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Abstract
Firearms increase the risk of lethality in violent intimate relationships. Policies that restrict access to firearms by respondents to
civil domestic violence protective orders (DVROs) are associated with reductions in intimate partner homicide, yet there is scant
literature about how such prohibitions are implemented. We document how four localities are implementing gun possession
prohibitions that result from civil and criminal restraining orders and domestic violence misdemeanor convictions; and assess the
findings in the context of Kingdon’s agenda setting framework. We identified four jurisdictions where gun dispossession of
prohibited domestic violence offenders was underway and collected data through in-depth interviews, site visits, and documents.
We coded the data, identified explanatory themes, and compared the findings to Kingdon’s framework. The four jurisdictions
have policies ranging from no state laws restricting domestic violence offenders’ access to guns to comprehensive state laws. We
describe implementation initiatives to dispossess prohibited people of their guns in the four jurisdictions, two distinct implemen-
tationmodels throughwhich gun dispossession occurs, and an expanded application of Kingdon’s model. In each jurisdiction, we
identified one or more individuals who championed implementation. Policies that prohibit domestic violence offenders from
possessing guns are promising, and possible in diverse settings and jurisdictions. Here we provide insight into implementation
efforts in four jurisdictions, emphasize the role of individuals in prioritizing implementation, and highlight the potential to realize
these restrictions across states with different laws. Focusing on implementation is a much-needed paradigm shift that comple-
ments the traditional focus on passing domestic violence prevention laws.
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Introduction

Intimate partner violence (IPV) often involves a pattern of
behaviors used by one partner to control the other. Abusers’

controlling behaviors sometimes include using firearms to in-
timidate or threaten (ex)partners, which can escalate to serious
injuries and deaths (Lynch and Logan 2015; Sorenson and
Schut 2018; Campbell et al. 2003). While state laws vary
(Zeoli et al. 2019), under certain legal conditions, such as
conviction for a misdemeanor crime of domestic violence or
being a respondent to a restraining order, an IPV offender may
be prohibited from possessing firearms. One question that
many communities are wrestling with is how to enforce this
restriction when a newly prohibited person already possesses
a firearm. In other words, how will agencies within the justice
system identify newly prohibited individuals and assure any
firearms in their possession are safely removed? Some juris-
dictions have already answered these questions and have pol-
icies and protocols in place for offenders to relinquish any
firearms they (now illegally) possess. How those policies
and protocols were developed and are being implemented is
the focus of this research.
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Literature Review

Data from the National Crime Victimization Survey (2003 to
2012) suggest that firearms are used in 3.4% of IPV events
(Truman and Morgan 2014). This is similar to earlier esti-
mates of 3.5% ofAmericanwomenwho reported being threat-
ened with a firearm and 0.7% who reported having a firearm
used against them by their intimate partners (Tjaden and
Thoennes 2000). While firearms are used in a minority of
IPV events, Sorenson (2017) used population estimates to
determine that these percentages are commensurate with 4.5
million women threatened and 900,000 women who had fire-
arms used against them by their intimate partners in their
lifetimes.

Intimate partners are often not the sole focus of their
abusers’ firearm violence. While research in this area is limit-
ed, one study suggests that a small percentage of IPV of-
fenders who use or threaten to use firearms against their inti-
mate partners also use firearms to threaten their children
(Sorenson and Wiebe 2004). The literature also includes doc-
umentation of IPV offenders who threaten to harm or kill their
children, but those studies do not specify whether firearms
were part of those threats (Campbell et al. 2003; Moracco
et al. 2006). IPV survivors report that the presence or threat
of a firearm increases their danger (Folkes et al. 2013; Lynch
and Logan 2015; Sorenson 2017; Sorenson and Wiebe 2004).
This increased sense of danger and possible threats against
their children make firearms effective tools for IPV offenders
to use to control their victims, as a victim is more likely to
obey an abuser with a firearm (Sorenson and Schut 2018).

When a firearm is used during a physically abusive IPV
event, the attack is more likely to be deadly than if the abuser
used a knife, other weapon, or bodily force (Saltzman et al.
1992). In fact, research suggests that when a male IPV offend-
er has access to a firearm, it increases the risk of femicide1 by
400% (Campbell et al. 2003). Indeed, most intimate partner
homicides are committed with firearms (Fox and Fridel 2017),
and just under three-quarters of multiple victim intimate part-
ner homicides in some states are firearm homicides (Smith
et al. 2014; Smucker et al. 2018). More recently, the threat
of firearm violence has also been associated with post-
traumatic stress disorder among IPV victims as well
(Sullivan and Weiss 2017).

For some IPV offenders, their violence and victims extend
outside of the home and family relationships. Indeed, speciali-
zation in only domestic violence is rare, with most domestic
violence offenders having criminal records for other, including
violent, crimes (Keilitz et al. 1997; Richards et al. 2013). A
review of 89 known shooters implicated in 73 mass shootings
between 2017 and 2019 revealed that 17 (19%) had

documented justice system involvement for IPV. While none
of these 17 had a current domestic violence restraining order
(DVRO), 4 had been a respondent in the past and 6 had been
convicted of a domestic violence crime (Zeoli and Paruk 2019).

Given the seriousness of firearm use in IPV, the federal
government and many states restrict certain groups of IPV
offenders from purchasing and possessing firearms: those cur-
rently under certain DVROs and those convicted of misde-
meanor crimes of domestic violence.2 Only one study has
examined whether laws requiring relinquishment of firearms
from those convicted of domestic violence misdemeanors is
associated with intimate partner homicide (Diez et al. 2017),
and this study found no association.

There is a more extensive and robust literature related to
civil restraining order laws. IPV victims in all 50 states can
petition the court for a civil DVROwith the goal of preventing
future violence. Judges evaluate those petitions and decide
whether to grant the orders and which remedies (e.g.,
prohibited behaviors, prohibited contact) to include. Based
on state and federal law, some DVROs prohibit respondents
from purchasing and possessing firearms. Laws prohibiting
firearm purchase and possession for respondents to DVROs
are associated with reductions in intimate partner homicide
rates (Vigdor and Mercy 2006; Zeoli and Webster 2010;
Zeoli et al. 2018). Some state laws authorize judges to require
respondents to DVROs relinquish their firearms (Zeoli et al.
2019). Two studies of these laws found that the protective
impacts of DVRO firearm restrictions on intimate partner ho-
micide rates are contingent upon the legal authority to require
firearm dispossession (Diez et al. 2017; Zeoli et al. 2018).

New firearm purchases may be prohibited through back-
ground check systems that include disqualifying DVROs and
misdemeanor convictions. In practice prohibited individuals
may continue to possess firearms they owned prior to their
disqualifying records if the justice system does not take steps
to ensure that those newly prohibited relinquish their guns
(Webster et al. 2010). This may be due to the lack of protocols
and systems for recovering firearms from prohibited persons
and is a missed implementation opportunity to improve victim
safety (Frattaroli and Teret 2006).

When an individual is charged with a domestic violence
crime, there is an additional opportunity to prohibit them from
purchasing and possessing firearms through criminal restraining
orders. Criminal restraining order laws differ among the states
where they exist, but in general they are conceptually similar to
civil restraining orders (Sullivan et al. 2017). One critical proce-
dural difference is that prosecutors, not IPV victims, request the

1 Femicide is the intentional killing of a woman, by a man, because of her
gender.

2 While we use the term “intimate partner violence” to refer to violence di-
rected toward one’s current or former spouse, dating partner, or co-parent, the
term used in federal and state laws to describe this phenomenon is “domestic
violence.” Because the term “domestic violence” may also describe violence
toward other family members, we use “intimate partner violence” for greater
precision except when discussing the laws.
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court issue a criminal restraining order. Depending on state law,
this could happen at different points during the criminal process,
from a bail hearing through to sentencing after conviction.
Firearm prohibitions may be included in these criminal
restraining orders, which may specify dispossession require-
ments. Much of the focus in the literature on firearm disposses-
sion involves civil DVROs, but attention to firearm relinquish-
ment by those facing or convicted of criminal charges or who
are subject to criminal restraining orders is also warranted
(Sullivan et al. 2017).

While many states have firearm relinquishment laws, there
is little practice guidance or scholarship about how to imple-
ment these laws or how implementation occurs (Frattaroli and
Teret 2006; Wintemute et al. 2014; Prosecutors Against Gun
Violence and The Consortium for Risk-Based Firearm Policy
2016). Despite the wide-ranging impacts of armed batterers
for families and communities, many jurisdictions do not have
protocols in place for implementation of firearm relinquish-
ment policies, struggle with this process, and/or do not prior-
itize assuring these laws are implemented. Attention to imple-
mentation of DVRO and criminal restraining order firearm
possession prohibitions is important because relying on newly
prohibited individuals to relinquish firearms without any ad-
ditional law enforcement action is unlikely to result in gun
dispossession. Protocols are needed to provide guidance about
how to access resources to identify whether and how many
guns a newly prohibited person may possess; serve orders and
explain dispossession safely; determine where and how
relinquished firearms will be stored; and determine processes
for returning guns when the prohibition ends and whether the
person is legally eligible to possess firearms.

Two aspects of the policy literature guided our approach to
considering how implementation of firearm relinquishment
for those newly prohibited from possession under DVROs
and criminal restraining orders occurs. First, we relied on an
early case study of the firearm prohibition of Maryland’s civil
DVRO law that was informed by the policy implementation
literature (Frattaroli and Teret 2006) and a later examination of
a similar California law (Wintemute et al. 2014). These con-
tributions provide insight into how firearm relinquishment
implementation processes are working in select jurisdictions
in Maryland and California and apply concepts from the im-
plementation literature (e.g., the importance of people and
policy details) to explain the processes described. As such,
we used these studies as a general organizing framework for
how to structure our interview guides and approach data col-
lection and analysis.

Second, Kingdon’s theory of agenda setting was also in-
structive and provided a mechanism to further the analyses of
the previous studies (Kingdon 2011). While Kingdon’s work
has long provided a framework for understanding why some
policy proposals succeed and others fail, here we assess the
relevance of this theory to the implementation phase of the

policy process. Kingdon’s theory focuses on three streams, or
constructs, that emphasize the problem, policy, and politics in
creating circumstances under which policy action will occur
(Kingdon 2011). In this model, policy entrepreneurs serve as
champions for a policy idea by helping to manage the three
streams with the goal of elevating their proposal on
policymakers’ agendas. Given that implementation of firearm
dispossession from DVRO respondents is relatively rare
among jurisdictions within states where the policy is constant
and the context is similar (Diviney, Parekh, Olson, 2009;
Frattaroli and Teret 2006; Webster et al. 2010), we viewed
the initiation and sustainment of policy implementation within
Kingdon’s theory as a policy proposal. The role of implemen-
ters (judges, prosecutors, law enforcement officers) are impor-
tant to understanding implementation activities (such as orga-
nizing stakeholders to work on the problem, developing pro-
tocols, and ensuring those protocols are carried out) and con-
sidered their roles in the context of Kingdon’s policy entre-
preneur. We are unaware of any adaptation of Kingdon’s the-
ory to implementation processes.

We designed a qualitative multiple case study to under-
stand how selected jurisdictions implemented and enforced
firearm possession prohibitions for civil DVROs, domestic
violence criminal convictions, or criminal restraining orders
and the factors that influenced implementation and enforce-
ment. We then assessed the case findings within Kingdon’s
agenda setting framework. Our initial research question fo-
cused on relinquishment through civil restraining orders how-
ever, throughout the course of our interviews, interviewees
routinely discussed enforcement of restrictions on criminal
restraining orders and, to a lesser extent, convictions. This
perspective on relinquishment following service of criminal
restraining orders is therefore the focus of this paper, and
addresses a critical gap in the literature, as previously noted.
That said, we also discuss civil DVROs and criminal convic-
tions when interviewees highlighted their firearm disposses-
sion efforts related to those laws.

Method

We chose our study sites through a multi-stage process. First,
we reached out to our contacts in the field and used media,
meeting presentations, and publications from agencies and
organizations on firearm relinquishment practices to identify
jurisdictions where law enforcement was implementing and
enforcing the firearm possession prohibition for DVROs. Due
to our ongoing work, we had a sense of which jurisdictions
were engaging in dispossession. We selected jurisdictions
within states that reflected a range of domestic violence-
related firearm restriction laws, from states with comprehen-
sive laws to states with no state-level domestic violence fire-
arm restriction laws. We narrowed our list to jurisdictions in
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states that would provide regional and policy diversity. We
then reached out to potential contacts in these jurisdictions to
assess access, and finalized our four sites based on this
information.

We analyzed the resulting data using a cross-case compar-
ative approach. Our data included interviews with key infor-
mants who were part of the creation of and/or charged with
implementing and enforcing domestic violence firearm re-
strictions.3 This purposive sampling of key informants who
created and/or were charged with implementing and enforcing
these policies resulted in a sample comprised of individuals
who were well-informed and experienced with the firearm
dispossession policies and protocols and therefore well-
positioned to identify facilitators and barriers to implementa-
tion. Key informant interviewing is a method designed to
recognize and value the expertise of those with knowledge
about and experience with complex topics, such as the imple-
mentation processes that are the focus of the present study
(Marshall 1996). This sampling approach that targets experts
is aligned with the method. We designed the case studies to
create depth of understanding in selected sites for the purpose
of informing theory, as opposed to generalizing to other places
and actors. However, lessons learned from these sites may be
useful to law enforcement, policymakers, and domestic vio-
lence service providers in other jurisdictions seeking to im-
prove implementation and enforcement of firearm possession
restrictions.

The Michigan State University Institutional Review Board
reviewed and approved this study. Prior to the start of each
interview, we reviewed a disclosure statement that explained
to interviewees that their identities would remain confidential,
but that it was possible that some may be able to guess that
they had participated based on their roles within their respec-
tive organizations.

Key Informant Selection

We initially used purposive sampling (Miles and Hubermna
1994) to recruit participants who had some responsibility for
prohibiting individuals from possessing firearms (e.g., judges
and prosecutors), enforcing those prohibitions (e.g., law en-
forcement officers), or influencing the process (e.g., defense
attorneys and victims’ advocates). We also spoke with those
who were part of the development of firearm dispossession
protocols and processes, who we identified based on their
positions within the justice system (e.g., a judge, prosecutor,
sheriff). We then used a snowball sampling technique to allow
our key informants to recommend others with experience or
knowledge of enforcing firearm prohibitions and who would

further inform our research questions. Snowball sampling is a
recognized technique within the qualitative methods literature
for identifying individuals who are critical to an organization
but may not be identifiable to those outside the organization
(Miles and Hubermna 1994). We interviewed key informants
until we reached data saturation, when no new insights into
the implementation processes would likely be gained by ad-
ditional interviews (Creswell, 2007). We assessed saturation
at each site.

The interview protocols for each type of key informant
(e.g., judge or law enforcement) differed slightly to reflect
each informant’s role and responsibilities in the process. We
(SF and AZ) conducted the interviews. Depending on the
location of the case study sites and availability, we conducted
the interviews either in-person or remotely via telephone with
either one or both of us participating. Interviews took up to
one hour and were audio-recorded and transcribed by a pro-
fessional transcription service, with interviewees’ permission.

Interview Protocol

We developed a semi-structured interview protocol to explore
the domains we identified as central to understanding imple-
mentation and enforcement of policies that prohibit domestic
violence offenders from purchasing and possessing firearms.
Table 1 includes those domains and corresponding sample
questions. Consistent with semi-structured interviewing tech-
niques (Creswell, 2007; Patton, 2002), we first asked partici-
pants to broadly describe their work to implement and enforce
the firearm prohibition and the factors that affect their efforts.
We then asked detailed questions about the processes de-
scribed and the factors that influence their work in this area.
When those processes or the factors described did not include
explanations reported in the literature (Frattaroli and Teret
2006), we asked specifically about those factors. The protocol
and our approach to the interviews were flexible to allow
conversations about the domains to develop naturally from
the initial questions. Through this approach, we adapted our
follow-up questions based on the information revealed
through informants’ responses. This iterative approach in-
formed the questions we asked within and across cases.

Qualitative Analysis

We uploaded the transcribed interviews into Atlas Ti and
followed Corbin and Strauss’s (2008) concept of open coding
and Yin’s (2014) explanation building approach to guide our
coding process. We (SF and AZ) reviewed the interview tran-
scripts and developed an initial set of codes based on concepts
repeated in the data and those we deemed important to
informing the study aims. Discussions between the two re-
viewers based on these qualities yielded an initial set of codes.
We then complemented that first set of codes with a second set

3 While we focus here on restraining order firearm relinquishment, it must be
noted that domestic abusers often have additional involvement in the criminal
justice system as a result of their violence, and some efforts may overlap.
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we developed a priori based on the literature, theory, and our
study aim. These two sets of codes formed our codebook. The
two coders used the codebook to double-coded a sample of
transcripts and reviewed those coded text until we reached
agreement about the definition of and how to apply each code.
We made minor modifications to the resulting codebook
throughout the coding process after discussion and agreement.

After completing this initial coding process, we engaged in
the process of data display (Miles and Hubermna 1994), de-
signed to reveal systematic patterns in the data and uncover
additional themes not detected during coding. Through this
process, we developed a comprehensive understanding of bar-
riers and facilitators to implementing the domestic violence

firearm restrictions in each site, and explanations of the four
jurisdictions’ implementation processes. With each case study
site’s qualitative analysis complete, we engaged in cross-case
analysis. This enabled us to compare findings from each site
and determine overlap and across-site variation. The cross-
case analysis revealed common themes and provided practical
lessons for the successful removal of firearms from newly
prohibited individuals. We do not identify the states, jurisdic-
tions, or interviewees in order to provide interviewees with
some anonymity in the information they shared.

Case Study Findings

Based on our review of available documents, contacts with
experts in the field, and our own work, we identified 10 juris-
dictions in 7 states where law enforcement was actively en-
gaging in firearm dispossession of newly prohibited domestic
violence offenders. Conversations with implementers reduced
this number to 6 jurisdictions in 5 states, reflecting efforts that
were robust enough to warrant an in-depth study of their ef-
forts. Of those remaining sites, we selected the final four ju-
risdictions from 4 states to maximize the number of states and
regions included, the diversity of firearm laws related to do-
mestic violence, and to vary the political parties in power. All
jurisdictions were cities with populations ranging from
200,000 to more than 1 million located in states in the West,
Midwest, and South. Political leadership in these states was
evenly divided between Democrats and Republicans with
each party holding the governor’s seat and a majority in the
legislatures in two states at the time of data collection.

Our interview sample yielded 27 informants whom we
contacted for an interview; 16 agreed to participate and we
completed those interviews. Two interviewees each for the
jurisdictions from States 1 and 2 participated, as well as 6 from
the State 3 jurisdiction and 6 from State 4. We were unable to
secure interviews with the remaining 11 people due to non-
response (n=8, including 1 from State 1 and 7 from State 4),
decline to participate (n=1 from State 4), and a change in
position (n=1 from State 4). One additional potential infor-
mant from State 4 participated in a meeting we observed,
and we agreed that a separate interview was not needed.
This monthly meeting of a multi-disciplinary team of IPV
professionals who review active IPV cases and coordinate
law enforcement and service supports also informed this case
study, as did visits to service sites in the two jurisdictions in
States 3 and 4. Our local contacts in all four sites also provided
information about IPV service providers and the law enforce-
ment IPV initiatives underway, which provided supplementa-
ry information that informed our understanding of the imple-
mentation and enforcement processes that are the focus of this
research. The findings reflect consensus in these processes
among interviewees.

Table 1 Domains and Corresponding Sample Questions from the In-
Depth Interview Guide

Domain 1 Background

Sample Question How does the state law that prohibits respondents to
a DVRO affect your organization?

Domain 2 Policy Development and Content of the Law

Sample Question How does the prohibition on DVRO respondents’
firearm possession address or fail to address
intimate partner violence in the state?

Domain 3 Implementing the Firearm Prohibition: Awareness

Sample Question How do people in your organization learn about the
firearm prohibition law?

Domain 4 Implementing the Firearm Prohibition: Possession
Prohibition

Sample Question Please walk me through the process that begins when
someone becomes newly prohibited because they
are a DVRO respondent, and tell me how your
organization is involved in each of these steps.

Domain 5 Role of Petitioners

Sample Question What is the role of victim support services in this
process?

Domain 6 Overall Experience

Sample
Questions

Are there cases for which you did not recover guns
when you thought you should?

How do you verify that the prohibited person does
not have guns?

Domain 7 Resources

Sample
Questions

Who are the other people/agencies relevant to
enforcing this law?

Why are they important?
How do you work with those

individuals/organizations?

Domain 8 Implementation Impact

Sample Question How will gun removal affect petitioner safety?

Domain 9 Other State Laws

Sample Question Does law enforcement have a system in place to
facilitate gun dispossession of people newly
prohibited because of misdemeanor crimes of
domestic violence?

If yes, can you tell me about that process?
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State Laws Prohibiting Firearm Possession for
Domestic Violence Offenses

For each state, we reviewed three types of state laws: 1) those
that prohibit people convicted of domestic violence misde-
meanors from purchasing and possessing guns, 2) laws that pro-
hibit people restrained under criminal orders from purchasing
and possessing guns for the duration of the order, and 3) civil
DVROs that prohibit gun purchase and possession for the dura-
tion of the order. Table 2 indicates whether each state has any
one of the three types of laws that include a firearm restriction:
Civil DVRO law, criminal restraining order law, and misde-
meanor crime of domestic violence law. Additionally, for those
states with a firearm restriction on any of those laws, the table
indicates whether the law includes a provision specifying that
relinquishment of any guns already possessed can or must be
ordered by the court. All states are subject to federal law that
prohibits firearm purchase and possession by anyone subject to a
DVRO issued after a hearing where the respondent was notified
or who has been convicted of a misdemeanor domestic violence
crime (Gun Control Act, Title 18 United States Code §922(g)
1994, 1996). State laws that duplicate or expand federal law are
of interest here because they open the door to state and local
enforcement of firearm dispossession interventions.

The law in State 1 prohibits respondents to civil DVROs
from possessing firearms and further specifies a firearm dis-
possession provision for respondents to those orders. State 1
also has a domestic violence criminal restraining order that
includes firearm restrictions and a dispossession order, pro-
hibits those convicted of misdemeanor domestic violence
crimes from possessing firearms and specifies dispossession
provisions. In contrast, State 2 has no domestic violence-
specific firearm restriction laws. State 3 prohibits respondents
to civil DVROs from possessing firearms and includes dispos-
session language. A type of criminal restraining order issued
at the time of arraignment is available under the law in State 3.
This order may include firearm restrictions and dispossession
orders. State 4 has a civil DVRO firearm prohibition and a
corresponding dispossession provision.

Two Models of Implementation

The cross-case analysis of the four jurisdictions revealed
two models for implementing and enforcing firearm dis-
possession following disqualifying domestic violence
civil and criminal court interventions, what we term the
“independent” and “coalition” models. We describe both
models here, and follow each with summaries of the two
corresponding jurisdictions to provide details and context
from the cases that informed our characterization of these
models.

Independent Model of Implementation The independent
model reflects the processes we observed in the State 1 and
State 2 jurisdictions where implementation and enforcement
of the criminal restraining order firearm prohibition began
with motivated individuals in agencies where leadership sup-
ported these efforts. These individuals developed systems
within their agencies’ infrastructures to prioritize firearm dis-
possession in accordance with their legal authority that drew
on the implementing agencies’ strengths.

State 1 (Comprehensive state domestic violence and
gun laws)

The local prosecutor’s office in the State 1 jurisdiction pri-
oritizes gun dispossession for those prohibited under the
State’s criminal restraining order law. For domestic violence
criminal cases pursued by the office, a check of the State’s
firearm sales database to determine firearm ownership is a
routine part of the process. The office notes in defendants’
electronic case files when the firearm sales database reveals
a firearm, resulting in a flag in the file that must be resolved to
close the case. The office will remove a flag upon receiving
confirmation that the defendant does not have access to the
firearms identified in the firearm sales database, either because
law enforcement facilitated dispossession of those firearms or
because they determined that the defendant was no longer in
possession of the identified firearms. Supervising personnel

Table 2 State firearm dispossession laws for domestic violence offenders

State Civil DVRO1

firearm restriction
Civil DVRO1

relinquish-
ment
specified

Criminal restraining
order may include
firearm restriction

Criminal restraining
order relinquish-ment
specified

MCDV2 firearm
restriction

MCDV2 relinquish-ment
specified

1 X X X X X X

2

3 X X X X

4 X X

1Domestic Violence Restraining Order
2Misdemeanor Crime of Domestic Violence
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receive regular reports detailing the number of cases with
unresolved firearm flags among the cases they oversee.
According to interviewees, there is an expectation in this of-
fice that when a defendant is identified as illegally possessing
firearms, prosecuting attorneys will prioritize dispossession.
Similarly, office culture discourages case files that remain
open because of unresolved firearm dispossession.

The representatives from the prosecutor’s office we
interviewed attributed the strength of their implementation
approach to two factors. The first is their case management
process. From the perspective of interviewees, by automating
tracking and oversight of firearm dispossession among newly
prohibited defendants, the practice has become a standard part
of the workload and work process. Firearm possession data is
integrated into the case file and automated e-mail alerts to
prosecuting attorneys and their supervisors about defendants
with firearms serve to keep the issue front and center. Second,
interviewees emphasized that gun violence prevention is a
priority for the prosecutor. Staff in the office know that up-
holding firearm possession prohibitions is valued, and that
dispossessing respondents to criminal restraining orders – in
particular – has leadership support.

They also explained the success of firearm dispossession
by contrasting criminal restraining orders to civil restraining
orders, emphasizing the more serious nature of criminal cases.
Criminal court involves crimes, punishments, and conse-
quences for non-compliance. In contrast, civil restraining or-
der proceedings have lower evidentiary thresholds, typically
do not involve a defense lawyer or a prosecutor, and are not
designed to determine guilt or innocence but do have the po-
tential to “promote survivor autonomy, safety, decision-mak-
ing, empowerment” (Hahn 2018). As one interviewee
explained,

The reason why I think we get compliance in our cases
is because the defendant is sitting in a criminal court
with a judge telling him to turn it [the gun] in and being
ordered to come back, with a prosecutor on the other
side of the table saying, "We're going to put him in jail
if he doesn't comply." I think that's where the power is, I
think that's where it's lacking in the civil context where
the respondent's in there all by himself and it's just the
petitioner, the abused victim on the other side, and a
judge making some empty order.

Attempts by this prosecutor’s office to expand the case
tracking system to include civil orders were unsuccessful, in
part, according to one informant, because prosecutors do not
have a role in the civil process.

Interviewees from the State 1 jurisdiction cited the State’s
firearm sale database as the main limitation to their implemen-
tation efforts. The office queries the State’s firearm sale

database for information about defendants’ firearm posses-
sion. That database includes firearm sales recorded through
a licensed firearm dealer, and some private transfers. While
the state has a background check requirement for private fire-
arm sales, a growing literature describes low compliance
among states with these laws (Miller et al. 2017; Castillo-
Carniglia et al. 2018; Castillo-Carniglia et al. 2019).With only
a partial accounting of firearm transfers, the interviewees
know their ability to access information about defendants’
firearm possession is limited, with some exceptions, to sales
through licensed firearm dealers.

State 2 (No state domestic violence and gun laws)

Implementation within the State 2 jurisdiction is a joint
initiative between the prosecutor’s and parole and probation
offices that developed in response to a recognized need by
probation and parole to keep their clients from committing
future violence, frustration with repeat gun violations, and a
bench that was unwilling to consistently respond to those vi-
olations. As one interviewee described,

… it drove me up the wall that I would have an offender
that would get caught after they're legally not allowed to
have a gun either committing a new armed robbery or
showing up at a victim's house and pointing a pistol at
her, or showing up to a victim's house and firing a cou-
ple rounds in the ground because they're drunk and an-
gry and they want to talk to her, or any other sort of
offense you could think of that they get caught with a
weapon later, and there was nothing I could do to hold
them accountable for that. Law enforcement didn't take
the weapons because they didn't feel they had the au-
thority to do that. … and usually the judge would not
revoke based on them being in possession of a firearm
or ammunition when they're not supposed to…

Therefore, knowledge of illegal firearm possession needed
to be met with dispossession action to protect the public’s
safety. In the absence of a state law prohibiting gun purchase
and possession by respondents to civil DVROs and no crim-
inal restraining orders or prohibition on those convicted of
domestic violence misdemeanors, this jurisdiction relies on a
state parole and probation requirement for participants to com-
ply with federal laws to prohibit gun possession among do-
mestic violence offenders. Interviewees described how those
on parole or probation for a domestic violence conviction are
subject to federal prohibitions on gun purchase and posses-
sion, and violating that federal prohibition constitutes a viola-
tion of the terms of their parole or probation under state law.
Assuring the federal prohibition on gun possession is upheld
and locating this focus on gun restrictions in parole and pro-
bation is part of the reason the program has been sustained. As
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interviewees explained, “there’s a lot of power and oversight”
in the parole and probation authority that holds people ac-
countable to the laws of local, state and federal governments.
Add that power to the fact that parolees and probationers are
people whom the justice system has concluded are violent,
and these firearm dispossession efforts have become accepted
practice with leadership support.

This application of parole and probation authority allows
local officials in State 2 to enforce the federal prohibition on
firearm purchase and possession by people convicted of do-
mestic violence crimes in the absence of a parallel state statute.
State 2 also lacks a firearm sales database. Therefore, inter-
viewees rely on court records about defendants’ most recent
criminal convictions, any additional criminal history, informa-
tion from victims, and social media for evidence about firearm
possession by those in their caseload. Interviewees shared that
by searching defendants’ public social media accounts, they
have been able to obtain photographic evidence of defendants
with firearms that they then use to take enforcement action.

Interviewees demonstrated deep knowledge and experi-
ence in addressing IPV in their community and described an
equally deep network of IPV victim service providers who are
committed to reducing IPV and supporting people to address
the violence in their lives. Even in the absence of a state law
that would allow for firearm dispossession under a restraining
order, law enforcement in this jurisdiction developed a strate-
gy consistent with their State’s laws to dispossess individuals
prohibited under federal law of their firearms in a manner that
was in line with their jurisdiction’s broader culture of
supporting victims.

This independent model resulted in processes that were
responsive to newly prohibited individuals by using available
firearm sales data to identify guns possessed by those with
criminal domestic violence protection orders and engaging
prosecutors and police in facilitating dispossession of those
guns (State 1). Without a firearm sales database, State 2 im-
plementers relied on information provided by the victim, so-
cial media posts, and criminal justice records to identify de-
fendants who may possess guns illegally. This independent
model focuses on firearm dispossession and uses available
firearm data to prioritize cases and facilitate compliance with
criminal restraining order firearm possession prohibitions.

These independent agencies operated with minimal or no
collaboration from other agencies. For State 1, the prosecu-
tor’s office worked with police when defendants failed to
comply with the firearm prohibition, but the police were not
described as involved with the planning or oversight of this
effort. Because State 2’s efforts were focused on probation
and parole clients, the partnership between the prosecutor’s
office and parole and probation did not rely on the services
of additional agencies. Despite their independence, inter-
viewees in both states described being available to collaborate
with and support partners with an interest in prioritizing

firearm dispossession. And in both states, interviewees had
reached out to partners engaged with the civil DVRO process-
es in their jurisdictions and offered to help more fully realize
the civil firearm possession prohibitions. However, both offers
were declined. This lack of interest in expanding the model
beyond those charged with domestic violence crimes was ex-
plained in one jurisdiction as reflecting the division between
criminal and civil processes and the absence of a clear role for
the prosecutor’s office in civil processes. Interviewees from
the State 2 jurisdiction explained the response as reflective of
the well-established processes in place for civil DVROs, and a
reluctance to jeopardize the hard-won gains in elevating do-
mestic violence as a serious matter in the civil courts by fo-
cusing on firearm dispossession. As detailed in Table 2, State
2 is the least restrictive among the four sets of state domestic
violence and firearm laws examined here.

Coalition Model of Implementation Firearm dispossession as-
sociated with DVROs and criminal restraining orders occurs
under what we define here as a coalition model in the State 3
and State 4 jurisdictions where agencies and non-government
service providers work in partnership to provide comprehen-
sive services to IPV victims. Assuring that restraining order
respondents comply with the firearms prohibition is one tool
among many that implementers in these jurisdictions have to
offer the victims they serve. Under this coalition model, the
IPV infrastructures in both locales integrate firearm disposses-
sion into victim safety and response.

State 3 (Civil, criminal, and misdemeanor state do-
mestic violence and gun laws, no relinquishment
specified)

The State 3 jurisdiction enforces the firearm purchase and
possession prohibition of the state domestic violence criminal
restraining order and no contact order at arraignment as part of
a comprehensive approach to improving victim support. In
this jurisdiction, domestic violence stakeholders, including
law enforcement (courts, prosecutors, police and sheriffs)
and service providers defined firearm dispossession imple-
mentation processes after the legislature passed a bill specify-
ing firearm dispossession processes for DVROs. While these
groups had a history of working together well, attention to
firearms dispossession revealed contrasting opinions about
the reach and relevancy of the new law in a locality with high
rates of gun ownership and conservative leaning politics. As
explained by interviewees, by defining roles and emphasizing
dispossession in court when the order is issued, this jurisdic-
tion has established a clear, transparent process that stake-
holders support. This implementation process relies on defen-
dants to comply, but also includes a check on compliance. By
statute, defendants with firearms must submit proof of relin-
quishment to the court, and if that does not occur within the
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time period specified by law, then law enforcement will facil-
itate dispossession. Interviewees reported that the firearm pro-
hibition occurs largely through defendants’ compliance.

While the implementation process for assuring firearm pro-
hibition begins at the courthouse, the nature of the relationship
among domestic violence stakeholders involves working to-
gether to monitor and support victims. As described by inter-
viewees, this coordinated effort provides opportunities to
learn from victims about compliance with the firearms prohi-
bition. For example, when law enforcement or advocates hear
from a victim that their abuser has firearms and is subject to a
restraining order, those involved with the case work with law
enforcement to assure dispossession happens. Implementation
in this jurisdiction relies on a partnership between law en-
forcement and victim services providers. These partners share
office space and regularly dialogue about how to improve the
safety of the victims they monitor with available services and
support. Firearm dispossession for those prohibited is one
strategy for increasing safety.

Interviewees from the State 3 jurisdiction explained their
focus on implementing and enforcing domestic violence fire-
arm prohibitions as important for reducing lethality risk and a
cornerstone of their efforts to improve victim safety. This view
was often shared in the context of broader references to the
State’s evolving attention to IPV and the process of refining
state laws for firearm violence prevention, in particular, to
maximize their impact.

Several interviewees also spoke about the importance of
understanding the complexity of domestic violence and how
abuse affects victims more broadly. The infrastructures for do-
mestic violence response and services are integrated across the
law enforcement agencies and social service organizations we
learned about from interviewees and observed during our site
visit. One result is an environment in which firearm disposses-
sion is part of the standard procedures and protocols underlying
this law that reflects the culture and function of domestic vio-
lence response and support within this jurisdiction. The physi-
cal space in which program implementers work is also consis-
tent with this context. Law enforcement and service providers
share office space that is co-located within a direct service fa-
cility where people (almost all women) come for legal assis-
tance, employment support, and counseling. It is a place where
children are welcome and on-site social activities provide an
opportunity for law enforcement, service providers, and the
people they serve to spend time in an informal setting.

State 4 (Civil DVRO state law only)

The jurisdiction we examined in State 4 also involves a
multi-agency response with participants from public agencies
(police, sheriffs, courts, parole and probation, judges) and
non-profit IPV victim service providers and advocates. This
infrastructure is the result of an effort to address IPV that

began, by one interviewee’s account, in 2009 with the devel-
opment of a statewide plan that prompted a closer look at how
their systems were working. As part of that process, partici-
pants raised questions about whether and how firearm dispos-
session was occurring in cases where the court ordered them
removed. As one interviewee explained,

So I can't tell you where or what caused the realization
or the question of "We're ordering all these guns to be
surrendered, but what's happening?" … and so we
started looking into it and said, "We need to do some-
thing here to make sure these are being enforced so that
we're at least doing the best we can to get guns out of the
hands of people who aren't supposed to have guns." So
that was the genesis for it.

The result was a protocol for following upwith those newly
prohibited from purchasing and possessing firearms – respon-
dents to civil restraining orders and those convicted of domes-
tic violence crimes – and a process for assuring dispossession.
By interviewees’ admission, the protocol and resulting pro-
cess are not perfect, and unlikely to result in every ineligible
person no longer possessing guns. Nevertheless, some fire-
arms are removed, which is an improvement relative to when
no process was in place.

Through our interviews we learned that this infrastructure
to support firearm dispossession includes domestic violence
specialists with deep knowledge about and commitment to
domestic violence prevention in parole and probation, police
departments, and the sheriff’s office. Dedicated domestic vio-
lence positions allow law enforcement practitioners to develop
a nuanced understanding of the role of firearms in IPV and the
laws available to remove firearms from batterers. They apply
that knowledge to their work with individuals who are
interacting with the justice system. One result is that law en-
forcement officials know about the civil restraining order pro-
hibition on firearm possession and take measures to assure
that those prohibited are not armed. This commitment to en-
force the law extended to those arrested and awaiting trial for
domestic violence crimes. Interviewees described reviewing
recorded telephone conversations from detention facilities,
and following up on reports from victims about batterers
possessing firearms as strategies they employ to identify when
a defendant possesses firearms.

The efforts within individual agencies are coordinated
across stakeholders through monthly meetings that bring to-
gether the implementing agencies and victim service pro-
viders to review high-risk cases and identify ways to intervene
and reduce the risk to the individuals involved. These cross-
agency meetings provide an infrastructure through which a
more comprehensive understanding of the case details and
the levers available to address victims’ needs is possible.
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Because this state does not have a firearm sale database, law
enforcement officers do not have a central resource for
assessing whether batterers in these cases may be in posses-
sion of firearms they legally obtained prior to the DVRO or
criminal conviction. Bringing together the professionals who
are in contact with the people in the cases reviewed provides
more sources of information about whether illegally possessed
firearms are contributing to the risk and how to remove them
than if these organizations were working independently.

The presence of an existing IPV infrastructure is important
to the firearms dispossession processes we heard described.
The coalitions in both jurisdictions engage in active, collabo-
rative reviews of individual cases. Partners work with victims
who are engaged with the criminal justice and/or social service
systems. High risk relationships and periods of high risk for
victims served by coalition partners are known and discussed
among partners with the goal of identifying options for reduc-
ing risk. This active engagement with individuals in particu-
larly dangerous relationships, and the team effort to address
those risks is a key feature of the two coalition jurisdictions we
report on here. These coalitions are more than a set of agencies
and organizations with similar missions; the coalition model
partners we observed are highly integrated, and assuring fire-
arms dispossession occurs among those prohibited under
DVROs is one tool they use in their response.

Practice and Theory: Implications of the Four
Cases

The four case jurisdictions featured herein address the central
aim of this research to document and describe the processes in
place for dispossessing newly prohibited IPV offenders.
These findings add to the gun violence prevention policy lit-
erature, and have implications for how local jurisdictions im-
plement and enforce state laws prohibiting firearm possession
by respondents to civil DVROs, criminal restraining orders,
those convicted of domestic violence misdemeanors, and pos-
sibly other categories of prohibited people. We note that the
jurisdictions in the four states examined include one where, in
the absence of a state prohibition on firearms purchase and
possession by domestic violence offenders, implementers re-
lied on state law that requires compliancewith federal law.We
also consider these cases in the context of Kingdon’s agenda
setting theory and assess whether this policy formulation the-
ory can explain the implementation processes documented
through this multiple case study.

Considering Kingdon’s Agenda Setting Theory:
Implications for Implementation

Kingdon’s explanation of policy agenda setting points to the
convergence of a problem, a policy solution, and supportive

politics that may be shaped by a policy entrepreneur with an
interest in affecting a policy outcome. This conceptualization
of the policy formulation process resonated with our observa-
tion of the implementation processes revealed through the four
case studies.

The Role of the Problem Across the four jurisdictions, inter-
viewees described the risks associated with armed batterers in
ways that reflected their deep understanding of domestic vio-
lence broadly. This understanding solidified the problem
among implementers and justified investment of resources to
address this problem.With the exception of State 2, the risk of
armed batterers was a problem consistent with a local domes-
tic violence initiative underway (States 3 and 4) or comple-
mentary to a gun violence prevention focus of the
implementing agency’s leadership (State 1).

The Role of Policy In this study of policy implementation, the
role of policy is perhaps most noteworthy in terms of the
myriad ways implementers worked within the bounds of
existing state law to develop processes and enforce firearm
dispossession by newly prohibited possessors, even in the
absence of explicit authority within state law. This suggests
implementers have a central role in determining how and
whether implementation occurs. Our case jurisdictions are lo-
cated in states with different laws about firearm possession
and domestic violence, including one state where the relevant
firearm restriction comes exclusively from federal law
(Table 2). Despite these differences, all four jurisdictions
had processes underway to facilitate dispossession of firearms
by those no longer legally qualified to possess them under
state and/or federal law. Our findings do not speak to any
differences in the reach of these implementation efforts, their
impact on guns illegally possessed, or measures of safety in
violent relationships. While differences in state law appear not
to determine whether agencies in this purposefully selected
sample implement and enforce firearm dispossession once
individuals are prohibited from possessing firearms, the pres-
ence and nuances of such state laws likely affect the scope and
impact of these efforts on outcomes since who is prohibited
varies among the states. That said, the particulars of any state’s
firearm prohibition policy may be less important to under-
standing the implementation efforts than stakeholders’ actions
and motivations for assuring these laws are more than words
on paper. The extent to which implementers view firearm
dispossession as a policy strategy that is responsive to the
problem of armed batterers and worth prioritizing appears
central to understanding whether and how these laws are
implemented.

The Role of Politics The politics of implementation we ob-
served in the four case jurisdictions are defined by intra- and
inter-agency relations. Unlike Kingdon’s conceptualization of
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the politics stream in the context of agenda setting where
public opinion is prominent, the politics of implementation
in the four case jurisdictions are more insular, reflecting the
voices of agency and organization stakeholders. Within States
1 and 2 jurisdictions, where we identified the independent
model of implementation, interviewees described approval
and support from their agency leadership and a lack of interest
from potential partner agencies as defining both the ability to
engage in implementation and the scope of their implementa-
tion activities. While intra-agency politics were not unimpor-
tant in the coalition model jurisdictions in States 3 and 4,
interviewees emphasized relationships among agencies and
organizations as central to their implementation efforts. The
ability to engage across multiple groups to advance imple-
mentation by reviewing IPV cases, sharing information, and
agreeing on a strategy to increase victim safety depends on
strong partner relations and a shared mission. Although the
processes through which the four jurisdictions accomplished
implementation varied, the politics as reflected in leadership
support and/or highly functional partnerships, were consistent.

The Role of People as Entrepreneurial Implementers In addi-
tion to the problem, policy, and politics streams of Kingdon’s
framework, the prominent role of people who serve as policy
entrepreneurs and bring these streams together is particularly
important to understanding implementation in the four case
jurisdictions. Common across the four jurisdictions were people
who were knowledgeable about the problem of IPV and the
risks associated with firearms in violent partner relationships.
Interviewees conveyed a nuanced understanding of the com-
plexities of IPV, spoke with empathy about the victims in these
relationships, and described firearms as a risk that should be
removed in accordance with the law. In most cases this exper-
tise originated from years of experienceworking on the issue; in
one jurisdiction the expertise originated in gun violence preven-
tion and evolved to incorporate IPV. In describing their imple-
mentation activities, interviewees relayed the extra efforts they
undertook initially to establish the implementation and enforce-
ment efforts that are the focus of this study. From advocating to
an agency head to invest in the infrastructure needed to do the
work (State 1), to identifying new ways to interpret and apply
broader statute to incorporate gun dispossession into routine
practice (State 2), to responding to changes in state law that
facilitate gun dispossession by establishing processes and pro-
tocols that make those laws actionable (State 3), to advocating
for greater attention to guns and gun dispossession within do-
mestic violence response teams (State 4), individuals in each of
the jurisdictions championed the implementation and enforce-
ment efforts reported herein.

Interviewees attributed leaders’ support from within their
organizations as one factor that makes these dispossession
efforts possible. Leadership support translated into tangible
benefits including resources to develop a dispossession

tracking system, time in the schedule to organize and manage
dispossession processes, as well as less tangible supports such
as encouragement and prioritizing this work.

Criminal Restraining Orders and DVROs: Implications
for Policy and Practice

Across the four jurisdictions we examined, the differences
among them were stark. State laws on domestic violence
and guns spanned from State 2 with no state law to State 1
with a comprehensive set of laws. The four states exist in
different regions of the country, and the jurisdictions we in-
cluded reflect both large metropolitan centers with
Democratic leadership and voters as well as smaller cities with
consistently Republican leadership and a conservative voter
base. However, in each jurisdiction we documented efforts to
dispossess newly prohibited domestic violence offenders of
their guns, consistent with federal and/or state law regarding
criminal restraining orders and/or domestic violence misde-
meanors. For the two jurisdictions in States 3 and 4 those
efforts also included civil DVROs. Despite these differences,
the recognition by key stakeholders of the heightened risk
associated with armed individuals who the court determined
to be violent against their partners and the presence of law (at
either the federal and/or the state level) led to a deliberate set
of decisions in each locality to assure firearm possession pro-
hibitions were implemented and enforced.

The four jurisdictions provide evidence of the varied polit-
ical and policy contexts in which implementation of DVRO
and criminal restraining order firearm prohibitions are occur-
ring. Across the jurisdictions, several lessons for practice are
evident and can inform the practice of implementation and
enforcement of firearm prohibitions for these orders. Here
we discuss seven lessons.

Implementation requires deliberate action. Laws that prohibit
firearm possession by respondents to DVROs, criminal
restraining orders, or those convicted of domestic violence
are not self-executing. Stakeholders from agencies and orga-
nizations can advocate for implementation and enforcement of
existing firearm prohibition policies. Leveraging opportuni-
ties and other similar collaborative problem-solving infra-
structures to highlight the value and feasibility of
implementing and enforcing firearm prohibitions can bring a
focus to this strategy, as demonstrated in State 4. Similarly,
advocacy for implementing these laws from within an agency
can also be effective, as the findings from the State 1 jurisdic-
tion demonstrate. Concerted implementation and enforcement
of these provisions is needed in order to realize the potential
benefits of these laws.

Implementation happens in diverse contexts. We identified
implementation and enforcement processes in jurisdictions
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with a range of domestic violence laws prohibiting firearm
possession by offenders. In each case, local implementation
and enforcement processes were in place, suggesting that such
practices can be developed to be responsive to the policy
context in which they exist. For example, in State 2 where
no state prohibitory laws exist, a mechanism to hold proba-
tioners and parolees accountable to federal law prohibitions is
being used to dispossess those convicted of domestic violence
crimes.

Implementation strategies include several sources for identi-
fying whether newly prohibited people possess guns.
Stakeholders in all four of the case jurisdictions described
processes for assessing whether and how many guns newly
prohibited people own.While only one jurisdiction had access
to a state record of sale database, law enforcement in all juris-
dictions described their strategies for collecting information
about gun access by prohibited individuals. Criminal justice
records, recorded jail conversations, information from vic-
tims, and social media were all sources that law enforcement
used to investigate firearm possession by newly prohibited
people. The absence of a record of sale database is not a barrier
to implementation and enforcement in the three jurisdictions
we examined that do not have such a resource.

Implementation leadership was common among the four ju-
risdictions. Leaders who prioritize firearm dispossession for
those prohibited due to domestic violence violations are need-
ed. Advocacy for stronger laws complemented local domestic
violence prevention efforts underway in State 3 and supported
incorporating firearm dispossession in their domestic violence
services and response. Within agencies and organizations,
leaders who build the procedural pathway for the local context
to implement firearm prohibitions are another type of leader-
ship observed in the case jurisdictions. As demonstrated in
State 2 with the prosecutor/parole and probation partnership,
these policy entrepreneurs identified the problem of gun ac-
cess in violent, intimate relationships and developed a policy
implementation solution consistent with state law.
Demonstrations of leadership were present in all four jurisdic-
tions and offer examples for future efforts to realize imple-
mentation of these laws.

Implementers have deep expertise in and commitment to
domestic violence.Within all four jurisdictions, those respon-
sible for implementation and enforcement were knowledge-
able about IPV, well versed in gun laws, connected with the
various stakeholders involved, and committed to improving
victim services and supports. This expertise is likely one ex-
planation for how the focus on implementation within these
jurisdictions evolved. Implementers in the four cases applied
their knowledge of existing policy and how policy can be used
to address the problem associated with the risk of armed

abusers through implementation. Investing in people to devel-
op an understanding of the trajectories of violent relationships,
known risk factors, and evidence-informed policies and pro-
grams to effectively intervene to reduce the risk and interrupt
these trajectories will be valuable to future implementation
efforts that aim to realize firearm dispossession among those
newly prohibited because of domestic violence.

Implementation processes are tailored to the local context.
Twomodels of implementation and enforcement were evident
in the four jurisdictions. Within each of those models, the
stakeholders involved had different processes for
accomplishing implementation and enforcement. For exam-
ple, while the jurisdictions in States 1 and 2 shared similar
approaches with their independent models, the policies they
implemented (state criminal restraining order laws in State 1;
state law requiring people on parole and probation to comply
with federal laws in State 2), the populations they targeted,
and how they assessed firearm ownership by prohibited peo-
ple (the state record of sale database in State 1; a combination
of administrative criminal justice records and public informa-
tion in State 2) were some of the ways in which implementa-
tion processes reflected the context in which they work. While
the independent and coalition models described here provide
general approaches to implementing laws that prohibit
batterers from possessing firearms, attention to the context
when developing specific processes is needed.

Kingdon’s agenda setting framework is informative for un-
derstanding implementation. Variations of each of the three
streams are present in the four cases and provide a model for
explaining the implementation activities underway. In all four
cases the convergence of the three streams can be understood
as the product of one or more implementation entrepreneurs.
These individuals are the instigators that viewed the problem
of domestic violence and guns as one that could be addressed
through the policy solution of firearm dispossession, and man-
aged the local politics to realize implementation in their
jurisdictions.

Limitations

The case descriptions here and the theoretical and prac-
tice implications proposed offer new insight into the
implementation processes involved with dispossessing
newly prohibited IPV offenders from their firearms.
These findings should be considered within the context
of the limitations of the approach we used to address
our study aims. First, this study was not designed to be
generalizable and the findings should not be interpreted
as such. With the selected states our sample includes
regional diversity, and the within state jurisdictions re-
flect different gun cultures. We employed this sampling
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strategy to explore implementation processes in a range
of contexts where firearm dispossession of newly
prohibited IPV offenders is occurring. Importantly, by
selecting only jurisdictions where implementation is oc-
curring, our sample does not reflect the many jurisdic-
tions where no implementation of firearm dispossession
for newly prohibited domestic violence offenders is hap-
pening. The barriers to implementation in non-
implementing jurisdictions are important to understand,
and should be a topic of future research.

Given that this research was a qualitative endeavor focused
on development and mechanics of firearm dispossession pro-
cesses, we did not collect data on fidelity to the process or
numbers of newly prohibited individuals dispossessed of fire-
arms. We therefore cannot make any claims as to how effec-
tively these processes are being implemented. We also do not
know the breadth of the population to which these efforts may
apply (for example, the number of individuals in State 1, or the
nation, who are prohibited from possessing guns because of a
domestic violence order or offense).

Strengths

Despite the limitations noted, this research has merit. The
presence of firearms in a violent intimate relationship in-
creases the risk that the violence will become fatal. The avail-
able evidence suggests that removing firearms from intimate
partners who are violent and subject to a civil DVRO is asso-
ciated with reductions in intimate partner homicide (Zeoli
et al. 2018), and that implementation does not always happen
– resulting in missed opportunities for effective intervention
(Frattaroli and Teret 2006; Webster et al. 2010).
Understanding how implementation of these laws and other
laws that prohibit IPV offenders from possessing firearms,
and identifying a theoretical explanation for their uptake can
provide concrete guidance to law enforcement and other
stakeholders about how to address the gap that exists in many
jurisdictions between policy and practice.

The strength of these contributions is particularly notewor-
thy given the scant attention to implementation of laws that
prohibit firearm possession by certain groups generally, and
the absence of attention to criminal restraining orders and
those prohibited because of criminal intimate partner crimes
in particular. Assuring that these laws are implemented is a
common-sense strategy for reducing the risk that IPV will
become lethal.

As evidenced by the experiences documented about the
four jurisdictions, there are many ways to accomplish imple-
mentation and enforcement of civil DVRO and criminal
restraining order laws that prohibit firearm possession.
Importantly, implementation and enforcement are occurring
in jurisdictions with diverse policy responses in place to ad-
dress the risks associated with batterers who have ready access

to firearms, and where the politics are different shades of red
and blue.
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