to Campo and Tayton (2015), is society’s
inability to view IPV outside of a heterosexual framework.
Poor recognition of LGBTIQ family and sexual violence means
those people face barriers to accessing the justice system and
support services, such as the police or emergency accommodation (Fileborn & Horsley, 2015). These services are often
geared solely towards the needs of heterosexual women
(Fileborn & Horsley, 2015).
Socioeconomic status is another significant barrier,
especially for people not living in LGBTIQ-“friendly” communities. Simpson and Helfrich (2014) note the overall lack of
outreach to both lesbians and women living in under-served
communities. They found that, in addition to concrete barriers, there are also societal barriers which hinder LGBTIQ
agency. These barriers are the result of multiple layers of
oppression within society, such as cultural and political attitudes, religious beliefs, and social systems, which all reinforce
heterosexism/cissexism. They further note the impact of
sexism and racism as well as an individual’s socioeconomic
status and disability status (see also Ijoma, 2018). Breaking
down these institutional and societal barriers is not a small
task and is one that requires greater investigation beyond the
scope of this study. However, understanding the experiences

of people who fall outside of the heteronormative frameworks
of Western society is vital to becoming more inclusive of
LGBTIQ people and their access to services (Simpson & Helfrich, 2014; Ijoma, 2018).
Leonard et al. (2008) suggest that an impactful institutional facilitator is developing, implementing, and evaluating current government funding campaigns and, further,
ensuring these campaigns advocate on behalf of LGBTIQ
people, while also challenging heterosexist and homophobic attitudes. Moreover, education is a pivotal facilitator in
debunking myths such as violence amongst LGBTIQ people
being mutual or consensual or misrepresented as a simple
fight between friends (Morrow & Hawxhurst, 1989). Several
studies also reinforced the importance of promoting inclusive
institutional access as a means of improving LGBTIQ IPV services equally within contemporary Western society (Morrow
& Hawxhurst, 1989; Leonard et al. 2008; Morin, 2014; Oswald,
Fonseca, & Hardesty, 2010; Simpson & Helfrich, 2005).

Criminal Justice Approach to Reporting and
Responding to LGBTIQ IPV

Police reporting as considered within this systematic review
highlighted that the LGBTIQ community faces barriers to
reporting IPV to police. While it is acknowledged there has
been progress made in reporting, there is still deep mistrust
between the LGBTIQ population and police. Notably, LGBTIQ
treatment within Australia and abroad is a critical barrier to
reporting, as victims do not believe their IPV incident will
be treated in the same way it would for their heterosexual
and cisgender counterparts (Campo & Tayton, 2015; Leonard
et al., 2008; Simpson & Helfrich, 2014). For example, Morin
(2014) found that the history of criminalized LGBTQ lives
is still felt among these communities today, particularly for
LGBTQ people of colour, transgender people, youth populations, and immigrant communities. Prevailing attitudes
within the LGBTIQ population exacerbate the underreporting
of IPV incidents, further impacting statistical data collection,
thus restricting the legal system’s acknowledgment of and
ability to support victims (Morin, 2014). Particular groups
within the LGBTIQ paradigm, including transgender and
gender non-conforming individuals, note they experience
detrimental treatment from police officers (Morin, 2014; Ijoma,
2018). The included research also noted that there is still a
proclivity to associate LGBTIQ people with sexual deviance
and criminal activity (e.g., Simpson & Helfrich, 2014; Leonard et al., 2008; Morin, 2014), thus restricting acceptance of
the validity of their experiences of violence and appropriate
police responses to it (Morin, 2014).
Morin (2014) suggests that “police officers are generally
more likely to view violence between LGBTIQ individuals,
especially partners of the same gender, as mutual or consensual abuse” (p. 484). This attitude, Morin explains, demeans
progressive understandings of partner violence, and reinforces the heteronormative beliefs held within many Western
nations (Leonard et al., 2008; Campo & Tayton, 2015; Simpson
& Helfrich, 2014). While this attitude may not be reflective of
the entire police force, it may indicate a deep-seated stance
reflective of the current societal attitude towards LGBTIQ people generally (Leonard et al., 2008). Morin (2014) also found
that “many police officers continue to express homophobia”
(p. 484), holding these attitudes as a personal belief. In roles
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where bias is not meant to be a mitigating factor, such personal biases and attitudes can continue to influence police and
the way they engage with addressing and protecting victims
of LGBTIQ IPV (Russell & Sturgeon, 2018).
Within the LGBTIQ population, both in Australia and
abroad, detrimental treatment has problematized the relationships between this community and the police. In an attempt
to rectify historical policing approaches to sexuality, police
forces in Australia have taken steps in the right direction,
such as the hiring of LGBTIQ Liaison officers (Campo &
Tayton, 2015). However, there is still fear and mistrust of the
police (Fileborn, 2012; Parry & O’Neal, 2015). Several articles
note, with varying emphasis, the issues with current policing responses as persistently problematic (Campo & Tayton,
2015; Leonard et al., 2008; Russell & Sturgeon, 2018; Rose,
2003; Simpson & Helfrich, 2014; Crumrine, 2019). Campo
and Tayton (2015) note that Australia has, in some states and
territories, made attempts to bridge the gap between police
bodies and the LGBTIQ population with LGBTIQ liaison officers as well as support events such as pride marches and
the Sydney Mardi Gras.
Overall, research suggests that LGBTIQ populations still
face significant discrimination and homophobic attitudes by
police officers (Campo & Tayton, 2015, p. 6; Dwyer & Hotten,
2009; Kay & Jefferies, 2010; Fileborn, 2012; Parry & O’Neal,
2015). The sample of literature used in this study suggests that,
while some aspects of police and LGBTIQ-community relations are improving, several areas still require attention. This
slow progression towards LGBTIQ inclusivity is reflective of
broader societal attitudes towards IPV victim representation
and requires a broader public redress, beyond the scope of
one social institution.

Supports Provided for LGBTIQ IPV Victims

Support services for the LGBTIQ community are centred
around LGBTIQ enclaves (Calton et al., 2016; Oswald, Fonseca, & Hardesty, 2010). This is problematic for LGBTIQ
people who do not, or cannot afford to, reside within or near
these areas. One way to increase support accessibility is by
having LGBTIQ competence embedded into existing general
services (Oswald, Fonseca, & Hardesty, 2010) and/or increasing individual service provider competency (Calton et al.,
2016). Calton et al. (2016) note that government officials have
the power to regulate the quality of existing services within
DV organisations—especially ones which receive state and
federal funding.
In addition, this would ensure that services are under
consistent review to also meet LGBTIQ service delivery
standards. Calton et al. (2016) further stress that to receive
ongoing funding and governmental support, DV organisations require evaluation—and this includes the training
they provide their support workers. Simpson and Helfrich
(2005) also noted that agencies need to take responsibility for
training all staff members on working with LGBTIQ people.
Once this occurs, existing support structures, no matter their
location, can help LGBTIQ people even if they do not reside
within LGBTIQ enclaves.

LGBTIQ Cultural Competence

There are many intersecting ways oppression manifests, both
within DV agencies generally and across the broader cultural

and political landscape. However, acknowledging the existence
of these oppressive barriers is not enough. All of the included
literature highlighted the importance of cultural competence
as vital for all victims, not only LGBTIQ people, but also
Aboriginal people and Culturally and Linguistically Diverse
(CALD) people (Oswald, Fonseca, & Hardesty, 2010; Fileborn
& Horsley, 2015; Cannon & Buttell, 2015; Simpson & Helfrich,
2014; Calton et al., 2016). Cultural competence is the ability for
an individual to interact effectively with people whose culture
may not be the same as their own. Cultural competence ensures
that the needs of an entire and diverse community are met.
Russell and Sturgeon (2018) found that police lack cultural
competence when they respond to lesbian and gay IPV as
mutually consensual or as a simple fight between friends. Attitudes which dismiss the experiences of LGBTIQ IPV victims
require attention, just as culturally responsive, constructive,
and beneficial engagement with LGBTIQ people across all
facets of society requires improvement. A way to address this
need is for support services and providers to become more
culturally competent. Cultural competence also has a role in
research, as it ensures that samples are diverse and representative of a broad range of genders, sexualities, and identities.

Public Discourse of LGBTIQ IPV in Legislation, Policy,
Advocacy, and Media

LGBTIQ inclusion within legislation discourse is problematic
within Australia and abroad. Currently, there appear to be
areas where inclusive language is lacking, and in turn, where
non-inclusive language creates and/or maintains ambiguous
legislation. For example, there is a significant issue with the
framing of DV/IPV as perpetrated by men and as experienced
by women within a heterosexual relationship (Leonard et al.,
2008; Cannon & Buttell, 2015; Morin, 2014).
Many studies have found that removing heteronormative biases from current legislation eliminates the precarious
position of LGBTIQ IPV victims in current DV/IPV discourse
(Leonard et al., 2008; Ijoma, 2018; Morin, 2014; Cannon & Buttell, 2015; Calton et al., 2016). Challenging heteronormative
understandings eliminates what some authors call the “illusion of inclusion” (Cannon & Buttell, 2015)—language within
legislation which is vague and often left open to interpretation. Ambiguous discourse within some legislation invites
exclusion for not only LGBTIQ people but other marginalized
populations as well (Leonard et al., 2008; Ijoma, 2018; Morin,
2014). Additionally, the inclusion of LGBTIQ persons of colour,
according to Ijoma (2018), is sorely lacking. In particular,
Ijoma cites the exclusion of Black lesbians and Black trans
women, causing them to be hidden victims. The literature
stressed the impact of multiple minority identities on representation within legislation—a scenario which overlooks the
experiences and voices as survivors of LGBTIQ IPV (Calton
et al., 2016; Ijoma, 2018). Morin (2018) stated that to achieve
legislative inclusivity, states like Vermont and Massachusetts,
in the United States, have removed referencing the gender or
sexuality of the partners in IPV legislation. Legislation there
now takes a gender-neutral stance to be wholly inclusive
and, by extension, apply to all equally. However, given that
heteronormativity is the lens through which most societies
understand IPV, the lack of specifiers may serve as an erasure of LGBTIQ people from common understandings and
applications of legislation.
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Policy documents can offer guidance not only on who is
affected by a particular issue but also how that issue should be
addressed. Currently, policy is typically lacking in LGBTIQinclusive elements. For example, inclusive policy documentation should inform stakeholders, legislators, and government
officials on any societal issue, while also advocating or setting
down rules and guidelines for businesses. Additionally, many
policy documents use problematic language and terminology that is not inclusive of LGBTIQ IPV victims (Campo &
Tayton, 2015; Simpson & Helfrich, 2014; Calton et al., 2016).
This systematic review found common themes across publications, indicating that ambiguous policies have created
confusion, under-acknowledgment, and misunderstandings
in policy, practice, and judicial response (Campo & Tayton,
2015; Simpson & Helfrich, 2014; Calton et al., 2016).
To operationalize inclusive policies, Calton et al. (2016)
suggest using human rights organizations to advocate on
behalf of LGBTIQ victims of IPV. In the United States, a recent
study found that human rights organizations that lobbied for
more inclusive language for LGBTIQ people were successful
in supporting this population (Calton et al., 2016). Requiring
inclusive language allows organizations to audit services on
their LGBTQ inclusivity. For example, Simpson and Helfrich
(2014) note that organizations should receive financial assistance to expand the capacity of their service. This would
reinforce the social and moral responsibility of services
and policy in making services inclusive of and accessible to
everyone. Changing policy language to be more inclusive is
exceptionally beneficial in LGBTIQ IPV advocacy and as a
means of challenging heteronormative, cisnormative, and
biased policies (Campo & Tayton, 2015; Simpson & Helfrich,
2014; Calton et al., 2016).
Within the systematic review results, advocacy did not
feature in any of the included studies as a major theme, with
only one study (Morin, 2014) alluding to the importance
of advocacy. Despite this limitation, this study reinforces
overall that advocacy, especially within Australia, is a major
contributing factor to understanding victim representation.
Further, the benefits of advocacy are numerous and require
a more robust investigation, especially in terms of inclusive
discourse and service delivery for LGBTIQ people and other
marginalized populations.
Media, as an institution, can inform, construct, and
dictate social scripts and expectations. Within the included
literature, there was little discussion on the role or impact
of media on LGBTIQ IPV. However, Cannon et al. (2015)
mention that powerful institutions like media outlets serve
to construct our current ideology of masculinity and femininity. They note that where the idea of hegemonic notions
of sexuality form the basis of what is healthy (heterosexual)
and unhealthy (homosexual), others can use these as a form
of social control. Furthermore, they suggest the media as an
institution dictates what is right, healthy, natural, and normal,
and in this instance, heterosexual relationships are healthy
and LGBTIQ relationships are unhealthy. For this discourse,
with regard to the ability for notions of gender and sexuality to change, the normalization of “alternative” identities
needs to be at the forefront of the discussion. Due to the lack
of commentary from current research, the media is another
institution which requires more significant investigation in
terms of LGBTIQ IPV messaging, representation, awareness,

and education—as the media can be a powerful institution
of social control (Cannon et al., 2015).

Future Directions for LGBTIQ IPV Research

LGBTIQ IPV research remains underfunded and limited by
many factors, such as the inability to recruit diverse sample
sizes and capture as many experiences as possible (Frankland
& Brown, 2014; Leonard et al., 2008; Simpson & Helfrich,
2005; Simpson & Helfrich, 2014). Ijoma (2018) found that most
LGBTIQ IPV research focuses more on lesbian IPV, while
bisexual and trans men are missing in male IPV research,
suggesting that binegativity, transphobia, and transmisogyny
may create unique barriers to help-seeking (Campo & Tayton,
2015). For qualitative research, researchers must work on
capturing as many experiences as possible (Campo & Tayton,
2015). Within Australia, statistical institutions must incorporate sexuality in their statistical collection; otherwise, people
will generally assume the victim is heterosexual (Campo &
Tayton, 2015).
Qualitative research generally has smaller sample sizes,
but such studies have the capacity to document the complexity of LGBTIQ experiences through the provision of rich
phenomenological perspectives. However, qualitative data
may be overgeneralized and misrepresented under the assumption that all LGBTIQ people experience the same forms
of IPV as one another (Simpson & Helfrich, 2005; Calton et
al., 2016; Cannon & Buttell, 2015; Mason, Lewis, Gargurevich,
& Kelley, 2016).
Cannon et al. (2015) stress the importance of using theory
to guide research, which in turn strengthens the research design and allows for critique of the applicability of the theory
to explain a particular phenomenon. For example, Cannon
et al. (2015) explored three theoretical approaches to explain
IPV and provided guidance for how each theory could guide
future research. The use of theory is vital for research, as it
can help to explain or critique the experiences of diverse and
unique experiences of a particular group.
The literature also suggests that limited funding is a
barrier to gaining valuable and necessary insights into the
issue of LGBTIQ IPV (Calton et al., 2016; Russell & Sturgeon,
2018). Calton et al. (2016) propose that if adequate funding
were a reality, all aspects of violence, as well as the impact of
the sexual and gender identity of both perpetrator and survivor, should be the subject of further research. Furthermore,
this would also help to address the systemic inequalities and
stigma that LGBTIQ individuals too often face as victims of
IPV (Cannon et al., 2015).

RESULTS & DISCUSSION
Throughout this systematic review, the representation, recognition, and understanding of LGBTIQ IPV victim and offender
dynamics were discussed. Many intersections of individuals’
identities, for example religious status or whether someone is
“in the closet” or not, would severely influence their victimization experiences. Therefore, intersectionality remains vital
for understanding the experiences of LGBTIQ-identifying
individuals. As Simpson and Helfrich (2014) noted, this is
especially so for those who have more marginalized identities, such as Black lesbians, who may remain more invisible
due to lower levels of education, socioeconomic status, and
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geographical location, leading to possible exclusion from their
communities and social supports. Age was another critical
factor that often remains hidden, a significant problem as
younger individuals are also participating in and experiencing IPV.
Current approaches to IPV are hindered by the inherent
flaws of treatment models, such as the Duluth model. Underpinning this is severe heterosexism/cissexism, which influences how police respond to and treat offenders of IPV, such as
viewing heterosexual male victims as less serious, and viewing
gay and lesbian victims and perpetrators as mutual consenters
to the abuse. Further, feminist theory cannot accurately address
the nuances of LGBTIQ IPV, which may exacerbate current
reporting, especially in terms of the Criminal Justice System.
The importance of having inclusive legislation, policy,
advocacy, and media was highlighted above as a significant
contributor to changing the current landscape of victim
representation. Inclusive policy would ensure that victim
services can understand and identify the experiences of
LGBTIQ victims. Inclusive legislation can remove gendered
hierarchy and allow for all victims of partner violence to
gain social justice. These approaches would then underpin
inclusive advocacy, the importance of which was alluded to
in this review. Lastly, media as a social agent of change can
help dispel the myths which surround who may or may not
be a victim and/or perpetrator of IPV. Driving these changes
would be inclusive education, with guidance from research,
which in turn has more significant and more diverse sample
sizes, ensuring cultural competence receives precedence in
all future IPV narratives. Intimate partner violence is not a
model of control exclusive to white heterosexual women as
the only victims, and this review underscores the importance
of ensuring that such assumptions do not damage the ability
for other victims to gain equitable recognition.

CONCLUSION
The synthesis of existing evidence within this review across
media, legislation, policy, and advocacy highlights that public
discourses lack equal and diverse representations of LGBTIQ
IPV and other minorities. The review reiterates that LGBTIQ
IPV research has increased exponentially within an international context, especially within the last two decades. However, the review has found that the current climate continues
to be influenced by societal attitudes, such as heterosexism,
cissexism, homophobia, biphobia, and transphobia, as well
as heteronormativity. These same attitudes impact personal
attitudes and maintain a heteronormative/cisnormative IPV
framework. It is likely that heteronormative frameworks and
discourses mean that many aspects of LGBTIQ IPV are still
under-researched, such as the experiences of bisexual people,
trans men and women, intersex people, and non-binary conforming identities.
Within our global context, the issue of inclusivity, or
lack thereof, is receiving urgent attention. However, this
does not mean that an individual’s identity is not essential
to understanding IPV—on the contrary. The findings of this
review highlight the importance of the role of intersecting
identities in better understanding the experiences of IPV in
the context of sexuality, sex assigned at birth, gender identity,
race/ethnicity, and a vast range of other identifiers. Achieving

this level of non-dichotomous or categorical understanding
of IPV may take decades to achieve, but if it is to be achieved,
cultural competence must be central to the interactions that
systems have with LGBTIQ people concerning IPV.
As the literature suggests, current approaches are not
entirely inclusive. Importantly, diversity of experience is
lacking in policy, legislation, and service delivery. This is
compounded by the impact of personal biases that result
in differential criminal justice responses across genders
and sexual identities. Further, funding is lacking for both
research and service accessibility, which are also impeded
by a reliance on heteronormative or outdated models of DV
and IPV management. This review also noted the lack of any
consistent institutional approach, meaning that legislation
and its enforcement, service providers and their services,
and media agents and their messages are currently not being
adequately held accountable for the roles they play, or might
play, in promoting LGBTIQ inclusivity.
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