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During the summer of 2002, the murders involving sol-
diers stationed at Fort Bragg brought national attention to
the issue of domestic violence in military families. Over the
course of six weeks, four wives were murdered by their
soldier-husbands and one soldier-husband was killed in an
incident in which his civilian wife was implicated.1 The
subsequent increase in national attention renewed old
questions about how the military could most effectively
prevent and respond to domestic violence by or against its
service members. Between 2000 and 2003, a comprehensive
review was undertaken to address these very questions.
Conducted by the Defense Task Force on Domestic
Violence (DTFDV), the goal of this review was to outline a
strategic plan for improvement of the Department of
Defense (DoD) response to domestic violence in military
families.

Among the many issues assessed by the DTFDV was
collaboration between military installations and civilian
communities. Specifically, it assessed the extent to which
military policy encouraged installation commanders to
seek to establish formal agreements, or memorandums of
understanding (MOUs), with neighboring civilian commu-
nities about domestic violence-related information-sharing
and procedures. In its first-year review, the DTFDV found
such agreements were required by the Army, encouraged
by the Air Force and Marine Corps, and not addressed by
the Navy. Although DoD policy requires that any neces-
sary and appropriate written MOUs shall be developed,
the DTFDV recommended that the DoD “require installa-
tion/regional commanders to seek MOUs with local com-
munities to address responses to domestic violence.”

According to the DTFDV, the purpose of the MOU rec-
ommendation was to “improve command awareness of
domestic violence issues, improve the delivery of services
to and the safety of victims, and to increase accountability
of offenders.”2 In its response to Congress, the DoD agreed
to implement this recommendation.3

Issuing such uniform policy may be a relatively simple
matter for the DoD, but if the goal of such a directive is
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the actual establishment of MOUSs (rather than the act of
merely seeking them), meeting this goal is likely to be a
considerable challenge. Increased motivation for military
commanders to seek MOUs with civilian communities is
not adequate to accomplish the goal. Civilian communities
are diverse, independent entities and each must be willing
to participate in a formal collaboration with neighboring
installations. In this issue paper, we discuss some key
examples of challenges that must be addressed in establish-
ing MOUs with civilian communities and provide several
recommendations for overcoming such challenges.

WHY ESTABLISH MOUs WITH CIVILIAN COMMUNITIES?

Domestic violence involving active-duty service mem-
bers is a problem not only for the military but also for civil-
ian jurisdictions. Though separated from surrounding
communities in a number of ways, military installations
are not islands. Service members and their families regu-
larly visit surrounding communities and many live outside
the installation among the civilian population. Any domes-
tic violence that occurs off installations is under the juris-
diction of local civilian authorities. Unfortunately, there are
no national or state-level data on the number of service
member—involved domestic violence incidents handled by
civilian law enforcement. Nor are there any studies we
could find that examined this issue. This lack of study is
surprising, given that in small municipalities near large
concentrations of service members, it is possible that civil-
ian law enforcement personnel spend a considerable
amount of time responding to calls involving service
members.

Civilian authorities may also have jurisdiction (and
may be first responders) over incidents that occur on instal-
lations. While the traditional conception of a military
installation is that of an area under complete federal con-
trol, there are many exceptions to this. Specifically, there
are four types of jurisdiction affecting the extent to which
civilian authorities may be involved in responding to
domestic violence on military installations:6

(1) Exclusive federal jurisdiction. The federal govern-
ment holds all authority and civilian authorities have
essentially no power. Where jurisdiction is exclusively
federal, all offenses including domestic violence are
handled only by the military or other elements of the
federal justice system. For offenses or actions that take
place off the installation, civilian authorities have the
“right to serve process” on the installation or present
legal papers such as arrest warrants, subpoenas, civil
orders, and civil process papers. Civilian authorities
can enter only with military approval.

(2) Concurrent jurisdiction. State and federal govern-
ments share authority over the area, and either party
may be the first responder and may prosecute offenses.
These arrangements vary depending on state and local
agreements between civilian and installation authorities.

(3) Partial jurisdiction. States give authority to the federal
government in some areas of law but reserve their own
authority over others. States vary as to which powers
are reserved.

(4) Proprietary-interest jurisdiction. Except as specified
by the Constitution, the federal government does not
have jurisdiction and all legal authority is maintained
by the state.

The specifics of how installations have come to fall
under a particular jurisdiction type are complex. Jurisdic-
tion is largely determined by how and when the military
acquired the property and the state’s interest in maintain-
ing authority.” This complexity leads to a challenging situ-
ation for some installations: Because land may be acquired
in various ways at different times, the same installation
may contain areas under more than one type of jurisdic-
tion. For example, the Army’s Fort Monroe is under exclu-
sive federal jurisdiction, except for the southwest corner,
which is under concurrent jurisdiction with the state of
Virginia.8

Neither the DoD nor the individual services appear to
maintain records of jurisdiction type on U.S.-based installa-
tions in any form.9 One DoD-sponsored study provides
some information about jurisdiction type. The Military
Family Resource Center issued a report in 1986 about the
status of child abuse and domestic violence programs on
U.S.-based installations with exclusive federal jurisdiction.
For the study, the services conducted a special review of
jurisdiction type for Army, Navy, Air Force, and Marine
installations and only those where personnel actually
resided.10 The report does not identify the federal enclaves
by name, specify how many of the 141 have portions of
land under other forms of jurisdiction, or describe the juris-
diction type of the 733 remaining installations. The report
does make clear that some form of civilian jurisdiction over
installations is the rule (rather than the exception) and that
the majority (87 percent) of service members and their fam-
ilies fall under either shared or complete civilian authority.
Because of the multiple base closures after 1986, these
numbers are outdated and we could identify no follow-up
studies allowing a more current assessment of the distribu-
tion of jurisdiction type.

In sum, the military does not hold sole responsibility
for responding to domestic violence incidents involving
service members. Civilian communities that neighbor
installations also share this responsibility, not only for inci-
dents that occur off installations but also, in many areas,
for incidents occurring on installations. Collaborative rela-
tionships between the installations and neighboring com-
munities may be an effective strategy for addressing this
shared responsibility.

In the next sections, we will highlight several key
examples of challenges to the formalized collaboration
both from the military and the civilian perspective.



CHALLENGES TO THE MILITARY IN COLLABORATING
WITH CIVILIAN COMMUNITIES

Civilian communities surrounding military installa-
tions differ greatly in state legal context, local political con-
text, size, law enforcement practices and policies, resource
availability, and the nature of their relationship with the
neighboring installation. All these factors are likely to
influence the manner in which they respond to domestic
violence involving service members and their level of inter-
est in forging collaborative relationships with neighboring
installations. One particularly weighty factor, however, is
likely to be the extent to which the civilian community has
adopted the philosophy and reforms of the modern domes-
tic violence reform movement.

The Modern Domestic Violence Reform Movement

In the pre-reform era, state laws prohibiting violent
acts against others applied, on their face, to offenses
against intimate partners. These laws were rarely enforced
for spouses. Reformers pressed for legislation that explic-
itly named intimate partners as a protected class of people
and increased the punishment for offenses against them to
emphasize the seriousness of domestic violence.l1 Initially,
the legal reform efforts focused on establishing and
enhancing protections for women married to or separated
from violent husbands. Over the past several decades,
other relationship types were also recognized and included
under domestic violence reform efforts, including present
and former cohabitants, and non-cohabiting dating part-
ners. The reform efforts were bolstered by national data
sources that consistently revealed the widespread presence
of domestic violence in unmarried couples.12 Most re-
cently, domestic violence within same-sex couples has been
legally recognized in some states, such as California.l3
Reformers have also succeeded in widening eligibility
requirements for civil protection orders to include most
familial and sexually intimate relationships, and require-
ments for obtaining an order (such as fees and simultane-
ous filings for divorce) have been reduced.14 In addition, in
many states criminal penalties have been imposed for vio-
lations of civil protection orders.15

Accompanying these legal changes were changes in
the way that individual criminal justice agencies used their
resources to respond to domestic violence. For much of
American history, laws in most states did not authorize
police to make a warrantless arrest for a misdemeanor
assault unless it was witnessed by a law enforcement offi-
cer—a condition almost never met in domestic violence
cases.16 Even in cases in which arrests were authorized,
police officers in many states in the 1960s and 1970s were
trained to actively avoid making them in domestic violence
situations.1” In the subsequent reform era, many agencies,
including police, prosecutors’ offices, courts, and parole
and probation agencies, began to form specialized units
dedicated largely or exclusively to working with incidents

and cases involving domestic violence.18 The philosophy
behind such specialized units is that domestic violence
requires targeted resources because of its complexity rela-
tive to other types of crimes. Also, domestic violence is
thought to require extra attention to reduce the historical
tendency of criminal justice agencies to avoid involvement
in these cases.19

Perhaps the most noticeable recent direction of reform
is the emphasis on establishing and enhancing a coordi-
nated community response to domestic violence. This
response model is based on the philosophy that, while the
criminal justice system plays a vital role, it alone cannot
effectively combat domestic violence. It is believed that
organizations that come into contact with perpetrators and
victims need to work together to propagate a consistent
message throughout the community that domestic violence
is unacceptable, victims will be protected, and abusers will
be held accountable. Thus, communication and coordina-
tion are promoted among criminal justice, social service,
and nonprofit agencies; citizen groups; major employers;
religious and medical communities; and schools.20 Despite
the extensive involvement of non—criminal justice agencies,
criminalization remains a key feature of the coordinated
community response model.

A number of communities have worked toward estab-
lishing or enhancing their coordination of collective
resources based on this model. In these communities, coor-
dination may vary from increased communication among
criminal justice and social service agencies to the develop-
ment of strategies to orchestrate the activities of numerous
agencies toward reducing domestic violence.21

State Domestic Violence Laws

The impact of the domestic violence reform movement
has been felt to different degrees in different states. In
some states, legislative changes have been far-reaching and
consistent with many of the reform movement’s goals
while other states have made fewer changes. More re-
cently, federal incentives to states offered through the
Violence Against Women Act of 1994 helped to increase
the similarity of state domestic violence laws.22 For exam-
ple, in all states, domestic violence is legally defined by the
relationship between the victim and offender and not by a
unique type of behavior that only occurs in intimate rela-
tionships. Many states define striking another person as a
crime but define that same behavior as a domestic violence
crime only if the relationship between the victim and the
offender fall into particular designated categories.23 The
relationship categories that legally define domestic vio-
lence differ from state to state.

For purposes of DoD policymaking, variance in
domestic violence law is an issue of most concern in states
where a substantial number of military personnel are sta-
tioned. We examined variation in domestic violence laws



across 15 such states. Fourteen of the states have Army,
Navy, Air Force, or Marine installations with a minimum
of 10,000 active-duty service members, as reported in the
DoD'’s fiscal year 2002 Base Structure Report. Those states
are California, Colorado, Florida, Georgia, Hawaii, Kansas,
Kentucky, Maryland, New York, North Carolina,
Oklahoma, Texas, Virginia, and Washington. The 15th state
was Alaska, included because of its uniquely isolated loca-
tion, its small state population, and the proximity of large
installations from different services within the state.

As Table 1 shows, in all 15 of these “major military”
states, the legal definition of domestic violence includes
present and former spouses, present and former cohabi-
tants, and persons who have a child in common, regardless
of whether they had previously resided together. Nine of
the 15 states define domestic violence to include present or

domestic violence crimes and violation of domestic vio-
lence protection orders. In five other states, such as Florida
and Oklahoma, police officers have discretion in making
arrest for both types of offenses. In the remaining four
states, including California and Kentucky, arrest is manda-
tory for violation of protection orders but discretionary for
domestic violence crimes.

In addition to requirements for arrest, designation as
domestic violence can trigger other requirements such as
mandatory jail time, short- or long-term prohibition from
returning to a home shared with the victim, and successful

Table 2

Arrest Requirements for Domestic Violence Crimes and
Violation of Protection Orders in 15 States with a Major
Military Presence

former non-cohabiting dating partners. Misdemeanor DV Protection Order
The legal definition of domestic violence is important Arrest Violation Arrest
because this designation is often accompanied by particu- Discretionary | Mandatory | Discretionary | Mandatory
. . . a
lar legal requirements. One important requirement relates Ala.ska : X X
to the use of arrest by police officers. For the vast majority California X X
Colorado X X
Table 1 Florida X X
Relationship Categories Legally Defining Domestic Violence in Georg"|a X X
15 States with a Major Military Presence Hawail X X
Kansas X X
Persons with Kentucky X X
Present or Other a child in Maryland X X
Current former non-| persons common
and Present | cohabitating| related by | regardless New York X X
former | orformer dating blood and/ of N. Carolina X X
spouses | cohabitants| partners | or marriage | cohabitation Oklahoma X X
Alaska X X X X X Texas X XxP
California X X X X X Virginia X¢ X¢
Colorado X X X X Washington xd X
Florida X X X X a|f in the past 12 hours.
Georgia X X X X b Mandatory if occurs in officer's presence. Since this is uncommon,
Hawaii X X X X X we have classified the law as discretionary.
Kansas X X X X C Except under “special circumstances.” These are not defined in the
statute.
Kentucky X X X X d If in the past four hours and victim is injured or in fear of serious
Maryland X X X X injury.
New York X X X X
N. Carolina X X X X X completion of a state-approved domestic violence interven-
Oklahoma X X X X X tion program that can range up to 52 weeks in length. For
Texas X X X X X example, following arrest, the state of Georgia sets higher
Virginia X X X bail amounts for domestic violence cases and more strin-
Washington | X X X X X gent conditions of release than in other cases involving

of all crimes, police officers have legal discretion to decide
whether to make an arrest, even when they believe a crime
has occurred and they have identified a suspect. In the case
of domestic violence, many states have adopted mandatory
arrest laws that prevent police from exercising discretion.
These mandatory arrest laws may apply to domestic vio-
lence crimes or to violations of civil orders forbidding con-
tact with victims. Table 2 shows the legal requirements for
arrest in the 15 major military states. In 6 of the 11 states,
such as Alaska and New York, arrest is mandatory for both

similar levels of violence.24 The state of Texas allows per-
sons arrested for domestic violence to be held for up to
two days after bail is posted if there are concerns about
victim safety.25 Also in Texas, a second conviction for a
misdemeanor-level domestic violence crime, punishable by
a maximum of one year in jail and a $4,000 fine, is treated
as a felony, punishable by 2-10 years in prison and a fine
of up to $10,000.26 In Hawaii, conviction of violation of a
domestic violence order of protection is a misdemeanor
criminal offense that triggers a mandatory two-day jail sen-
tence; a second conviction triggers a mandatory 30-day jail



sentence.2” In the state of New York, violation of a protec-
tive order is a felony criminal offense if the abuser inten-
tionally places the victim in fear of serious harm (punish-
able by up to four years in state prison) or causes injury
(punishable by up to seven years in state prison).28

Local Enforcement of State Law

Though state law may mandate particular actions in
domestic violence cases, this does not mean that there is
consistency in response by communities within each state.
The enforcement of state law is essentially a local function.
Communities vary widely in the extent to which state-level
changes have influenced their response to domestic vio-
lence. Municipal and county-level criminal justice agencies
have a considerable amount of latitude to set their own pri-
orities, establish their own policies and special programs,
and manage their own resources. Consequently, the zeal
with which a law is enforced can vary widely by location
and is influenced by a variety of factors.29 For example,
cities and counties vary in the attention they give and the
resources devoted to enforcing laws related to prostitution,
gang violence, or hate crimes. In this regard, local response
to domestic violence is no different from that to other
crimes. Moreover, police agencies may make enforcement
of particular laws a priority, but prosecutors may not.
Thus, a large number of arrests may result in relatively few
convictions.

There is no source of data on the distribution of local
criminal justice agencies that have placed a priority on and
consistently enforce state domestic violence laws. But it
appears anecdotally that such priorities are more likely
in communities that have adopted some form of a coordi-
nated community response to domestic violence. For
example, domestic violence has been made a priority of
law enforcement and prosecutors in communities such as
Quincy, Massachusetts; San Diego, California; and
Multnomah County, Oregon, all of which have become
national models for coordinated response to domestic vio-
lence. Within these areas, law enforcement and prosecutors
also work actively together and with social service agencies
and community groups to address domestic violence.

State Laws and Local Response:
Relevance to the Military

In seeking to form collaborations with civilian commu-
nities, recognizing variation across and within states is
vital. Communities in states with similar domestic violence
laws may share some similarities in their approach to the
problem. Within each state, however, there are likely to be
considerable dissimilarities, ranging from nonenforcement
of state law to innovative approaches that go beyond inter-
ventions specified in state law. For example, in mandatory
arrest states and those states with the broadest definition of
domestic violence, more service members may be arrested
by civilian authorities for domestic violence than in other

states. However, this is only likely if installations in the for-
mer states neighbor communities that have placed a prior-
ity on addressing domestic violence.

The DTFDV recommended that the military seek from
civilian authorities information about service member
involvement in domestic violence (and be willing to share
its own information in that regard). For installation com-
manders in mandatory arrest states, it may be tempting to
assume that agreements about sharing of police arrest
reports are sufficient to learn about involvement of military
personnel in domestic violence. Because of variations in
local enforcement, however, commanders in all states are
likely to gain more information if they could see a civilian
police report of any domestic violence call involving ser-
vice members, rather than only those calls that result in
arrest.

The variation between and within states in domestic
violence response is likely to make this task much more
challenging for some installation commanders than others.
For example, in communities such as Colorado Springs,
Colorado, where the civilian agencies have already worked
toward establishing a coordinated community response,
installation commanders are likely to have greater and
quicker success at establishing collaborative relationships
than in communities with little experience in domestic vio-
lence response collaboration.

In the former case, civilian communities may initiate
conversations with neighboring installations about dom-
estic violence, seek active participation of military repre-
sentatives in domestic violence planning bodies, and
encourage the formation of domestic violence MOUs. In
civilian communities without an established or developing
coordinated community response, a greater investment on
the part of the DoD and local installation commanders
would likely be required to achieve the same goal. For
example, the DoD might need to provide training to com-
mands on initiating contacts and on forming relationships
with inexperienced civilian communities. Commands
might need additional funding from the DoD to lay the
groundwork for such relationships with these “inexperi-
enced” communities. Because much more time, resources,
and creativity are required of installation commanders in
working with such communities, it is likely that the DoD
will need to strongly and repeatedly communicate the
importance it places on the formation of collaborative
relationships and MOUs.

Complicating matters further is that installations
neighbor more than one civilian jurisdiction. Service mem-
bers at larger installations in particular may live in several
different municipalities or even in several counties. For
example, according to the 2002 DoD Base Structure Report,
the nearest civilian city to the Army’s Fort Lewis and
McChord Air Force Base is Tacoma, Washington, located in
Pierce County. In Pierce County alone, there are 13 differ-



ent municipal law enforcement agencies, one county-level
agency, and a district covered by the state-level police
agency. For installations near state borders, such as the
Army’s Fort Campbell, service members may live in differ-
ent states, subject to different state laws. Consequently, a
single installation command may need to seek collabora-
tive relationships and negotiate agreements with agencies
in multiple jurisdictions that differ in existing programs
and resources, organizational pressures and structures, his-
tory of collaboration, and interest in domestic violence
issues.

Given this situation, the DoD may need to provide
installation commanders with guidance about whether a
directive to form collaborative relationships applies to all
neighboring communities where service members live or
whether a subset of these communities may be selected
based on criteria such as service member population. If the
latter is the preferred strategy, existence of a coordinated
community response should not be a key criterion for
selection because commanders are more likely to learn
about domestic violence involving service members in
these communities than in communities where domestic
violence has not been made a priority.

In sum, whatever guidance the DoD offers to installa-
tion commanders on forming collaborative relationships, it
must recognize the wide variation among the civilian com-
munities that surround military installations. To be most
useful, guidance to commanders cannot be uniform
because one size will not fit all installations and locations.
At the same time, commanders need some detailed direc-
tion about how to forge workable agreements with local
jurisdictions having varying levels of existing community
collaboration and resources. Without such assistance, it is
less likely that the DoD directive to form such MOUs
would be fully implemented. The DoD is currently work-
ing on model MOUs to provide examples for installation
commanders to follow. While this will undoubtedly be
helpful, it is likely that a number of different MOU models
would be needed to account for the variation in local
jurisdictions.

CHALLENGES TO CIVILIAN COMMUNITIES IN
COLLABORATING WITH THE MILITARY

While civilian responses may vary in a number of
ways, communities neighboring installations share similar
challenges and have some concerns in dealing with domes-
tic violence involving service members. For example, civil-
ians may be hesitant to form collaborative relationships
because of the considerable differences between their
approach to the issue of domestic violence compared
with that of the military. The military maintains both a
quasi—-Employee Assistance Program and a disciplinary
approach. While the installation-based Family Advocacy
Program (FAP) conducts an assessment of the victim,
alleged offender, and any children in the home, the mili-

tary law enforcement office conducts the investigation.
FAP workers are either social workers, marriage or family
therapists, or psychologists. Findings from both the FAP
assessments and the law enforcement investigation are
reviewed by a Case Review Committee from a clinical
rather than a criminal perspective.30 Law enforcement per-
sonnel also independently present their investigation find-
ings to the service member’s commander for consideration
of the appropriateness of disciplinary action. Military com-
manders make final intervention and disciplinary deci-
sions.31 When military law enforcement officers respond to
calls on installations that involve domestic violence, they
may make arrests, remove one party from the residence, or
simply restore order. However, the role of military law
enforcement is typically oriented toward referral for FAP
services, rather than the collection of evidence for potential
prosecution of criminal behavior. In most states, however,
reformers have had success altering the civilian approach
to domestic violence from that of an individual family
problem to that of a criminal matter requiring formal inter-
vention. Thus, allegations are likely to be investigated as
crimes by police officers and pursued by prosecutors, and
criminal courts determine guilt and sentence offenders.

Given the difference in orientation, it is likely that dis-
agreements will arise between military and civilian author-
ities about intervention policy in domestic violence cases.
To the extent that civilian communities focus on the appli-
cation and enforcement of criminal sanctions, they may be
less amenable to agreements that would refer service mem-
bers to installations for clinical interventions. Likewise,
installations may resist cooperative relationships with
civilian communities that do not emphasize a clinical,
whole-family-oriented approach. Therefore, any MOU
would need to address these differences in methods of
handling domestic violence cases and arrive at a mutually
agreeable strategy.32

Another challenge to civilian communities concerns
the unique circumstances that may arise in military-
involved cases that interfere with a community’s (or state-
required) method for holding domestic violence abusers
accountable for their behavior. For civilian defendants,
there are very few legitimate excuses for failure to appear
in court or complete a required domestic violence interven-
tion program. In the case of service members, however,
legitimate military needs can interfere with scheduled
court appearances, court orders, or prosecutor agreements.
For example, service members may be deployed, otherwise
relocated, or required to participate in activities on installa-
tions that may take precedence over participation in a civil-
ian intervention program. Civilian communities may find
an inconsistent response from commands (across and with-
in the same installation) in seeking to ensure that service
members attend court and participate in intervention pro-
grams. Thus, MOUs need to address this issue so that there
is a predictable and agreed-upon response from the military.



Another challenge faced by civilian communities is the
need for provision of services for victims of domestic vio-
lence involving service members. While most installations
have programs available for victims of such violence, there
are reasons why these victims may turn to civilian commu-
nity resources instead. While the DoD has yet to adopt a
regulation defining domestic violence, its present policy
encompasses only abuse between officially recognized mil-
itary family members, i.e., current spouses.33 Ex-spouses
and unmarried cohabitating and dating partners do not
qualify for military services, such as domestic
violence-specific help through installations” FAPs.34 Thus,
any assistance provided to this class of victims must come
from civilian communities.

Spouses who do qualify for FAP services may also
choose to utilize civilian rather than military resources.
FAP counseling and other assistance is not confidential.
DoD policy mandates that commanding officers be notified
about reports of spouse abuse.35 Previous military studies
have found that this mandatory reporting discourages vic-
tim use of military services for domestic violence, for sev-
eral reasons including fear of retaliation from the abuser
and especially because of concerns about negative career
impacts.36 MOUs therefore need to explicitly recognize
that some service members and their intimate partners
utilize civilian services in lieu of military resources and
thus agreements regarding referral and confidentiality
are critical.

Some of these areas of potential difficulty in forming
MOUs may be addressed if the recommendations of the
DTFDV are fully implemented. The DTFDV recommends
that the military orientation toward domestic violence shift
in the direction of the predominant civilian model, which
treats such abuse as criminal behavior. This shift would
produce more areas of commonality in approach and likely
facilitate the formation of collaborative relationships.

RECOMMENDATIONS

If collaborative relationships between installations
and civilian communities are to be established and main-
tained, it is important for them to be supported by formal
agreements. This was the motivation behind the recom-
mendation of the DTFDV that the DoD direct installation
commanders to seek MOUs with neighboring civilian
communities. The DTFDV recommended that the DoD
provide guidance to installation commanders about how
to form these MOUSs, and in response, the DoD has been
developing example MOUs that may serve as models for
installation commanders. This will certainly be helpful to
commanders, but because they are intended to have broad
applicability, these model MOUs are not likely to be suffi-
cient. Civilian communities are widely varied and it is
unlikely that all key agencies within them will agree to a
uniform MOU developed as a model by the DoD. More-
over, it is not possible for these model MOUs to respond to

local conditions in sufficient detail. Therefore, we recom-
mend that, when the DoD distributes the model MOU, it
strongly communicate to installation commanders that
they are examples that can serve as a place to start but do
not represent the end of the process. Many civilian agen-
cies may be willing to sign the model MOU developed by
the DoD, but these agreements may require considerable
refinement to best suit local circumstances.

It is likely that installation commanders will require
continuing assistance and support from the DoD and the
services in working toward the collaborative relationships
necessary to support the formation of MOUs. A good
example of such support is the Incentive Program for
Improving Responses to Domestic Violence established by
the DoD in fiscal year 2000. The program provides funding
on a competitive basis to installations seeking to establish
or enhance domestic violence coordination internally, with
other installations, and with civilian agencies. Since its
inception, the incentive program has made a total of five
awards involving seven installations. It provides a poten-
tially valuable mechanism for supporting, in particular, the
resource-intensive early steps of forming collaborative rela-
tionships. To have a noticeable impact, however, the pro-
gram must be considerably expanded.

Because collaborative relationships are partnerships,
the role of civilian communities cannot be ignored. The
DTFDV recommended that the U.S. Violence Against
Women Office (VAWO) develop an incentive program for
civilian communities to support the birth and growth of
collaborations with military installations. VAWO has had
significant success with its existing incentive programs for
local civilian communities in encouraging the formation of
domestic violence response collaborations among civilian
agencies. Thus, it is likely that an incentive program tar-
geted specifically toward civilian-military collaborations
would provide a catalyst for more civilian communities to
seek out these relationships. It could also support the test-
ing of innovative programs and practices in communities
that have already established some level of cooperation
with neighboring installations.

Finally, the DoD and VAWO (either jointly or sepa-
rately) should consider funding a research program tar-
geting the factors that facilitate and hinder collaborative
relationships between civilian communities and military
installations. The lack of knowledge in this area is glaring
in light of the rapidly growing body of knowledge about
the fundamentals of successful domestic violence response
collaborations among civilian organizations. While this
latter body of knowledge can provide some information,
the unique features of the military raise many more com-
plex issues for collaboration that require specific examina-
tion. The products of the research program would serve
the critical role of providing direction to local jurisdictions
seeking to anticipate and overcome challenges to successful



collaboration. It could also inform the development of
incentive programs by highlighting the types of partner-
ship models that the DoD and/or VAWO should encour-
age. Ultimately, once some fundamental knowledge has
been acquired in this area, a research program could assess
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