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Summary 
This guidance presents the Portland Framework, an emerging evidence-informed framework for 
Dialogue Policing in the United States developed through practitioner collaboration, academic 
partnership, and operational reflection. The framework is intended as a practical guidance 
document for law enforcement agencies seeking to develop, implement, and professionalise 
dialogue-led approaches to public order policing within the specific legal, organisational, and 
constitutional context of the US. 

Grounded in contemporary scientific research on crowd psychology, legitimacy, and intergroup 
dynamics, the Portland Framework positions Dialogue Policing as a central component of 
constitutional and democratic public order policing. Importantly, the framework is grounded in the 
operational experiences of US law enforcement agencies and reflects collaborative practitioner-
led development within American legal, organisational, and constitutional contexts. In doing so, it 
represents an important step toward US agencies defining for themselves what effective Dialogue 
Policing should look like in the United States. 

The framework emphasises that Dialogue Policing is not a passive alternative to public order 
policing. Rather, it forms part of a broader layered and graded Public Order and Public Safety 
(POPS) approach in which tactical options range from facilitation and engagement through to 
lawful coercive intervention where necessary. Dialogue capability expands the range of tactical 
options available to commanders, improves situational awareness, supports dynamic risk 
assessment, and enhances the precision and legitimacy of operational decision-making. 

A core aspect of the guidance is that effective dialogue policing cannot operate as isolated or 
superficial engagement. The framework distinguishes between “shallow dialogue” based upon 
episodic communication during events, and “deep dialogue” grounded in sustained relationship-
building, continuity of personnel, and long-term engagement with communities and protest 
groups. Effective dialogue capability depends upon organisational investment, leadership 
support, and integration into command, planning, and operational systems. 

The framework recognises the significant variation that exists across US law enforcement 
agencies in terms of organisational size, operational demand, available resources, and public 
order capability. While the guidance identifies core principles and minimum standards for effective 
dialogue policing, it is intended to be scalable and adaptable across a wide range of policing 
environments. The framework therefore recognises that agencies may implement dialogue 
capability in different ways depending upon local context, operational requirements, and 
organisational capacity. Although dedicated dialogue units may represent the optimal model for 
some agencies, the principles set out within this guidance are intended to support the 
development of dialogue-led approaches across the broader spectrum of US policing. 

The guidance further highlights that the development of dialogue policing requires broader 
organisational and cultural change within public order policing. Dialogue-led approaches depend 
upon scientifically informed understandings of crowd behaviour that move away from outdated 
assumptions of crowd irrationality and toward approaches grounded in legitimacy, 
communication, and interactional dynamics. This transition requires leadership, 
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professionalisation, complementary command training, and organisational buy-in across the 
wider public order system. 

The framework also highlights that Dialogue Policing provides an important mechanism for 
improving operational understanding and supporting more informed command decision-making 
during rapidly evolving public order events. Through continuous engagement, communication, 
and situational awareness, Dialogue Police can help agencies better understand crowd dynamics, 
identify emerging risks, reduce unnecessary escalation, and support more proportionate and 
differentiated operational responses. In this sense, dialogue capability contributes not only to 
communication and relationship-building, but also to the overall effectiveness, legitimacy, 
accountability, and constitutional defensibility of public order operations, particularly where 
agencies are required to justify the necessity and proportionality of tactical escalation.  

The framework is structured across three interconnected substantive sections. 

1. The first section establishes the strategic and organisational foundations necessary for 
effective dialogue policing. It outlines the broader public order framework within which 
dialogue must operate, including command and coordination structures, escalation 
management, layered tactical responses, and the distinction between deep and shallow 
dialogue. It emphasises that dialogue policing achieves its full effectiveness only when 
integrated within wider command systems and supported by legitimacy-based operational 
strategies. 

2. The second section provides detailed operational guidance for Dialogue Police in practice. 
It defines the core functions and responsibilities of Dialogue Officers, including 
communication and engagement, situational awareness, problem-solving, de-escalation, 
escalation management, operational deployment, and post-event responsibilities. The 
guidance translates the underlying principles of dialogue policing into structured 
operational expectations suitable for implementation within US policing environments. 

3. The third section defines the professional profile, selection criteria, training requirements, 
and developmental pathways required to sustain dialogue capability over time. It highlights 
that Dialogue Officers require a distinctive professional identity combining emotional 
intelligence, operational credibility, communication skill, resilience, situational judgement, 
and the capacity to influence both external crowd dynamics and internal police decision-
making. The framework positions training and accreditation within a broader agenda to 
professionalise public order policing in the United States and establish more consistent 
standards for dialogue capability nationally. 

Collectively, the Portland Framework represents an important step toward the development of a 
distinct US model of dialogue policing grounded in operational practice, scientific evidence, 
constitutional principles, and collaborative professional learning. It provides a foundation upon 
which future operational guidance, training standards, accreditation processes, and research can 
continue to develop. 
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Introduction 
This guidance sets out an emerging framework for Dialogue Policing in the United States (US), 
developed through collaboration between policing practitioners and academic partners. It brings 
together three interrelated components: guidance on the minimum standards required for effective 
dialogue policing in the US; a professional skills profile for Dialogue Police officers; and a 
structured training framework designed to support consistent levels of competency and 
professional practice. Collectively, these elements provide a coherent foundation for the 
development and professionalisation of Dialogue Policing capability within the US policing 
context. 

The guidance presented here is the product of a practitioner-led workshop held in Portland, 
Oregon, which brought together agencies from across the Western United States that have been 
actively developing and implementing dialogue-based approaches to public order policing. The 
workshop was supported by academic partners from the Centre for Policing Research and 
Development (CPRD) at The Open University in the UK, and George Washington University. The 
National Policing Institute also played a key supporting role. To our knowledge, this workshop 
marked the first occasion in the US - and potentially internationally - where such a group has 
convened explicitly to share operational experience, reflect critically on practice, and work 
collaboratively to define the principles, skills, and organisational structures required for Dialogue 
Policing within the US context. 

A key outcome of this process has been the emergence of a community of practice composed of 
agencies engaged in theory-led and evidence-informed innovation in this field. This represents a 
significant step forward, creating a platform for sustained collaboration, shared learning, and the 
co-production of knowledge between practitioners and researchers. It also reflects a growing 
recognition that dialogue policing constitutes a distinct professional function requiring dedicated 
training, an underpinning evidence base, and sustained organisational commitment. 

Historically, dialogue policing in the US has been influenced by models developed in European 
contexts. While these approaches have provided valuable insights, they have not always 
translated easily into US policing environments, which are shaped by distinct legal frameworks, 
organisational structures, and operational realities. Nonetheless, an emerging body of peer-
reviewed scientific evidence supports the effectiveness of dialogue-based approaches to crowd 
management within the US context.1 This guidance represents the next step in building upon that 
developing evidence base, shifting the emphasis from the adaptation of externally developed 
models towards the construction of a framework grounded in US operational experience and 
practice. 

The approach taken here is explicitly evidence-informed, drawing on established research in 
crowd psychology, legitimacy, and intergroup dynamics while remaining closely connected to 
operational practice. The Portland Framework was developed through a structured and iterative 

 
1 Stott, C., Hassan, S., Mabry, D., Dyer, S., & Straub, K. (2025). The Columbus model: Crowd psychology, dialogue 
policing and protest management in the U.S.A. Policing and Society, 36(2), 155–177. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/10439463.2025.2532546 

https://doi.org/10.1080/10439463.2025.2532546
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process of practitioner reflection, comparative analysis, and collaborative discussion grounded in 
real-world operational experience. Through the three-day workshop process, participating 
agencies critically examined their own organisational models, operational deployments, and 
implementation challenges, before collectively identifying shared principles, skills, and areas of 
emerging consensus. Comparative reflection on the Columbus and Swedish dialogue policing 
models further informed this process, enabling participants to assess both the transferability and 
limitations of existing national and international approaches within the US context. 

At this stage, the framework should be understood as developmental and aspirational rather than 
definitive. It does not claim to represent a settled model of dialogue policing. Rather, it provides a 
structured foundation upon which operational guidance, professional standards, training, and 
future research can be further developed, tested, and refined. The longer-term ambition is to move 
towards a more consistent and recognised model of dialogue policing across the US. This will 
require ongoing collaboration, the systematic collection and analysis of evidence, and the 
development of mechanisms for training, assessment, and accreditation. The framework set out 
in this guidance is intended to support that process by providing a clear reference point against 
which practice can be considered, evaluated, and improved. 

Strategic Framework for Public Order Policing 
It is necessary to emphasise that Dialogue Police must operate within a scientifically informed 
strategic approach to public order policing grounded in the maintenance of public safety through 
facilitation, legitimacy, and proactive engagement. This strategic orientation represents a 
fundamental shift away from traditional reactive models of crowd control based on flawed and 
outdated assumptions of crowd irrationality, and away from approaches that rely predominantly 
on containment and coercive force. 

In contrast, a dialogue-led strategic approach recognises that crowd behaviour is identity-based, 
socially organised, dynamic, and shaped through patterns of interaction, and that the perceived 
legitimacy of policing plays a central role in influencing whether events escalate or remain 
peaceful. Within this scientifically informed approach, the primary objective of policing is to 
maintain public safety by facilitating lawful and peaceful assembly, reducing the potential for 
conflict, and ensuring that any exercise of police powers is necessary, proportionate, informed, 
and differentiated. Effective public order policing therefore depends upon the quality of operational 
decision-making. Those decisions can only be achieved through continuous real-time 
engagement, communication, and situational awareness.2   

This strategic orientation is not only scientifically grounded but also aligned with constitutional 
principles because it enables policing practices that are consistent with protections associated 
with the First, Fourth, and Fourteenth Amendments. It supports approaches to public order 

 
2 For fuller explanation of the scientific grounding for this policing approach see Stott, C & Maguire, E (2026) Policing 
the Crowd. Routledge, London & New York. 
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policing that are experienced as procedurally just, legitimate, and proportionate by the 
communities and groups affected by them. 

From this foundation emerges a graded and layered model of public order policing in which 
interventions are dynamically applied in response to evolving conditions. This model should be 
understood as a tactical continuum ranging from dialogue and facilitative engagement through to 
higher levels of coercive intervention, including the lawful use of force where necessary. Within 
this continuum, dialogue is not a “soft” or passive option. Rather, it is an active operational 
capability focused on understanding crowd dynamics, facilitating communication, and improving 
operational decision-making during rapidly evolving events. As such, it adds depth, range, and 
flexibility to the policing response. It enables officers to engage at the earliest stages of an event, 
shape interactional dynamics, and reduce the likelihood that more coercive forms of intervention 
become necessary. 

Dialogue Police are therefore not an additional or supplementary capability. They constitute the 
primary tactical option within a facilitative public order approach, deployed early and maintained 
throughout the lifecycle of an event. Their role extends across the full spectrum of operations, 
including periods of escalation, where they contribute to consequence management, the 
preservation of legitimacy, and the informed deployment of other tactical resources. Operating in 
proximity to crowd participants, Dialogue Police provide a form of vertical integration across the 
tactical continuum, linking ground-level engagement with operational decision-making and 
command structures. Through communication, relationship-building, and problem-solving, they 
help shape the conditions under which other tactics are considered, deployed, and experienced. 

In this way, dialogue does not replace coercive capability; rather, it enhances the effectiveness, 
precision, and legitimacy of the overall policing response. Dialogue Police should not be 
introduced only after conditions have deteriorated, nor used solely in support of enforcement 
activity. Instead, within a broader Public Order and Public Safety (POPS) approach, they work 
proactively to shape the interactional environment in ways that promote public safety through 
shared understanding, cooperation, and crowd self-regulation. By reducing the potential for 
collective conflict and maintaining channels of communication during periods of tension, dialogue-
led approaches help ensure that any escalation in police tactics remains informed, proportionate, 
and aligned with both operational objectives and constitutional principles. Their role is therefore 
central to delivering public order policing that is both operationally effective and consistent with 
democratic policing principles. 

Levels of Dialogue Engagement 
Dialogue policing is defined not solely by interactions during events, but by the continuity, depth, 
and quality of relationships developed over time. Police agencies must recognise that dialogue 
operates at different levels and the sustained development of deep dialogue - as a continuous, 
relationship-based mode of operation - constitutes the core standard. All dialogue activity should 
be understood and delivered in relation to this model. 
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Deep Dialogue (Primary Operational Model) 
Dialogue Police should prioritise the development and maintenance of deep dialogue as the core 
operating model. Deep dialogue is characterised by continuity across time, events, and contexts. 
It is built through sustained engagement with individuals, groups, and communities, enabling 
officers to develop trust, legitimacy, and a nuanced understanding of social dynamics.  

This model is underpinned by the principle of 70-20-10: 

• 70% of the benefits that dialogue delivers comes from work that occurs prior to events, 
through community engagement, relationship-building, and information development 

• 20% is achieved from work that occurs during events, through active engagement, 
problem-solving, and dynamic risk assessment 

• 10% emerges from engagement that occurs post-event, through debriefing, follow-up and 
relationship repair 

Accordingly, most of the dialogue effectiveness is constructed outside of the immediate 
operational environment. Dialogue Police therefore: 

• Build and sustain relationships with key individuals and groups over time 
• Develop a detailed understanding of identities, networks, and evolving concerns within 

protest and crowd communities 
• Engage in proactive outreach and communication outside of operational deployments 
• Contribute to planning and preparedness processes through their knowledge and 

relationships 
• Maintain engagement during events, including in the presence of tension, where safe and 

proportionate to do so 
• Identify and create opportunities for problem-solving, de-escalation, and self-regulation 
• Support the co-production of solutions that reduce risk and enhance legitimacy 

Deep dialogue relies upon continuity of personnel, sustained availability beyond live public order 
operations, and the accumulation of social capital over time. As such, it requires a level of 
dedicated capability and organisational investment that cannot be fully delivered through purely 
ad hoc or episodic deployment models. 

It is recognised that not all agencies will be able to maintain fully dedicated, full-time Dialogue 
Police teams, particularly in smaller or resource-constrained organisations. However, effective 
delivery of this model requires, as a minimum, the development of consistent and identifiable 
personnel, with sufficient time and capacity to engage in pre-event relationship-building, planning, 
and post-event follow-up. 

Where possible, agencies should seek to establish core full-time or semi-dedicated capability, 
supported by a wider network of trained officers who can be deployed as required. This blended 
approach enables flexibility while maintaining the continuity necessary to sustain relationships 
and operational effectiveness. 
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There is a clear operational and economic rationale for investment in dedicated dialogue 
capability. Evidence and operational experience indicate that effective dialogue policing can 
reduce both the frequency and intensity of escalation, thereby decreasing reliance on reactive 
public order resources over the medium to longer term. Through sustained engagement, dialogue 
officers can provide evidence-based assessments that help agencies scale resources 
appropriately, limit unnecessary deployments, or determine that a police response is not required. 
In this sense, dialogue capability should be understood not as an additional cost, but as a 
mechanism for delivering greater efficiency, reduced organisational demand, and improved 
operational outcomes. 

Shallow Dialogue (Limited Application) 
Dialogue Police may, where necessary, utilise shallow dialogue as a limited, situational and 
episodic form of engagement. This may include: 

• One-way communication (e.g. providing information, explaining police roles or intentions) 
• Short-term interactions without prior relationship context 
• Low thresholds for disengagement where risk is judged to exceed safe operating 

conditions 

Shallow dialogue is inherently limited. It does not provide the depth of understanding, influence, 
or trust required to manage complex or escalating situations effectively and should not be relied 
upon as a primary strategy where there is significant potential for conflict or disorder. Reliance on 
shallow dialogue can constrain an agency’s understanding of the full operational capability and 
strategic value of dialogue policing. By contrast, agencies that adopt sustained, deep dialogue 
models frequently continue to invest in and expand these approaches because they experience 
first-hand their effectiveness in improving communication, reducing escalation, and supporting 
better operational outcomes. 

Operational Expectation 
Dialogue Police need to work towards achieving and sustaining deep dialogue wherever possible. 
Superficial and episodic engagement - where officers are deployed into events without prior 
relationships and disengage when challenged does not constitute effective dialogue policing. 
Supervisors and commanders must therefore ensure that organisational structures, resourcing, 
and deployment models support the delivery of deep dialogue, including: 

• Dedicated teams with continuity of personnel 
• Integration into planning, intelligence, and operational decision-making 
• Time and capacity for pre- and post-event engagement 
• Training and leadership that reinforce legitimacy-based practice 

Effective dialogue policing is built over time. It is through sustained, relational engagement that 
Dialogue Police can influence interactional dynamics, support de-escalation, and deliver policing 
that is both effective and legitimate. The effectiveness of dialogue should not be measured solely 
by immediate compliance or agreement, but by its contribution to police legitimacy, informed 
operational decision-making, and the prevention of unnecessary escalation. 
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Command and Coordination (NIMS / ICS) 
Dialogue Police should be integrated into public order operations conducted under the National 
Incident Management System (NIMS) and the Incident Command System (ICS). Their role should 
be formally recognised within the command structure and incorporated into operational planning, 
deployment, and review processes. Dialogue Police need to be integrated within the operational 
command framework and treated as a core component of the overall policing response, rather 
than as an ancillary or add-on capability. Dialogue Police should therefore operate within the 
Operations Section, aligned to the relevant functional area for the incident, such as public order, 
crowd management, or field operations. Their integration ensures that their insights, 
assessments, and engagement activity contribute directly to operational decision-making. 

This requirement for integration does not prescribe a fixed organisational location. Dialogue Police 
capability may sit within a range of organisational units - including public order or community 
engagement structures - depending upon local arrangements and agency needs. However, 
regardless of where the capability is administratively located, Dialogue Police must be fully 
embedded and integrated within the operational command structure when deployed, with clear 
lines of communication and defined roles within operational decision-making processes. Dialogue 
Police should not operate independently of command structures or in parallel to them. Their 
effectiveness depends upon their ability to connect ground-level engagement with operational 
planning, tactical coordination, and command decision-making, ensuring that dialogue both 
informs, and is informed by, the wider policing response. 

Commanders should also ensure that Dialogue Police are fully integrated into planning, briefing, 
and operational decision-making, and that their function remains central to the delivery of 
proportionate, effective, and legitimate public order policing. Dialogue Police should maintain 
continuous communication with supervisory personnel and ensure that information derived from 
engagement with crowd participants is transmitted in a timely and accurate manner to support 
operational decision-making. This will include communication through established ICS lines, 
including Division or Group Supervisors and onward to the Operations Section Chief. 

Dialogue Police should contribute to the development and ongoing refinement of the Incident 
Action Plan (IAP) by providing real-time insight into crowd dynamics, emerging risks, and 
opportunities for de-escalation. Their role will support the creation of operational objectives that 
are proportionate, informed, and responsive to evolving conditions. Commanders should ensure 
that Dialogue Police are integrated into all phases of incident management, including: 

• Pre-event planning and risk assessment 
• Operational briefings and deployment planning 
• Real-time command and control during incidents 
• Post-event debriefing and review 

During events Dialogue Police can support coordination across operational functions, including 
engagement with partner agencies where appropriate. This may include facilitating 
communication and coordination with fire, medical, and other emergency services in situations 
where their involvement intersects with crowd dynamics. Dialogue Police ensure that incoming 
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personnel and resources are appropriately briefed on the nature of the crowd, the location and 
drivers of risk, and the current operational context. This shall support the accurate targeting and 
proportionate use of resources within the ICS structure. 

Dialogue Police operate within a framework of multi-directional accountability, maintaining their 
responsibilities to command structures, the public, and the legal and ethical standards governing 
policing. Where necessary, they communicate concerns regarding the proportionality or potential 
impact of operational decisions through appropriate command channels. Supervisors must 
ensure that Dialogue Police are effectively coordinated, supported, and tasked, and that their 
deployment is aligned with the overall operational strategy. This includes ensuring that sufficient 
resources, time, and organisational support are provided to enable effective engagement. 

Scalability and Agency Size 
It is important to recognise that policing in the United States operates across a highly diverse 
organisational landscape characterised by substantial variation in agency size, governance 
structures, operational capacity, and access to specialist public order resources. Consequently, 
the framework set out within this report should be understood as principle based. While the 
guidance defines the core functions, operational requirements, and strategic principles necessary 
for effective dialogue policing, the specific organisational models through which these are 
delivered will necessarily vary across agencies and jurisdictions. 

The workshop discussions underpinning this framework were informed primarily by agencies with 
established or emerging public order and dialogue capabilities. However, participants also 
recognised that many agencies across the US operate under significant staffing, resource, 
political, and organisational constraints that may limit their ability to establish dedicated Dialogue 
Police units or maintain fully specialised capability. Smaller and medium-sized agencies may rely 
upon officers performing multiple operational functions simultaneously, including dialogue, bicycle 
response, public order, or other tactical responsibilities. 

These realities should not be understood as barriers to adopting the principles of dialogue 
policing. Rather, they reinforce the importance of developing scalable and proportionate 
implementation models capable of supporting legitimacy-based, facilitative public order policing 
across differing operational environments. Dedicated dialogue capability, continuity of personnel, 
and sustained relationship-building remain the aspirational standard because they provide the 
strongest foundation for deep dialogue, situational awareness, and effective de-escalation. 
However, agencies unable to sustain fully dedicated units may still apply the principles and 
practices outlined within this framework through blended or adapted deployment models. 

At a minimum, agencies should seek to ensure that identifiable personnel receive appropriate 
training in dialogue policing principles and are integrated into operational planning, 
communication, and public engagement processes. Even where officers undertake multiple 
operational roles, agencies should strive to maintain continuity of engagement, clarity of role, and 
commitment to legitimacy-based practice wherever operationally feasible. 

Workshop participants also recognised that the fragmented structure of US policing creates 
additional challenges regarding regionalisation, mutual aid, indemnification, and cross-
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jurisdictional coordination. While regional collaboration and shared capability may provide 
important opportunities for developing dialogue policing capacity, such arrangements may also 
be constrained by local political environments, governance arrangements, and operational 
realities. These issues require further consideration and development and were understood 
during the workshop as part of a broader future agenda concerning the evolution of dialogue 
policing capability within the US. 

Accordingly, the framework presented here should be understood as developmental and 
adaptable. It establishes a set of core principles and operational functions that can guide agencies 
of differing scale and capacity, while recognising that future research, practitioner collaboration, 
and operational evaluation will be necessary to determine how these principles can be most 
effectively implemented across the diverse ecology of policing in the US. 

Guidance for EGective Dialogue Policing  
The preceding sections have set out the foundations and organisational requirements for 
Dialogue Policing in the US. These establish the principles that underpin the role and the 
conditions necessary for its effective delivery. However, to translate these into consistent and 
operationally meaningful practice, there is a need for a clear and structured articulation of how 
Dialogue Police are expected to act in live environments. 

The following guidance provides that articulation. It moves from general principles to defined 
operational expectations, setting out the core functions, behaviours, and responsibilities that 
shape Dialogue Police activity in practice. The guidance is not intended as a rigid or prescriptive 
set of instructions. Rather, it provides a framework for consistent, professional judgement, 
enabling officers to apply the principles of dialogue policing in ways that are responsive to the 
specific context, risks, and dynamics of each event. 

The guidance is organised around key domains of practice, beginning with communication and 
engagement as the central mechanism through which Dialogue Police operate. These domains 
reflect the continuous and interactional nature of the role, emphasising proximity, understanding, 
problem-solving, and the management of escalation across the lifecycle of an event. Taken 
together, they define how Dialogue Police contribute to operational effectiveness, the protection 
of rights, and the maintenance of legitimacy in public order policing 

Communication and Engagement 
Dialogue Police engage in overt, transparent, and proactive communication before, during, and 
after an event. They do not operate covertly or use engagement with crowd participants as a 
means of gathering criminal intelligence for enforcement purposes. Dialogue Police should adopt 
a form of dress and equipment profile that supports their engagement role. Where operationally 
appropriate, this should be distinct from high-visibility or enforcement-oriented public order 
equipment, to reduce perceptions of threat and support approachability. 

The visual presentation of Dialogue Officers should be consistent with their function as facilitators 
and communicators. This includes the use of low-impact, clearly identifiable attire that enables 
them to be recognised by crowd participants as a point of contact, while minimising the potential 
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for misinterpretation as an enforcement presence. Decisions regarding uniform and equipment 
must remain sensitive to operational risk and context. In higher-risk environments, adjustments 
may be necessary to ensure officer safety. However, wherever conditions allow, the presentation 
of Dialogue Officers should prioritise accessibility, clarity of role, and the maintenance of 
legitimacy. 

It is recognised that, within the US, officers will typically remain equipped in accordance with 
standard policing requirements, including the routine carrying of firearms. Within this context, 
Dialogue Officers should be mindful of how their overall presentation is perceived, and seek, 
where operationally appropriate, to mitigate the visual impact of enforcement cues to support 
engagement and maintain trust. 

Dialogue Police will establish and maintain multi-directional communication between police, 
crowd participants, and relevant stakeholders. This includes: 

• Explaining police roles, intentions, and actions clearly 
• Actively listening to and understanding crowd perspectives 
• Communicating relevant information both to command and to the public 

Dialogue Police should ensure that such communication is continuous and adaptive, supporting 
engagement across all phases of an event and enabling the development of shared 
understanding between all parties. Information obtained through dialogue can be used to support: 

• Shared understanding between police and crowd participants 
• Ongoing dynamic risk assessment 
• Proportionate and informed command decision-making 

Through this approach Dialogue Police can contribute to the development of real-time situational 
awareness, ensuring that information derived from engagement is communicated effectively 
through command structures to inform operational decisions. Where conditions change or risk 
increases, Dialogue Police shall: 

• Communicate changes in police posture and intent to crowd participants 
• Explain the rationale for police actions in a manner that promotes understanding and 

legitimacy 
• Support the briefing of incoming personnel and resources to ensure that deployments are 

accurately targeted and proportionate 

Situational Awareness 
Dialogue Police should develop and maintain an accurate, real-time understanding of crowd 
dynamics, including crowd identities, intentions, behaviours, and emerging risks. As noted, this 
understanding is generated through direct engagement and continuous communication with 
crowd participants and stakeholders and must reflect the evolving nature of the situation. In 
practice, Dialogue Police are conducting ongoing dynamic risk assessments, identifying changes 
in behaviour, environmental conditions, and interactional dynamics that may increase or reduce 
the potential for escalation. Through sustained engagement, Dialogue Officers are often able to 
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detect shifts in mood, perception, and group dynamics before these become visible through more 
traditional policing responses. Dialogue Police should therefore ensure that information derived 
from engagement is: 

• Communicated in a timely and accurate manner through command structures 
• Used to inform operational planning and decision-making 
• Shared, where appropriate, to support mutual understanding between police and crowd 

participants 

Dialogue Police should contribute directly to the development of real-time situational awareness 
within the Incident Command structure, supporting the formulation and adjustment of operational 
responses. Where risks are identified or begin to increase, Dialogue Police can: 

• Identify the specific drivers and locations of risk, including negative impacts of police 
actions 

• Communicate these clearly to command and relevant operational personnel 
• Support the accurate targeting and proportionate deployment of resources 
• Continue engagement with crowd participants to clarify intentions, manage expectations, 

and reduce uncertainty 

Dialogue Police should ensure that situational awareness is not solely internal to policing 
operations but, where appropriate, contributes to the development of shared, veridical 
understanding across all parties, reducing the likelihood of escalation driven by misinterpretation 
or uncertainty. 

Problem-Solving and De-escalation 
Dialogue Police should prioritise problem-solving and de-escalation as their primary operational 
approach, using engagement to prevent issues escalating into conflict and to support legitimacy-
based outcomes. Early engagement and sustained communication create time and space for 
problem-solving, reducing the likelihood that tensions, misunderstandings, or situational 
pressures escalate unnecessarily. They can: 

• Identify early indicators of tension, conflict, or emerging risk 
• Engage relevant individuals and groups to understand and address underlying issues 
• Create and utilise opportunities to resolve problems at the earliest stage 
• Actively manage interactions in ways that reduce misunderstanding, uncertainty, and 

confrontation 

Dialogue Police need to recognise that moments of low-level tension-often arising from 
misunderstanding, environmental pressures (e.g. traffic disruption), or the actions of opposing 
groups-can present critical opportunities for engagement. In such situations: 

• Crowd participants may attempt to resolve issues independently but lack the capacity to 
do so 

• Individuals or groups who have previously rejected or avoided police engagement may 
seek assistance 
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• Relationships and expectations can shift rapidly, creating opportunities to demonstrate 
fairness, support, and facilitation 

Dialogue Police should be alert to these dynamics and, where safe and appropriate, actively 
position themselves to respond. Through timely and constructive intervention, they should seek 
to: 

• Support participants in resolving emerging issues 
• Reduce uncertainty and prevent escalation 
• Demonstrate the role of policing as facilitative and proportionate 
• Build trust and legitimacy through visible, practical assistance 

These moments are often unpredictable and require continuity of presence, situational 
awareness, and professional judgement. When effectively utilised, they provide a powerful 
mechanism for strengthening relationships, building legitimacy and influencing crowd dynamics. 
Dialogue Police should support the co-production of solutions, working with crowd participants 
and stakeholders to develop informal and voluntary agreements that promote peaceful outcomes 
and reduce the need for enforcement. Problem-solving should be continuous and adaptive, 
reflecting the evolving nature of crowd dynamics and the need to intervene proactively. It shall 
also be understood as a cumulative process, in which repeated, positive interactions contribute 
to the development of trust, legitimacy, and more effective engagement over time. 

Command Support and Accountability 
Dialogue Police support command decision-making by providing real-time, ground-level insight 
derived from direct engagement with crowd participants and stakeholders. They should seek to: 

• Enhance the accuracy of ongoing operational risk assessments 
• Inform the tactical deployment and resource allocation decisions taken by commanders 
• Identify opportunities for de-escalation and proportionate intervention 
• Where circumstances dictate, test command decisions against risk assessments to 

ensure that actions remain proportionate, necessary, and aligned with the operational 
context 

Dialogue Police should ensure that information is communicated clearly, accurately, and in a 
timely manner through established command structures, supporting effective and informed 
decision-making. They will operate within a framework of multi-directional accountability, 
balancing their responsibilities to: 

• Command structures 
• The public and affected communities 
• Legal and ethical standards governing policing 

In fulfilling this role, Dialogue Police ensure that operational decisions by commanders are 
informed not only by internal assessments, but also by an understanding of how police actions 
are likely to be perceived and experienced by crowd participants, particularly in relation to 
legitimacy and the potential for escalation. 
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Escalation and Resource Coordination 
Where problem-solving and de-escalation are insufficient to manage emerging risk, Dialogue 
Police can play a central role in ensuring that any escalation in police response is informed, 
targeted, and proportionate. Dialogue Police contribute to the identification and assessment of 
escalating risk, ensuring that command decisions to increase police presence or intervention are 
based on an accurate and contextually grounded understanding of crowd dynamics. 
Consequently, Dialogue Police should support the coordination and targeting of these resources, 
helping to ensure that deployments are appropriately calibrated to the specific nature, location, 
and drivers of risk, and that interventions are not applied in a generalised or indiscriminate 
manner. They should: 

• Provide clear and timely briefings to incoming personnel and resources 
• Identify the specific groups, locations, or conditions contributing to increased risk 
• Support supervisors and commanders with the alignment of operational tactics to real-

time conditions, assisting in the coordination of partner agency responses where relevant 

Dialogue Police should also play a critical role in supporting managing the impact of escalation 
on crowd participants. They can: 

• Communicate changes in police posture, presence, or tactics 
• Explain the rationale for police actions in a clear and accessible manner 
• Support understanding of operational intent and expected outcomes 
• Engage with individuals and groups to reduce uncertainty and prevent misinterpretation 

Unless they judge that it is unsafe to do so, Dialogue Police should continue to engage actively 
with crowd participants during periods of escalation, maintaining communication and seeking 
opportunities to stabilise the situation, promote self-regulation, and prevent further deterioration. 
Dialogue Police will work to ensure that escalation is managed in a manner that preserves 
legitimacy, recognising that poorly targeted or inadequately explained interventions may increase 
tension and contribute to further escalation. Dialogue Police shall support command decision-
making throughout escalation, providing continuous feedback on the effects of police actions and 
identifying opportunities to reduce or de-escalate the level of intervention where conditions allow. 

Operational Practice 
Dialogue Police should operate in a manner that reflects their role as a proactive, engagement-
led capability, maintaining continuous presence and influence across the lifecycle of an event. 
Dialogue Police shall position themselves near or among crowd participants, where it is safe and 
proportionate to do so, to facilitate effective engagement, build understanding, and identify 
emerging risks at the earliest opportunity. In situations where risk levels dictate, Dialogue Police 
may withdraw to a position that enables them to maintain safety while continuing to observe, 
communicate, and support the operation. Dialogue Police must operate with high levels of 
autonomy and discretion, enabling them to: 

• Determine where engagement is most required 
• Identify and prioritise interactions with relevant individuals and groups 
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• Respond flexibly to changing conditions and emerging issues 
• Support informed and proportionate operational decision-making, reducing the potential 

for unnecessary escalation 

All discretionary decisions will be guided by the principles of proportionality, necessity, and 
legitimacy, ensuring consistency with the strategic framework. Dialogue Police must engage 
proactively rather than reactively, maintaining continuous communication and seeking 
opportunities to influence the environment in ways that promote cooperation, shared 
understanding, and self-regulation. Dialogue Police shall maintain a visible and differentiated 
presence, using low-impact and clearly identifiable uniforms that signal approachability and 
distinguish their role from enforcement-focused resources. Dialogue Police should operate in 
minimum team configurations of two officers (contact and cover), ensuring both effective 
engagement and officer safety. Larger deployments shall include appropriate supervisory 
structures to support coordination and tasking. 

Dialogue Police should maintain continuous engagement across all phases of an event, including: 

• Pre-event preparation and relationship-building 
• Live operational deployment 
• Post-event engagement, recovery, and follow-up 

Dialogue Police need to prioritise the development and maintenance of trust, confidence, and 
rapport, recognising that these are critical to enabling effective communication, problem-solving, 
and de-escalation. Dialogue Police will demonstrate professional judgement, resilience, and 
consistency in maintaining engagement, including in situations characterised by tension, 
uncertainty, or hostility. 

Role Boundaries 
Dialogue Police must not prioritise enforcement activity or criminal intelligence gathering as their 
primary function, unless exigent circumstances dictate an immediate and serious threat to public 
safety. Their role is centred on engagement, communication, and problem-solving, and they shall 
seek to prevent the need for coercive intervention wherever possible. Dialogue Police should: 

• Avoid routine involvement in enforcement-led activities, including report writing and the 
pursuit of prosecution 

• Minimise reliance on coercive tactics and shall not routinely engage in the use of force 
• Not be deployed as a substitute for enforcement units or used solely to support 

enforcement activity 

Given that Dialogue Police must operate with high levels of discretion, enabling them to maintain 
trust, build relationships, and engage effectively with crowd participants. This should include 
exercising judgement in how and when to engage, and in how information derived from dialogue 
is used. However, Dialogue Police must remain subject to the same legal and ethical obligations 
as all police officers. They shall: 

• Act where there is an immediate risk of serious harm or threat to life 
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• Respond appropriately to serious criminal activity where intervention is necessary and 
promotes police legitimacy  

• Support the protection of public safety in accordance with the law 

Dialogue Police should ensure that their engagement with crowd participants is transparent, 
voluntary, and non-coercive, and not misrepresent their role or intentions. Dialogue Police must 
not use engagement as a means of covert intelligence gathering or enforcement-led surveillance. 
Information obtained through dialogue needs to be used to support shared understanding, 
situational awareness, and proportionate decision-making, consistent with the principles of 
legitimacy and public trust. Dialogue Police will need to maintain a clear distinction between their 
role and that of enforcement, covert or intelligence gathering units, while remaining integrated 
within the overall operational response. Where enforcement action becomes necessary, Dialogue 
Police support communication, understanding, and coordination, but should avoid assuming 
primary responsibility for enforcement activity unless necessary. 

Post-Event Responsibilities 
Dialogue Police should contribute to post-event processes, recognising that effective public order 
policing extends beyond the immediate operational phase. They can: 

• Participate in internal and external debriefing, providing insight into crowd dynamics, 
engagement outcomes, and operational effectiveness 

• Support recovery and relationship repair, particularly where tensions, conflict, or 
enforcement activity have occurred 

• Maintain engagement with participants and stakeholders, including follow-up 
communication where appropriate 

• Identify, capture, and disseminate operational learning, contributing to continuous 
improvement in practice 

Post-event engagement will form part of a continuous cycle of relationship-building and 
knowledge development, informing future planning, deployment, and engagement strategies. 

Deployment and Professional Standards 
Dialogue Police should be deployed based on: 

• Risk assessment, including the nature of the event, anticipated crowd dynamics, and 
potential for escalation 

• Operational need, reflecting the requirement for engagement, communication, and 
situational awareness 

• Strategic value, including opportunities to prevent escalation and promote legitimacy 
• Dialogue Police shall be deployed at the earliest stage of an event and maintained 

throughout its lifecycle, including pre-event planning, live operations, and post-event 
activity. 

They should: 

• Operate in a minimum configuration of two officers (contact and cover) 
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• Be supported by additional personnel, including supervisory structures, where risk or scale 
requires 

• Be fully integrated into planning and pre-event risk assessment processes, ensuring that 
engagement strategies are aligned with operational objectives 

Dialogue Police must be recognised as a specialised and professional capability which should be 
supported through: 

• Specialist training and ongoing professional development, including skills in 
communication, negotiation, and dynamic risk assessment 

• Organisational leadership and internal champions, ensuring alignment with strategic 
priorities and operational practice 

• Clear role definition and recognition, supporting credibility, consistency, and effective 
integration within public order policing 

Defining the Required Capabilities, Dispositions, and Judgements. 
The Guidance set out above defines the core functions, behaviours, and responsibilities that 
should guide Dialogue Police activity in practice. It establishes what Dialogue Police are expected 
to do: how they communicate, build situational awareness, support problem-solving, contribute to 
command decision-making, manage escalation, and maintain clear role boundaries. 

However, effective delivery depends on more than operational clarity. Dialogue policing requires 
a distinctive set of personal qualities, skills, judgement, and organisational credibility. The next 
section therefore moves from the operational requirements of the role to the professional profile 
required to fulfil it. In doing so, it considers not only the tasks Dialogue Officers perform, but the 
forms of capability, identity, and team composition necessary to make those tasks effective in 
complex public order environments. 

A Professional Identity Profile. 
Dialogue Police constitute a specialised policing capability defined not solely by discrete skills or 
tasks, but by a distinctive professional identity. This identity integrates personal disposition, 
relational capacity, cognitive skill, and operational competence within a continuous, legitimacy-
based model of public order policing. Dialogue Officers operate as facilitators of lawful assembly 
and as brokers of legitimacy within complex and dynamic crowd environments. This role is 
performed across two interconnected domains: externally, through engagement with crowd 
participants and stakeholders; and internally, through engagement with commanders and 
operational colleagues. Their effectiveness derives from their ability to build, sustain, and utilise 
relationships across both domains, enabling them to understand, influence, and stabilise social 
and organisational dynamics in ways that reduce the potential for conflict and minimise the need 
for coercive intervention. 

As noted, the core of this professional identity is a commitment to deep dialogue: a sustained, 
relationship-based mode of engagement that extends beyond individual events and is maintained 
across time, contexts, and communities. Dialogue Officers are therefore not defined merely by 
episodic deployment, but by continuity of presence, accumulation of social knowledge, and the 
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development of trust and credibility with diverse groups. This continuity enables them to identify 
emerging risks, create opportunities for engagement, and intervene constructively at critical 
moments. 

This role demands a high degree of personal resilience, ethical integrity, and self-motivation. 
Good Dialogue Officers will demonstrate tenacity and emotional robustness in the face of 
sustained exposure to tension, uncertainty, and, at times, hostility. They operate with impartiality, 
honesty, and candour, maintaining professional credibility both within policing and with the 
communities they engage. They also demonstrate professional courage, including the capacity to 
articulate and defend their judgement in complex and, at times, contested operational 
environments. 

Central to the role is advanced emotional and relational intelligence. Dialogue Officers must be 
able to read social and emotional cues, understand multiple perspectives, and adapt their 
approach accordingly. They are required to demonstrate empathy, humility, tolerance, and 
patience, while maintaining self-awareness and the capacity for reflexive judgement regarding 
their own impact on the environment. This includes an awareness of how police actions are 
experienced by different groups and how these perceptions shape collective behaviour. 

In operational contexts, Dialogue Officers combine these relational capabilities with high-level 
interactional and cognitive skills. They are skilled communicators, able to engage in active 
listening, facilitate dialogue, and support problem-solving in real time. They must be capable of 
interpreting the evolving crowd dynamics, making rapid, informed judgements, adapting to 
changing conditions, and identifying opportunities for de-escalation and constructive intervention. 
These capabilities are applied not only in interactions with crowd participants, but also in 
communication with commanders and colleagues, where Dialogue Officers contribute to shared 
understanding and decision-making. 

This relational and cognitive capacity is underpinned by a strong foundation in operational 
competence. Dialogue Officers must maintain high levels of situational awareness and safety 
consciousness by conducting continuous dynamic risk assessment while operating in proximity 
to crowd participants. They require a clear understanding of legal frameworks, organisational 
policy, and tactical considerations, enabling them to align engagement activity with broader 
operational objectives and command intent. 

In addition to their external engagement function, Dialogue Officers contribute directly to internal 
operational processes. They provide real-time, ground-level insight into crowd dynamics and are 
required to articulate professional judgements that inform, and where necessary challenge, 
command assessments of risk and appropriate tactical response. This includes situations where 
escalation may be proposed based on perceived threat, but where Dialogue Officers assess that 
such intervention may be unnecessary, disproportionate, or counterproductive. 

In this context, Dialogue Officers must demonstrate the ability to engage in robust, evidence-
informed internal negotiation. They should be confident in articulating their assessment, capable 
of providing constructive challenge, and able to communicate the likely impact of policing actions 
on crowd dynamics, legitimacy, and the potential for escalation. This requires not only analytical 
and communication skill, but also resilience, tenacity, and professional credibility. 
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Dialogue Officers operate within organisational environments that may exhibit a structural 
tendency toward escalation and coercive control under conditions of uncertainty and perceived 
risk. A core aspect of the role is the ability to recognise and, where appropriate, resist such 
tendencies by advocating for proportionate, facilitative approaches grounded in real-time 
understanding. This may generate tension with enforcement-focused units, particularly where 
dialogue-led approaches reduce or defer deployment. Managing these internal dynamics is an 
intrinsic component of the role and requires professionalism, judgement, and organisational 
support. 

The effectiveness of Dialogue Officers in this role is strengthened where they possess the trust 
and confidence of their public order colleagues. Experience in enforcement or public order roles 
can enhance this credibility, enabling Dialogue Officers to situate their judgement within a shared 
operational understanding and to engage more effectively in internal decision-making processes. 

Dialogue Officers function within, and contribute to, team-based deployments. Their effectiveness 
is enhanced through collaboration, mutual support, and the integration of diverse skills and 
perspectives. The capability required for effective dialogue policing is extensive and multifaceted, 
and it should not be assumed that any single individual will possess the full range of attributes, 
experience, and competencies necessary to meet all operational demands. 

Dialogue Teams should therefore be deliberately composed to reflect a diversity of strengths, 
backgrounds, and forms of social and cultural understanding. This includes variation in 
experience, personal characteristics, communication styles, and professional expertise, as well 
as an awareness of different political, social, and ideological contexts. Such diversity enhances 
the team’s capacity to engage effectively across a wide range of groups and situations, and to 
navigate the complexity of contemporary protest environments. 

Team composition should also support the integration of complementary capabilities, including 
external engagement, situational awareness, supervisory competence, and internal negotiation. 
This enables differentiated deployment, where officers are positioned in ways that align their 
strengths with specific operational demands, both in relation to crowd engagement and internal 
organisational processes. Through this collective approach, Dialogue Teams can operate with 
greater flexibility, resilience, and effectiveness than would be possible through reliance on 
individual capability alone. The team, rather than the individual officer, should therefore be 
understood as the primary unit of dialogue policing capability. 

Importantly, this professional identity is not fully aligned with traditional conceptions of policing 
performance. Dialogue Officers may not conform to enforcement-led norms or metrics of 
effectiveness. Instead, their contribution lies in shaping interactional dynamics, building 
legitimacy, and preventing escalation - outcomes that are often less visible but critically important 
for safe and effective public order policing. As such, Dialogue Police represent a distinctive and, 
in some respects, counter-normative capability within policing. Their role requires organisational 
recognition, support, and protection to ensure that their unique contribution is understood, valued, 
and sustained over time. 
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Selection Criteria: Dialogue Police 
The selection of Dialogue Officers is critical to the effectiveness of dialogue policing. Given the 
complexity of the role and the breadth of capability required, selection should not be based solely 
on technical competence or traditional measures of policing performance. Instead, it should 
identify individuals who demonstrate the personal disposition, relational capacity, and professional 
judgement necessary to operate effectively within a legitimacy-based, engagement-led model of 
public order policing.  

Dialogue Officers should demonstrate intellectual curiosity and a commitment to understanding 
the broader social and political environment in which they operate. This includes engaging with 
the historical, cultural, and ideological contexts that shape collective behaviour. Such 
understanding enhances their ability to interpret crowd dynamics, communicate effectively, and 
exercise informed judgement in complex and contested environments. 

Selection should recognise that the Dialogue Officer role requires a combination of inherent 
attributes, developed skills, and relevant experience, and that not all elements can be fully trained. 
Consequently, selection processes should prioritise those characteristics that are foundational to 
effective practice and difficult to develop through training alone. 

Core Attributes (Essential for Selection) 
Candidates should demonstrate: 

• Emotional and relational intelligence, including the ability to understand and respond to 
the perspectives, emotions, and behaviours of others 

• Integrity, honesty, and impartiality, supporting credibility with both the public and policing 
colleagues 

• Resilience and tenacity, including the capacity to operate effectively under sustained 
pressure, uncertainty, and exposure to tension or hostility 

• Self-awareness and reflexivity, including the ability to recognise and adapt their own 
behaviour and its impact on others 

• Professional courage, including the willingness to engage in challenging situations and to 
articulate and defend professional judgement where necessary 

• Patience, tolerance, and composure, enabling sustained engagement and effective 
interaction in complex and emotionally charged environments 

• Motivation and commitment, including a willingness to invest in the long-term, relationship-
based nature of the role 

• Intellectual curiosity and contextual awareness, including a sustained interest in 
understanding the social, political, and cultural contexts within which crowd events occur. 
This includes a willingness to engage with differing perspectives, to learn about the 
motivations and identities of diverse groups, and to develop an informed understanding of 
the issues that drive collective action. 

These attributes form the foundation of the Dialogue Officer role and are critical to the 
development of trust, legitimacy, and effective engagement. 
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Interactional and Cognitive Capabilities 
Candidates should also demonstrate: 

• Strong communication skills, including active listening, clarity of expression, and the ability 
to facilitate dialogue 

• The ability to build rapport and establish trust quickly with diverse individuals and groups 
• Problem-solving capability, including the ability to think critically, adapt to changing 

conditions, and identify opportunities for de-escalation 
• Situational judgement, including the ability to assess complex and evolving environments 

and respond appropriately 
• The ability to manage conflict constructively, supporting resolution without reliance on 

coercive measures 

These capabilities may be further developed through training but should be demonstrable at a 
foundational level during selection. 

Operational Awareness and Professional Credibility 
Candidates should demonstrate: 

• An understanding of operational policing environments, including risk, safety, and 
decision-making under pressure 

• The ability to contribute to situational awareness and dynamic risk assessment 
• Awareness of legal frameworks, policy, and operational practice, or the capacity to develop 

this knowledge 
• Dialogue Officers should demonstrate the capacity to develop and apply contextual 

knowledge, including an understanding of relevant social movements, political issues, and 
community dynamics. This supports more accurate interpretation of behaviour, enhances 
communication and credibility, and strengthens the ability to anticipate and respond to 
emerging risks. 

Where possible, experience in public order or enforcement roles may enhance credibility with 
operational colleagues and support effective internal engagement. However, such experience 
should not be treated as a prerequisite where candidates demonstrate strong alignment with the 
core attributes and capabilities required. 

Internal Engagement and Influence 
Given the dual role of Dialogue Officers, candidates should demonstrate the capacity to operate 
effectively within organisational contexts. This includes: 

• The ability to communicate effectively with supervisors, commanders, and colleagues 
• Confidence in contributing to operational discussions and decision-making processes 
• The capacity to articulate professional judgement clearly and constructively, including 

where this may involve challenge 
• An understanding of the importance of proportionate and legitimacy-based policing 

approaches 
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Candidates should demonstrate the potential to engage in internal negotiation, balancing 
organisational expectations with operational realities and the need to prevent unnecessary 
escalation. 

Team-Based Selection 
Selection should not be conducted solely at the level of the individual. Given the breadth of 
capability required, Dialogue Teams should be constructed to ensure a complementary mix of 
skills, experience, and perspectives. 

Consideration should be given to: 

• Diversity of background, experience, and cultural understanding 
• Variation in communication styles and interpersonal strengths 
• The ability of individuals to work collaboratively and contribute to team effectiveness 
• The overall balance of capabilities required to engage across different communities and 

operational contexts 

The objective is to develop teams that, collectively, can deliver the full range of dialogue policing 
functions, including external engagement, situational awareness, and internal influence. 

Developmental Potential 
Selection processes should also consider candidates’ capacity for development. While not all 
required capabilities will be fully formed at the point of selection, candidates should demonstrate: 

• Openness to learning and professional development 
• Willingness to reflect on their own practice and improve 
• Commitment to the principles of dialogue policing 

Selection should therefore balance current capability with the potential to grow into the role 
through structured training, mentoring, and operational experience. 

Dialogue Officers should be selected not solely for what they do, but for who they are, how they 
relate to others, and how they exercise judgement in complex environments. Effective dialogue 
policing depends on the careful identification and development of individuals who can operate 
with legitimacy, resilience, and influence across both public and organisational domains. 

Training and Accreditation 

Context and Positioning 
The proposed training framework is designed to support the development of the capabilities 
required to fulfil this complex role. It must be understood within the specific institutional and 
operational context of public order policing in the United States. 

There is widespread recognition that public order policing in the US requires further 
professionalisation. In contrast to other areas of policing, there is no consistent national culture of 
training, accreditation, or structured development. As a result, officers - including those in 
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supervisory and command roles - may be deployed into complex and high-risk public order 
environments with limited experience and, in some cases, no formal training. 

This program of work is situated within that broader challenge. It represents an initial step towards 
addressing this gap by articulating a coherent model of practice alongside a structured approach 
to training and development. As such, the framework set out here should be understood as 
aspirational rather than normative. It does not describe existing practice; rather, it defines the 
standards towards which practice should evolve. 

Central to this effort is the recognition that dialogue policing cannot be developed in isolation. Its 
effectiveness depends upon integration within a wider public order policing system. There is a 
critical need for complementary training and leadership development for public order commanders 
and supervisors, so they understand the role, function, and operational value of dialogue 
capabilities. Without this broader understanding, there is a risk that dialogue units become 
underutilised, misapplied, or displaced by default reactive tactical responses. 

The development of dialogue policing therefore depends upon broader organisational learning, 
effective change management, and sustained leadership support. Importantly, organisational buy-
in often accelerates once officers and commanders experience first-hand how dialogue policing 
works operationally and the practical benefits it can deliver in managing risk, improving 
communication, and reducing unnecessary escalation. In this sense, dialogue-led approaches 
are frequently reinforced through operational success and practitioner experience as much as 
through formal training. 

The development of Dialogue Policing is therefore not solely a training issue, but part of a broader 
organisational and cultural shift in how police understand crowds, protest, and public order 
management. While training introduces the underlying science, principles, and operational 
frameworks, the larger challenge is often conceptual and cultural. Dialogue-led approaches 
require a shift away from viewing crowds as inherently irrational or uniformly dangerous toward 
understanding them as dynamic social groups shaped through legitimacy, communication, 
identity, and patterns of interaction. Achieving this shift requires leadership support, organisational 
legitimacy for the approach, and officer buy-in across the wider public order system. 

It is also essential to distinguish clearly between training and accreditation. The framework 
outlined here focuses primarily on the development of training provision, particularly at the 
foundational level. However, training alone is insufficient to establish a professional capability. 
Accreditation requires the demonstration of competence in operational environments over time, 
supported by structured assessment processes. At present, there is no national body in the United 
States responsible for accrediting dialogue policing capability. The emerging professional network 
and association that underpins this work provides a potential foundation from which such 
standards and accreditation processes may develop. This document therefore represents a first 
step in defining what those standards can and should be. 

Within this model, responsibility for accreditation is necessarily shared. Training providers may 
offer structured learning, developmental feedback, and advisory assessment of performance 
within the training environment. However, operational agencies retain responsibility for assessing 
capability in the field, where the full complexity of the role is realised. Over time, this may be 
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supported through partnership arrangements, whereby external expertise contributes to 
evaluation and development processes. 

The framework also recognises the importance of selection and organisational development. 
Effective dialogue policing depends on identifying individuals with the appropriate attributes and 
potential and supporting their development over time. Training should therefore be understood as 
part of a broader pipeline that includes selection, mentoring, supervised deployment, and ongoing 
professional development. 

Finally, the role of scenario-based training requires careful consideration. Scenarios provide a 
valuable mechanism for experiential learning, enabling officers to engage with simulated 
environments and reflect on their decision-making. However, they are resource-intensive and 
cannot fully replicate the complexity of real-world interactions. This framework therefore 
recognises that scenario-based learning may be delivered within classroom training, 
supplemented by, or in some cases integrated into, field-based development and assessment. 
Agencies should adopt a flexible approach, ensuring that learning objectives are achieved through 
a combination of training modalities. 

This framework is intended to catalyse the development of a professionalised approach to 
dialogue policing in the United States, providing a reference point for agencies seeking to build 
capability in a structured, evidence-informed, and operationally relevant way. 

Introduction to the Training Framework 
The following training framework sets out a structured programme for the development of 
Dialogue Police capability at the foundational level. It translates the principles, professional 
identity, and operational approach outlined in this document into a series of ten core modules 
designed for delivery within an intensive training environment. 

The modules are intended to provide a coherent introduction to the role, integrating conceptual 
understanding, legal context, operational considerations, and applied skills. They are designed to 
be delivered as a connected programme, in which each module builds on and reinforces the 
others, rather than as standalone inputs. 

This training should be understood as introductory rather than comprehensive. It establishes a 
baseline of knowledge and capability but does not in itself produce full professional competence. 
Many of the areas addressed - such as law, crowd psychology, and communication - require 
continued development beyond the classroom, supported by operational experience and 
organisational structures. 

The framework reflects the central role of interaction, legitimacy, and engagement in shaping 
public order outcomes. It is designed to prepare officers to operate in proximity to crowd 
participants, to interpret and respond to emerging dynamics, and to contribute to the management 
of risk through communication and understanding. 

The ten modules that follow provide the structure for this initial phase of development and should 
be read as part of a broader process through which Dialogue Officers are selected, trained, 
supported, and ultimately assessed in operational contexts. 
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Science, Models, Principles, Strategy and Guidance 
This module establishes the conceptual and strategic foundations of dialogue policing. It 
introduces the scientific frameworks that underpin contemporary understanding of crowd 
behaviour, particularly the role of social identity, intergroup dynamics, and the central importance 
of legitimacy in shaping collective action. 

The module emphasises that crowd behaviour is not inherently irrational or disorderly, but is 
structured, meaningful, and identity-based, emerging through interactions between groups - most 
notably between crowd participants and police. These interactions are shaped by perceptions of 
legitimacy, fairness, and power, which in turn influence whether dynamics move towards 
cooperation, self-regulation, or escalation. 

Building on this foundation, the module introduces the core principles of dialogue policing as a 
means of managing these dynamics. This includes: 

• Operating in proximity to crowd participants to enable engagement and understanding 
• Building and maintaining legitimacy through facilitative and proportionate practice 
• Conducting ongoing, interaction-based risk assessment grounded in direct engagement 
• Supporting problem-solving and situational awareness through communication and 

relationship-building 

These principles are then linked to operational strategy and the operational protocols, including 
key concepts such as deep dialogue, facilitation, proportionality, and the use of dialogue within a 
layered approach to public order policing. 

The module establishes the strategic rationale for dialogue policing: that effective management 
of public order events depends on understanding and shaping interactional dynamics, rather than 
relying solely on coercive or reactive approaches. 

Within this framework, the role of Dialogue Officers is primarily to engage externally with crowd 
participants in ways that generate insight, build legitimacy, and support de-escalation. From this 
position, they contribute to broader operational effectiveness by enhancing situational awareness 
and informing decision-making. 

This may, in practice, include communicating assessments and, where appropriate, offering 
informed perspectives on the potential impact of policing actions. However, this internal influence 
is grounded in the officer’s ability to interpret crowd dynamics and should be understood because 
of their primary engagement role, rather than a separate or dominant function. 

The purpose of this module is to develop conceptual clarity, ensuring that officers understand the 
relationship between crowd psychology, legitimacy, and policing practice, and can apply this 
understanding to the operational environment. 

Law and Policy 
This module introduces the legal and constitutional framework governing public order policing in 
the United States. It establishes the legal basis for dialogue policing by linking the facilitation of 
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lawful assembly to the protection of fundamental rights. The module focuses on the core 
constitutional provisions that shape public order environments, including: 

• First Amendment rights relating to freedom of speech, expression, and assembly 
• Fourth Amendment protections concerning search, seizure, and the use of force 
• Fourteenth Amendment principles of due process and equal protection 

These are explored alongside relevant case law to provide officers with a foundational 
understanding of how rights are interpreted and applied in practice. The module emphasises that 
public order policing takes place within a rights-based framework, in which police actions are 
subject to legal scrutiny and must be demonstrably lawful, proportionate, and justified. Dialogue 
policing is positioned within this context as an approach that supports the facilitation of lawful 
activity while reducing the risk of unnecessary or unlawful intervention. In this sense, the module 
sets out the legal rationale - “the why” - for dialogue policing, including: 

• how engagement and communication can support the protection of constitutional rights 
• how legitimacy-based approaches reduce the likelihood of escalation and rights 

infringements 
• how dialogue can help organisations mitigate legal and reputational risk, including 

exposure to litigation 

Dialogue Officers must be able to operate with a working understanding of these legal principles. 
This includes the ability to: 

• recognise the boundaries of lawful and unlawful behaviour among participants 
• understand the legal implications of different policing actions and tactical decisions 
• explain legal positions clearly and accurately to members of the public 
• contribute to operational discussions relating to proportionality, necessity, and legality 

Given that Dialogue Officers play a role in facilitating lawful assembly, they must be able to identify 
when police action may risk undermining legal protections, as well as when intervention is 
justified. This requires not only knowledge of legal frameworks, but the ability to apply that 
knowledge in dynamic and uncertain environments. The module is introductory and is not 
intended to provide comprehensive legal training. It highlights the need for continued study, 
organisational support, and access to legal and policy guidance to ensure that officers can operate 
confidently and lawfully within their role.  

Case Studies 
This module uses structured analysis of real-world public order events to illustrate the interactional 
dynamics that underpin escalation and de-escalation. It provides a critical bridge between the 
conceptual foundations of crowd psychology (Module 1) and the legal and constitutional 
framework (Module 2), demonstrating how these operate in practice. Case studies are selected 
to reflect both: 

• Escalatory trajectories, where policing approaches were associated with increased 
tension and disorder (e.g. Charlottesville) 
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• De-escalatory trajectories, where dialogue-led, facilitative approaches supported 
cooperation, self-regulation, and peaceful outcomes (e.g. Stott et al, 2025) 

The purpose is not simply to review events, but to analyse how and why outcomes emerged. This 
includes examining: 

• how police actions were interpreted by different groups 
• how legitimacy was constructed, maintained, or undermined 
• how intergroup dynamics evolved over time 
• how specific decisions influenced escalation or de-escalation pathways 

Through this analysis, participants are introduced to the idea that public order outcomes are 
interactionally produced, rather than predetermined. Attention is given to key decision points, 
including: 

• moments of initial engagement 
• responses to emerging tension or disruption 
• the use or threat of coercive tactics 
• opportunities for communication, negotiation, and problem-solving 

The module also reinforces the legal dimension of operational practice, highlighting how 
escalatory approaches can lead to infringements of constitutional rights and increased exposure 
to legal challenge, while facilitative and dialogue-based approaches support lawful assembly and 
reduce organisational risk. 

In this way, case studies help to codify both the “why” and the “how” of dialogue policing: 

• Why: because legitimacy shapes behaviour and outcomes 
• How: through communication, proximity, understanding, and the management of 

interactional dynamics 

The module further supports the development of professional judgement, encouraging 
participants to reflect on alternative courses of action and to consider how Dialogue Officers can 
intervene to influence trajectories in real time. 

This includes recognising the role of Dialogue Officers in: 

• identifying early indicators of escalation 
• creating opportunities for de-escalation 
• supporting self-regulation within crowds 
• informing operational decision-making through grounded, real-time insight 

Case studies therefore provide a critical foundation for understanding how dialogue policing 
operates as an applied practice, and how it can be used to shape outcomes in complex and 
contested environments. These analyses challenge traditional assumptions that disorder is 
inherent to crowds, instead demonstrating how policing approaches can actively generate or 
mitigate conflict. 
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Activist Perspectives and Experience 
This module introduces participants to the perspectives and lived experiences of individuals and 
groups involved in protest activity. Its purpose is to deepen understanding of how policing is 
experienced, interpreted, and responded to by those directly affected. 

The module is not prescriptive in terms of specific individuals or groups. Rather, it is designed to 
draw on locally relevant protest communities, particularly those where there has been sustained 
engagement and, where possible, constructive working relationships with dialogue policing 
teams. 

In some cases, this may include groups that were previously characterised by tension or 
antagonism toward police but have, over time, developed more cooperative or communicative 
relationships. These examples are especially valuable in demonstrating the potential for dialogue 
policing to transform relationships, build trust, and support de-escalation. 

The module focuses on: 

• understanding the motivations, identities, and concerns of different protest groups 
• recognising diversity within and across movements 
• exploring how police actions are perceived and interpreted  
• examining how legitimacy is constructed, challenged, or withdrawn 

Where direct participation is possible, engagement should be structured in a way that encourages 
open dialogue and, where appropriate, discomfort. Exposure to perspectives that challenge 
assumptions or provoke strong reactions is an important part of the learning process, supporting 
the development of humility, reflexivity, and professional maturity. 

The module also highlights examples of self-regulation and internal de-escalation within protest 
groups, illustrating how dialogue and relationship-building can support crowd actors in managing 
their own behaviour and reducing the likelihood of conflict. By grounding learning in real 
experiences, this module reinforces the principles introduced in earlier modules and provides a 
practical understanding of how legitimacy operates from the perspective of those being policed. 
It also supports the development of intellectual curiosity and contextual awareness, encouraging 
officers to engage with the broader social and political environments in which protest activity 
occurs. 

De-escalation Skills: Theory and Techniques 
This module introduces the principles and practices of de-escalation as a core component of 
dialogue policing. It draws on established approaches from crisis and hostage negotiation, 
mediation, and communication theory, while integrating these within the broader framework of 
crowd psychology and legitimacy introduced in earlier modules.  

The module emphasises that de-escalation is not a single technique or model, but a set of 
complementary approaches that should be applied with judgement and adapted to context. While 
officers are introduced to practical tools - such as active listening, rapport-building, and emotion 
recognition - their effectiveness depends on how they are used within ongoing social interactions. 
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A central focus is the relationship between communication and legitimacy. Officers explore how 
the way they communicate - through tone, language, positioning, and behaviour - shapes how 
they are perceived by individuals and groups. These perceptions influence whether interactions 
move towards cooperation, disengagement, or escalation. Drawing on negotiation-based models, 
the module introduces: 

• Active listening as a means of understanding perspectives and reducing tension 
• Empathy and acknowledgement as mechanisms for building rapport and trust 
• Structured communication techniques (e.g. paraphrasing, clarifying, summarising) to 

support dialogue 

Problem-solving approaches that focus on identifying and addressing underlying issues. These 
techniques are situated within the interactional dynamics of crowd environments, where officers 
engage not only with individuals, but with groups whose behaviour is shaped by shared identity 
and collective perceptions. Participants are encouraged to recognise that communication with 
one individual may have wider effects on group dynamics, and that perceived fairness and respect 
are critical to maintaining legitimacy. The module also introduces elements of interest-based and 
mediation approaches, supporting officers in: 

• identifying underlying concerns and motivations 
• reframing conflict situations 
• facilitating informal agreements and voluntary compliance 

In addition to external engagement, the module addresses the application of communication skills 
within internal policing contexts. Dialogue Officers should be able to: 

• communicate situational assessments clearly and concisely 
• frame risk and potential consequences of action or inaction 
• contribute to decision-making discussions in a constructive and evidence-informed way 

This may include situations where officers need to advocate for proportionate responses or 
highlight the potential for escalation arising from tactical options. As with external engagement, 
the effectiveness of this communication depends on clarity, credibility, and professional 
judgement. 

Throughout the module, emphasis is placed on adaptability and reflexivity. Officers are 
encouraged to: 

• adjust their approach based on changing circumstances 
• remain aware of their own behaviour and its impact on others 
• recognise when engagement is effective and when alternative approaches may be 

required 

The purpose of this module is to provide a practical and flexible framework for de-escalation, 
grounded in communication, understanding, and legitimacy. It reinforces the principle that 
effective de-escalation is achieved not simply through technique, but through the skilled 
management of interactional dynamics in complex and evolving environments. 
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Psychological Factors, Wellness and Resilience 
This module addresses the psychological dimensions of dialogue policing, focusing on how 
individual and collective psychological processes shape interaction, decision-making, and 
operational outcomes. It expands beyond narrow treatments of cognitive bias to provide a broader 
understanding of how perception, identity, emotion, and stress influence behaviour in public order 
environments. The module emphasises that both police officers and crowd participants interpret 
events through social and psychological frameworks, including group identity, prior experience, 
and perceived legitimacy. Officers are introduced to how these processes can influence: 

• perceptions of threat and risk 
• interpretations of police action 
• escalation or de-escalation of interactions 

Building on earlier modules, participants explore how their own perceptions and responses are 
shaped by: 

• stress and uncertainty 
• fatigue and environmental pressures 
• expectations about groups or situations 

This includes an introduction to cognitive and perceptual biases but situates these within a wider 
context of interactional dynamics and organisational culture, rather than treating them as isolated 
individual errors. A central focus of the module is the development of self-awareness and 
emotional regulation. Dialogue Officers must be able to: 

• recognise their own emotional responses in real time 
• maintain composure in the presence of tension, hostility, or provocation 
• avoid reactive or defensive behaviours that may undermine legitimacy 

The module also addresses the psychological demands of sustained engagement. Dialogue 
policing requires officers to operate near crowds, often over extended periods, while maintaining 
attention, communication, and judgement. This place demands on: 

• concentration and situational awareness 
• emotional resilience 
• interpersonal stamina 

Participants are introduced to strategies for managing these demands, including: 

• techniques for maintaining focus and composure 
• recognising signs of stress and fatigue 
• supporting personal and team wellbeing 

The module also reinforces the importance of reflexivity. Officers are encouraged to reflect on: 

• how their behaviour may be perceived by others 
• how interactions may influence wider group dynamics 
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• how their own assumptions and responses may shape outcomes 

This reflexive capacity is critical not only in external engagement, but also in internal contexts, 
where officers may need to communicate under pressure, manage disagreement, or contribute 
to challenging operational discussions. 

The purpose of this module is to support the development of psychologically informed 
practitioners who can understand and manage both their own responses and the dynamics of the 
environments in which they operate. It reinforces the principle that effective dialogue policing 
depends not only on what officers do, but on how they perceive, interpret, and respond to complex 
and evolving situations. 

Tactical Considerations 
This module addresses the practical and operational realities of deploying as a Dialogue Officer 
within dynamic and potentially high-risk public order environments. It ensures that officers can 
operate safely, effectively, and credibly while maintaining their primary engagement role. The 
module emphasises that Dialogue Officers operate near crowd participants, often in fluid and 
unpredictable conditions. As such, they must maintain a high level of situational awareness and 
risk sensitivity, balancing the need for engagement with personal and team safety. Key areas of 
focus include: 

• Dynamic risk assessment, including identifying changes in crowd mood, behaviour, and 
environment 

• Officer safety, including positioning, movement, and working in pairs or teams 
• Operating under conditions of uncertainty, where information may be incomplete or 

evolving 
• Recognising early indicators of escalation, including environmental, social, and 

interactional triggers 

The module also addresses the wider operational context in which Dialogue Officers function. 
This includes understanding: 

• the presence and role of other police units (e.g. public order resources, arrest teams, 
specialist units) 

• how different tactical approaches may influence crowd perception and behaviour 
• the potential impact of visible or covert policing tactics on legitimacy and interaction 

Participants are introduced to a range of operational contingencies, including: 

• managing unexpected incidents or flashpoints 
• engaging during periods of heightened tension or disorder 
• responding to challenges such as hostile individuals, counter-protests, or disruption to 

infrastructure (e.g. traffic, public space) 
• navigating sensitive issues such as media presence or the potential involvement of 

undercover officers 
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The module reinforces that Dialogue Officers must remain operationally credible. They need to 
understand the constraints, risks, and pressures faced by colleagues in other roles, and to operate 
in a way that is consistent with overall operational objectives. At the same time, officers are 
encouraged to consider how tactical decisions and deployments may be interpreted by crowd 
participants, and how these interpretations may influence behaviour. This reinforces the 
importance of aligning operational practice with the principles of legitimacy, proportionality, and 
facilitation introduced in earlier modules. The module also supports the development of the 
Dialogue Officer’s role in contributing to situational awareness and operational understanding, 
including: 

• gathering and communicating information from the ground 
• identifying emerging risks and opportunities for intervention 
• supporting decision-making through informed, real-time insight 

The purpose of this module is to ensure that Dialogue Officers consider the challenges of 
operating effectively within complex operational environments, maintaining both safety and 
engagement, and contributing meaningfully to the overall management of public order events. 

Other Tactical Options within a Layered Approach: Integration 
This module focuses on the role of Dialogue Officers within the tactical management of escalation 
in public order operations. It situates dialogue within a broader layered approach and examines 
how Dialogue Officers operate alongside, and in relation to, other tactical options. 

Participants are introduced to the practical realities of escalation, including how and why decisions 
are made to deploy more assertive tactics. The module emphasises that Dialogue Officers do not 
operate in isolation, but as part of a system in which different resources are deployed in response 
to evolving conditions. A central focus is on how Dialogue Officers work alongside other units 
during periods of escalation. This includes: 

• maintaining engagement with crowd participants while other tactics are being deployed 
• directing or guiding resources toward specific issues or locations based on ground-level 

understanding 
• supporting the targeted and proportionate use of intervention 

Dialogue Officers do not necessarily withdraw when enforcement or public order resources are 
deployed. In many cases, they remain present to manage the interactional consequences of those 
interventions. This may include: 

• explaining police actions to crowd participants 
• managing reactions and reducing misunderstanding 
• helping to preserve or restore legitimacy during and after intervention 

The module also addresses situations in which Dialogue Officers may choose to reposition or 
withdraw temporarily in order to: 

• maintain safety 
• retain the ability to communicate effectively 
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• manage the wider impact of policing actions on crowd dynamics 

A key element of this module is understanding how Dialogue Officers contribute to operational 
decision-making in relation to escalation. This includes: 

• providing real-time insight into emerging risks and crowd responses 
• identifying potential unintended consequences of intervention 
• advising on how different tactical options may be interpreted and responded to 
• highlighting opportunities to manage or mitigate escalation 

While Dialogue Officers are not responsible for making tactical decisions, they play an important 
role in informing and influencing those decisions. This may include situations where they provide 
constructive challenge or advice when proposed actions may be disproportionate, mistimed, or 
likely to generate additional risk. The module emphasises that such input must be grounded in: 

• direct engagement and observation 
• understanding of crowd dynamics 
• awareness of operational context and constraints 

The purpose of this module is to develop the Dialogue Officer’s ability to operate effectively within 
the dynamics of escalation, ensuring that dialogue remains active before, during, and after 
intervention, and that the consequences of tactical action are understood and managed in real 
time. 

Scenarios 
This module provides structured, scenario-based learning to enable participants to apply the 
knowledge, skills, and judgement developed throughout the programme in simulated operational 
environments. It is a central component of the training, designed to integrate theory and practice 
and expose participants to the complexity, uncertainty, and pressure of real-world public order 
situations. 

Scenarios are used to: 

• apply principles from earlier modules, including legitimacy, communication, and tactical 
integration 

• develop decision-making under dynamic and evolving conditions 
• practice engagement with individuals and groups in situations of tension or conflict 
• explore the role of Dialogue Officers during escalation and intervention 
• rehearse communication with both crowd participants and policing colleagues 

A key feature of this module is that scenarios are designed to be interactionally realistic, 
incorporating: 

• changing crowd dynamics 
• competing demands and incomplete information 
• moments requiring judgement, adaptation, and prioritisation 
• opportunities for both effective and ineffective intervention 
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Where possible, scenarios should be fully enacted using role players, allowing participants to 
engage directly with simulated crowd participants and operational colleagues. This provides the 
most effective environment for developing practical skills and testing responses under pressure. 

However, it is recognised that such scenarios are resource-intensive, requiring trained facilitators, 
multiple actors, and appropriate environments. As such, tabletop or facilitated discussion-based 
scenarios may also be used, particularly where resources are limited. While these can support 
conceptual understanding and decision-making, they are less effective in developing the full range 
of interactional and communication skills required for operational deployment. 

Scenarios also provide an important opportunity for structured evaluation of participant 
performance. This includes: 

• observation of communication and engagement skills 
• assessment of situational awareness and judgement 
• evaluation of decision-making under pressure 
• consideration of how participants interpret and respond to evolving dynamics 
• assessment of their ability to contribute to operational understanding and influence 

outcomes 

Evaluation should be supported by structured debriefing, which is a critical component of the 
learning process. Debriefs should: 

• encourage reflection on actions and decisions 
• explore alternative approaches 
• link performance back to principles, theory, and operational practice  
• provide constructive and developmental feedback 

The purpose of this module is to provide a realistic and challenging environment in which 
participants can apply, test, and refine their capabilities, while also providing instructors and 
agencies with insight into individual strengths and areas for development. 

Assessment 
This module addresses the assessment of participant learning and performance within the training 
programme, while recognising that the development of dialogue policing capability extends 
beyond the classroom and requires ongoing evaluation in operational contexts. Assessment 
within the course is primarily developmental. Its purpose is to support learning, provide structured 
feedback, and offer an informed professional view of each participant’s performance in relation to 
the requirements of the role. This may include: 

• observation of performance during exercises and scenarios 
• evaluation of communication, judgement, and engagement 
• structured feedback from instructors and peers 
• written or knowledge-based assessments (e.g. multiple-choice tests) 
• reflective exercises, such as learning diaries or written reflections across the course 
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These approaches are designed to assess participants’ understanding of key concepts, their 
ability to apply learning in simulated environments, and their development over the duration of the 
programme. However, it is recognised that classroom-based assessment alone is insufficient to 
determine operational competence. The full capability of a Dialogue Officer can only be assessed 
through performance in real-world environments, where complexity, uncertainty, and interactional 
dynamics are fully realised. As such, assessment should be understood as a shared responsibility 
between the training provider and the sending agency. The training provider can offer a 
professional assessment of performance within the course and identify strengths and areas for 
development. However, responsibility for determining operational readiness and deployment rests 
with the agency. This requires the development of field-based assessment processes, through 
which participants apply their learning in operational settings. This may include: 

• supervised deployments 
• mentoring by experienced practitioners 
• structured observation and feedback within live environments 

Looking beyond the immediate training programme, this module also raises the question of formal 
accreditation, which is not currently standardised within the United States. The emerging 
professional association underpinning this work provides a potential foundation for developing a 
more structured accreditation framework. This may include: 

• the development of agreed standards for dialogue policing capability 
• the involvement of trained assessors drawn from the professional network 
• the provision of external support to agencies in evaluating performance 

In the longer term, this could support a regionalised model of accreditation, in which: 

• training is delivered against agreed standards 
• field-based performance is assessed through a combination of internal and external 

evaluation 
• agencies develop their own internal assessor capability 
• external professional bodies provide oversight, support, and consistency 

Such a framework would enable the formal recognition of dialogue policing capability, while 
remaining grounded in operational practice. It would also support the wider professionalisation of 
public order policing, including the development of complementary training and assessment for 
commanders and supervisors. 

The purpose of this module is to establish a clear understanding that assessment is an ongoing 
process, extending from the classroom into operational practice, and forming part of a broader 
effort to develop a structured, credible, and sustainable model of professional capability. 
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Conclusion 
This guidance represents an important step in the development of dialogue policing within the 
US. It establishes a coherent foundation for the development of this capability in a way that is 
both operationally grounded and evidence informed. A central achievement of this work has been 
the creation of a collaborative community of practice, linking agencies that are actively innovating 
in this space. This network provides a mechanism for ongoing learning, reflection, and 
development, ensuring that dialogue policing evolves through shared experience rather than 
isolated practice. It also creates a bridge between research and operations, enabling theory and 
evidence to inform practice in a sustained and meaningful way. 

The framework presented here marks a shift from earlier approaches that relied heavily on the 
adaptation of European models. Instead, it reflects the emergence of a distinct US-informed 
approach, shaped by the legal, organisational, and operational realities of policing in the United 
States. In doing so, it begins to define what dialogue policing looks like in this context, while 
retaining the core principles of legitimacy, facilitation, and engagement. At the same time, this 
work should be understood as the beginning of a longer process rather than its conclusion. The 
framework has been developed through collaboration and reflection, but it now requires 
systematic testing and evaluation. Its principles, structures, and assumptions must be examined 
against operational evidence, with a view to refinement, adaptation, and, where necessary, 
revision. 

The next phase of development will involve expanding this work beyond the initial group of 
agencies, engaging a wider national network, and building a stronger evidence base through 
observation, analysis, and evaluation. This will provide the foundation for determining whether the 
framework can evolve into a more formalised national model, against which practice can be 
measured and assessed. Achieving this ambition will require continued partnership between 
policing agencies, researchers, and professional networks. It will also require the development of 
supporting structures, including training pathways, field-based assessment, and, over time, 
mechanisms for accreditation. In this context, the guidance should be seen as a foundational 
document - one that captures a moment of convergence between practice and evidence and sets 
out a direction of travel for the professionalisation of dialogue policing in the US. 

More broadly, the Portland Framework reflects an emerging shift in how public order policing is 
understood and delivered within the US. It recognises that effective public safety management 
depends not solely upon coercive capability, but also upon legitimacy, communication, procedural 
justice, and informed engagement with crowd dynamics. In this sense, dialogue policing supports 
operational effectiveness by improving situational awareness, strengthening command decision-
making, reducing unnecessary escalation, and enabling more proportionate and targeted 
deployments of police resources. At the same time, it supports policing practices that are more 
consistent with constitutional protections, strengthens agencies’ ability to demonstrate necessity 
and proportionality in operational decision-making, and may help reduce exposure to litigation, 
reputational harm, and unnecessary organisational demand. Dialogue policing therefore 
represents not simply a specialist capability, but part of a broader evolution toward more efficient, 
accountable, and professionally informed models of public order policing in the United States. 


