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AT Austria
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Other country codes
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Executive summary

Executive summary

This document provides recommendations to
the Member States of the European Union and
the United Kingdom to improve the quality,
availability and comparability of data on intimate
partner violence (IPV) against women, based on
a thorough review of the work on the 13 police
and justice indicators carried out by the Euro-
pean Institute for Gender Equality (EIGE) since
2017. Key recommendations are provided for
all 13 indicators proposed by EIGE, with more
specific recommendations formulated for the
following indicators.

* Indicator 1. Annual number of women (aged
18 and over) victims of IPV committed by men
(aged 18 and over), as recorded by police.

* Indicator 2. Annual number of reported
offences related to IPV against women com-
mitted by men (aged 18 and over).

* Indicator 4. Annual number of women (aged
18 and over) victims of physical IPV commit-
ted by men (aged 18 and over), as recorded
by police.

* Indicator 9. Women victims of intimate part-
ner femicide (aged 18 and over) committed
by a male intimate partner (aged 18 and
over), as a share of the women victims of
homicide (aged 18 and over).

These indicators were selected based on their
planning and monitoring policy relevance and
on data availability and completeness.

High-quality administrative data that is availa-
ble and comparable is key to understanding the
scale of IPV in the EU and monitoring progress
on tackling it. For these purposes, data needs

to be disaggregated into crimes committed
against intimate partners and those committed
against other categories of victims. The devel-
opment of a comparable system for classifying
and counting crimes against intimate partners
is therefore crucial and will be promoted as
a matter of priority.

There is a general lack of detailed information
across Member States on victims (sex of victim,
age of victim) and victim-perpetrator relation-
ship (at least for IPV, if not domestic violence) in
police data and especially in justice data. There-
fore, to ensure the feasibility of developing a
comparable system, it is important that certain
requirements for data collection be prioritised
and others relaxed.

In order to promote comparable data collec
tion, it is important to address the issue of the
rules and units used in counting. The question
of how to treat multiple offences is especially
important, namely whether to count all offences
or only the most serious offence. Recording
repeat offences as a single offence can be
problematic, as it limits data on repeated vic
timisation.

In criminal justice statistics, attrition and convic
tion rates are important benchmarks. Accord-
ing to the various legal requirements, data on
the conviction rates for IPV should be central to
data collection, which requires comparable cat-
egories, counting units and counting rules.

The prioritisation of certain EIGE's indicators in
these recommendations is based on the follow-
ing guiding principles: (i) theoretical and data
consistency considerations, (ii) policy relevance
and (iii) data availability.

European Institute for Gender Equality



1. Challenges and possible solutions to improve data quality, availability and comparability for all police indicators

1. Challenges and possible solutions to
improve data quality, availability and
comparability for all police indicators

Achieving comparability of data and harmoni-
sation of data sources is the main challenge in
compiling EU-level statistics on crime and crim-
inal justice. This is mainly due to different legal
systems and penal laws across Member States,
and the resulting different offence categories
reflected in national crime classifications and
statistical indicators on criminal offences. The
development, endorsement and ongoing imple-
mentation of the International Classification of
Crime for Statistical Purposes (ICCS) has started
to bring harmonisation and standardisation to
crime statistics. Any common standards that
have been implemented are, however, limited
to definitions and categorisations of offences.
A persistent problem with offence definitions
is that national crime statistics in the EU Mem-
ber States are still organised according to the

structure of the national penal law or criminal
code. Some jurisdictions are unable to align
their national data with ICCS categories, as ICCS
correspondence tables have not been prepared
or have not yet been implemented in national
data collection systems.

In the absence of a systematic and standard-
ised method of data collection for administra-
tive data on IPV, close alignment of IPV data
collection on regular crime statistics collected
by Eurostat and the United Nations Office on
Drugs and Crime (UNODC) with established
data collections is important.

EIGE's indicators on IPV, femicide and rape
for the police and justice sectors are shown in
Table 1.

Table 1. EIGE's indicators on intimate partner violence, femicide and rape for the police and
justice sectors

Competent .
. Indicator
authority
Police 1 Annual number of women (aged 18 and over) victims of intimate partner violence committed by men
(aged 18 and over), as recorded by police
2 Annual number of reported offences related to intimate partner violence against women committed by
men (aged 18 and over)
3 Annual number of men (aged 18 and over) perpetrators of intimate partner violence against women
(and percentage of male population that are perpetrators)
4 Annual number of women (aged 18 and over) victims of physical intimate partner violence committed by
men (aged 18 and over), as recorded by police
5 Annual number of women (aged 18 and over) victims of psychological intimate partner violence
committed by men (aged 18 and over), as recorded by police
6 Annual number of women (aged 18 and over) victims of sexual intimate partner violence committed by
men (aged 18 and over), as recorded by police
7 Annual number of women (aged 18 and over) victims of economic intimate partner violence committed
by men (aged 18 and over), as recorded by police

EIGE's indicators on intimate partner violence, rape and femicide. Recommendations to improve data quality, availability and comparability



1. Challenges and possible solutions to improve data quality, availability and comparability for all police indicators

Competent .
) Indicator
authority
Police 8 Annual number of women (aged 18 and over) victims reporting rape committed by men (aged 18 and
over), as recorded by police
9 Women victims of intimate partner femicide (aged 18 and over) committed by a male intimate partner
(aged 18 and over), as a share of the women victims of homicide (aged 18 and over)
Justice 10 Annual number of protection orders applied for and granted in cases of intimate partner violence

against women, by type of court

" Annual number of men (aged 18 and over) prosecuted for intimate partner violence against women
12 Annual number of men (aged 18 and over) sentenced for intimate partner violence against women
13 Annual number of men (aged 18 and over) sentenced for intimate partner violence against women held

in prison or with a sanction involving a form of deprivation of liberty

1.1. Counting units and
counting rules

The counting units (units of measurement) used
by the jurisdictions have an important impact
on data comparability and are highly variable.
The two most commonly used counting units
for police data are the number of offences
reported to the police and the number of vic
tims. Many jurisdictions use either ‘victims' or
‘offences’ in their data collection, but not both.
Only a few jurisdictions - Czechia, Cyprus, Lat-
via and Finland - were able to provide data for
the correct counting unit for both ‘victims’ and
‘offences’. Some jurisdictions, for example Bul-
garia and Malta, use ‘cases’ as counting units
for some indicators. Analysis of various EU-level
data collections on crime and criminal justice
indicators shows that at Member State level
data on police-recorded offences is generally
more widely available than data on persons (vic-
tims or perpetrators) (EIGE, 2021a).

Recording practices differ considerably between
jurisdictions. Recording practices and counting
rules are important considerations in administra-
tive statistics, especially in IPV cases, where vio-
lence typically recurs. The ways in which offences,
victims and perpetrators are counted fundamen-
tally impacts data comparability. For example, if
a victim reports being raped multiple times by
the same perpetrator (not an unlikely scenario,
especially in marital rape or other intimate part-
ner rape), one jurisdiction may count the offence
multiple times, while another may count only
a single offence per victim. If, on the other hand,

a jurisdiction systematically records one offence
for each female victim, data for the counting unit
‘offence’ could be comparable to those of juris-
dictions reporting data for the counting unit 'vic
tim’. 1t is therefore important that the counting
rules applied in producing data for all counting
units are collected in the metadata.

Standard tools and best practices for collecting
and assessing the counting rules used to pro-
duce crime and criminal justice data already
exist at international and European levels. Some
information on the use of a principal offence
rule, counting of multiple or serial offences of
the same type, counting of multiple or serial
offences by the same person, and multiple
counting of the same person by Member States
can be found in the annual Eurostat crime and
criminal justice data collection (Eurostat, n.d.).

The 2018 Recommendations for the EU to improve
data collection on intimate partner violence rec
ommend promoting the counting of multiple
or serial offences of the same type as two or
more offences (instead of a single offence) (EIGE,
2018). This recommendation remains particularly
relevant for Member States whose definition of
[PV is based on repeated violence, as any Mem-
ber State that counts serial offences as a sin-
gle offence under-reports the extent of these
offences. In calculating EIGE indicator 1 (annual
number of women victims of IPV), EIGE indica-
tor 2 (annual number of reported offences of
[PV against women) and EIGE indicator 3 (annual
number of men perpetrators of IPV), Member
States should take care that no double count-

E European Institute for Gender Equality



1. Challenges and possible solutions to improve data quality, availability and comparability for all police indicators

ing occurs. This requires a system that ensures
that victims experiencing multiple forms of vio-
lence are counted only once in the total. If this
is not possible, then an alternative counting sys-
tem should be applied, such as using a principal
offence rule with an established hierarchy (see
Section 2.2.2, ‘Principal offence rule’).

1.2. Offences

To ensure better availability and comparability of
data, Member States are encouraged to actively
engage in the ICCS implementation process, to
create national working groups and to follow
the recommendations of UNODC, particularly
the national-level roadmap to implement the
ICCS, endorsed by Eurostat in the 2017 edi-
tion of the EU guidelines for the ICCS (Eurostat,
2017). Together with the roadmap and other
explanations of the ICCS, the EU guidelines for
the ICCS include a translation of ICCS offence
category titles into all official EU languages, and
they are thus a valuable resource for all Mem-
ber States. In 2018, Eurostat published a sec
ond booklet on the ICCS, with a focus on moni-
toring EU crime policies using the classification
framework (Eurostat, 2018).

Implementation of the ICCS - specifically, the
mapping of national crime classifications or
national criminal codes to the ICCS - is nec
essary to conduct a full assessment of the
national offence definitions used for the
aggregation of data reported for populating
EIGE's indicators. This assessment includes
but is not limited to checking if a specific IPV
offence needs to be defined to produce data
or if a specific domestic violence offence exists.
Currently, the assessment of the victim-perpe-
trator relationship appears to be conflated with
the assessment of offence definitions. These
assessments need to be clearly divided, and
a separate assessment of the victim-perpe-
trator relationship is already in the process of
implementation (see Section 2.3, 'Victim-per-
petrator relationship’).

In its 2018 recommendations, EIGE developed
a mapping of ICCS offence categories that could
fall within the scope of IPV according to IPV sub-

categories (EIGE, 2018). The IPV subcategories
used for that mapping exercise are broadly con-
sistent with the types of violence recorded in
EIGE's indicators 4, 5, 6, 7 and 9.

1.2.1. International Classification of Crime
for Statistical Purposes mapping

In 2018, EIGE published methodological work
and recommendations on offence categories
(EIGE, 2018). However, some minor inconsist-
encies still need to be resolved to include addi-
tional criminal offences in the EU data compi-
lation process and thus provide more valuable
information on IPV. Offence 02022, ‘Deprivation
of liberty’, is listed under physical violence, along
with 020222, 'lllegal restraint, and 020229,
‘Other deprivation of liberty, with a footnote
addressing the ongoing discussion as to where
these offences are best placed. These last two
offences are also already included in 02022,
‘Deprivation of liberty’, and therefore do not
need to be listed individually.

To better define and code specific forms of IPV,
such as psychological and economic violence,
a thorough debate on mapping additional ICCS
categories is needed. In the overview of offences
that could fall within the scope of IPV under the
ICCS (EIGE, 2018), ICCS category 0401, '‘Rob-
bery’, defined as ‘unlawfully taking or obtaining
property with the use of force or threat of force
against a person with intent to permanently or
temporarily withhold it from a person or organ-
isation’, is not included. However, in the context
of former partners in particular, theft with the
use or threat of force is highly relevant. With the
ICCS definition applied, robbery is defined as the
theft of personal property (reported as ‘Theft’
in the category of economic violence) through
the application of physical force (reported as
‘Assault’ in the category of physical violence) or
the threat of physical force (reported as ‘Threat’
in the category of psychological violence).

The primary question for Member States is how
to determine the indicator under which robber-
ies should be included. Robbery can be inter-
preted as an economic crime and as an act that
causes harm as a result of the use or threat of

EIGE's indicators on intimate partner violence, rape and femicide. Recommendations to improve data quality, availability and comparability
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force. Any decision on the type of violence that
robbery is classified as is further complicated
by the possibility that Member States may not
be able to distinguish robberies involving the
use of force from robberies involving the threat
of force in their aggregated data. To harmo-
nise the recording of robbery across Member
States, it would be useful to agree if robbery
within an intimate partner relationship should
be recorded as physical violence only, and not
as economic or psychological violence.

Robbery and its categorisation were a recur-
ring subject of discussion in Member State joint
meetings on the types of IPV incorporated into
indicators 4-7. Member States have asked for
additional guidance on which indicator to use to
report offences encompassing multiple forms
of violence. For example, some Member States
are concerned about their ability to populate
indicator 4 (annual number of women victims of
physical IPV), as both physical and psychologi-
cal harms are incorporated in physical and sex-
ual violence offences in their criminal codes. In
the absence of a specific offence or definition,
countries take a statistical approach, using data
on different offences such as assault and bat-
tery to create the ‘physical violence’ category.
But boundaries between different forms of vio-
lence against women may be unclear, and some
Member States combine psychological violence
and sexual offences, as in the case of sexual
harassment ().

The identification of all relevant offence cate-
gories for the correct types of violence remains
the main challenge for inclusion of the correct
offences. Because boundaries between differ-
ent forms of violence might be unclear, it is rec
ommended that Member States continue their
work to implement the ICCS and harmonise
their national offence classifications or crime
statistics with its codes and definitions.

1.2.2. Principal offence rule

This discussion touches on a fundamental
decision in crime statistics: the application of
the ‘principal offence rule’ (i.e. in cases where
more than one offence is committed at the
same time by the same perpetrator, only the
most serious offence is recorded). For exam-
ple, where it appears that a homicide and
a robbery have been committed simultane-
ously, the principal offence rule would mean
that only the most serious offence - the hom-
icide — would be recorded in crime statistics.
Therefore, figures in jurisdictions counting
every offence would generally be higher than
figures in jurisdictions applying the principal
offence rule (Eurostat, 2016). As highlighted by
Walby, ‘The implication of [applying the prin-
cipal offence rule] on domestic violence/inti-
mate partner violence data collection is that
some forms of violence, i.e. psychological vio-
lence, may not [be] recorded if it is committed
at the same time with other incidents that are
considered to be more severe’ (European Par-
liament, 2020, p. 25). Consequently, it is prefer-
able not to use the principal offence rule when
recording crime data, such that every chargea-
ble offence committed in the same instance is
recorded as a separate offence. This detailed
recording of crimes is also in the spirit of the
ICCS, in which 'the description of the criminal
offence is provided in terms of the behav-
iour shown by the perpetrator(s) of a crime’
(UNODC, 2015), which can be understood as
meaning that any (criminal) behaviour that
is punishable by law constitutes a separate
offence.

Principal offence rule

The principal offence rule gives priority to the most serious
offence and disregards the others, statistically speaking.
Jurisdictions that apply the principal offence rule are BG, DE,
FR, HR, CY, MT, NL, PT, SK, UK EAW and UK SCT.

(") A detailed analysis of the offences included in each form of IPV can be found in the report Current state of play in populating inti-

mate partner violence, rape and femicide indicators (EIGE, 2021a).
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1. Challenges and possible solutions to improve data quality, availability and comparability for all police indicators

1.2.3. Dedicated offences for intimate
partner violence

Data on all IPV can be captured without the
creation of a dedicated law on violence against
women, domestic violence or IPV. If police
recording tools and recording systems are able
to capture the minimum disaggregated data -
primarily the victim-perpetrator relationship
(see Section 2.3) - data can be produced that
is compatible with the requirements of EIGE's
indicator definitions. Similarly, femicide does
not have to be defined as a separate offence
in order for Member States to collect data and
fulfil the data requirements of EIGE's indicator 9
(EIGE, 2021e). Flagging intentional homicides as
[PV through the recording of the victim-perpe-
trator relationship allows for the femicide indi-
cator to be populated without any changes to
existing penal laws or the introduction of a new
offence category.

For example, in Czechia, there is no definition
of IPV in the national legislation. The definition
of domestic violence (‘abuse of a person living
in a common dwelling’) covers all forms of vio-
lence among those living in the same household,
including within intergenerational relationships.
However, the data collected under this legisla-
tion is disaggregated by the victim-perpetrator
relationship, and it is therefore possible to popu-
late the indicators with data on violence between
intimate partners without a specific legal offence
capturing IPV (?). Rather, that can be done solely
through the collection of data to disaggregate
all occurrences of domestic violence into those
reported for EIGE's IPV indicators and those
associated with intergenerational violence.

As in Czechia, the case of Poland shows that
it can be counterproductive for capturing the
full phenomenon of IPV if a domestic violence
offence with a limited scope (e.g. cohabiting cou-

ples) is created. In Poland, the law does not cover
non-cohabiting intimate partnerships, and thus
data covering all intimate partner categories is
not captured. When domestic violence is used as
the offence (e.g. in Bulgaria, Greece and Cyprus),
the metadata must explain the forms of domes-
tic relationships included and whether or not IPV
can be separated from other forms of domestic
violence. If intimate partner relationships cannot
be separated from other domestic relationships
(e.g. as is the case in Cyprus and Austria), any
data produced on domestic violence offences is
not compatible with EIGE's indicator definitions.

1.3. Victim-perpetrator
relationship

Identifying an intimate partner relationship
between the victim and the perpetrator is
the main challenge in achieving data compa-
rability for all EIGE's indicators, as many juris-
dictions only collect data according to broad
definitions of domestic violence instead of IPV.
For some Member States, the challenge lies in
the systematic recording of this information,
including difficulties with the precise mean-
ing of the term ‘relationship’. Figure 1 shows
the availability of Member State data on the
victim-perpetrator relationship in relation to
EIGE's indicators.

For indicator 1 (annual number of women (aged
18 and over) victims of IPV committed by men
(aged 18 and over), as recorded by police), only
44 % of Member States () are able to accurately
provide the victim-perpetrator relationship
component, while 26 % (%) consider domes-
tic relations to include both intimate and fam-
ily relations, and do not distinguish between
the two. For the number of victims of intimate
partner femicide (indicator 9), 61 % of jurisdic
tions (°) can accurately provide the victim-per-

(?) Czech statistics include only persons living in the same household, while intimate partners not living in the same household are
excluded. A refinement of the intimate partner categories used for statistical data production is recommended.
() Twelve jurisdictions: Czechia, Germany, Estonia, France, Croatia, Latvia, Lithuania, Malta, Romania, Slovenia, Finland and the United

Kingdom (Scotland).

(*) Seven jurisdictions: Bulgaria, Greece, Cyprus, Austria, Poland, the United Kingdom (England and Wales) and the United Kingdom

(Northern Ireland).

(°) Seventeen jurisdictions: Czechia, Germany, Spain, France, Croatia, Italy, Latvia, Lithuania, Malta, the Netherlands, Slovenia, Slovakia,

Finland, Sweden and all three UK jurisdictions.

EIGE's indicators on intimate partner violence, rape and femicide. Recommendations to improve data quality, availability and comparability E
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Figure 1. Percentage distribution of victim-perpetrator relationship data availability in Member

States among indicators for the police sector

EIGE's IPV indicator
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petrator component. Only three Member States
do not distinguish an intimate partner relation-
ship between the victim and the perpetrator,
but instead consider domestic relations, which
include both intimate and family relations. Four
Member States include all relations (any relation
that can be established between the victim and
the perpetrator, for example work relationship,
neighbour, acquaintance, including domestic or
intimate partner relations) (EIGE, 2020).

Some Member States record the relationship
status between the victim and the perpetrator
in an open text format (e.g. Denmark and Lith-
uania). In some countries, while the predefined
categories used are suitable, their recording is
neither mandatory nor systematic (e.g. in Esto-
nia and Latvia). In Ireland, while the recording
system has a specific field to collect informa-
tion on the relationship between the victim and
the perpetrator, these relationship categories
are not well defined and there are around 70
relation-type categories to select from when
taking a complaint report. In Sweden, the vic
tim-perpetrator relationship is recorded, except
for sexual offences and homicides. In Germany,
data on police indicators is for partner violence,
with no further detail on the relationships cov-
ered (e.g. ex-partners). In Czechia, information
on IPV is not recorded when intimate partners
do not live in a common dwelling. In Austria,
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police data distinguishes only limited types of
relationships: family relationship in the same
household, family relationship not in the same
household, acquaintance, acquaintance by
chance, unknown and no relationship. In Slo-
vakia, intimate relationship types are limited to
married or cohabiting. Luxembourg is able to
provide data only for all domestic relationships
(i.e. data on domestic violence without disag-
gregating the relationships between victims
and perpetrators). France can provide data for
intimate partners, but this is limited to current
or former cohabiting partners. Denmark’s data
on the victim-perpetrator relationship is not yet
available, as the police system for recording this
information has not yet been fully implemented.
Danish police crime data on the victim-perpe-
trator relationship is displayed as (i) tags or (ii)
open text. There are many tags to select from,
and their use is not mandatory. In addition, the
Danish police may not have the relevant infor-
mation to use the tags, as the perpetrator is
not obliged to disclose their relationship with
the victim. In future, Denmark plans to record
specific victim-perpetrator relationship data fol-
lowing the Finnish model.

In Finland, the relationship between the com-
plainant and the suspect is not recorded by
the police but established using register data
from Statistics Finland. This method is not rec

European Institute for Gender Equality



1. Challenges and possible solutions to improve data quality, availability and comparability for all police indicators

ommended, as relationships are more dynamic
than annual register data.

These differences in national recording and
reporting standards are well known, with many
already addressed in EIGE's 2018 Recommenda-
tions for the EU to improve data collection on inti-
mate partner violence. The report observed that,
in most Member States, there is no systematic
recording of the relationship between the vic
tim and the perpetrator, even for crimes directly
related to IPV in the legislation. The recording
method for this variable is often a non-manda-
tory text box, which results in inconsistencies in
the information collected by the police, within
and between Member States, and inaccuracies in
the number of IPV cases recorded (EIGE, 2018).

One possible solution to the patchwork of vic
tim-perpetrator relationship data collection in
Member States is to develop standardised pre-
defined EU victim-perpetrator relationship cat-
egories. These categories would then be used
by police and criminal justice authorities, as well
as national statistical organisations, to improve
data collection and make data comparable at
EU level. These relationship categories would
also be used to aggregate statistical indicators
at national level when reporting data at EU level.

The ICCS proposes a statistical framework of 17
relationship categories, of which six could be
aggregated into a category for intimate part-
ners.

UNODC (2015) outlines the six lowest-level inti-
mate partner categories proposed by the ICCS:

e current spouse,

* current cohabiting partner,

e current non-cohabiting partner,
« former spouse,

» former cohabiting partner,

« former non-cohabiting partner.

If necessary, these lowest-level categories could
be further disaggregated and refined into more

suitable categories to capture the range of pos-
sible relationship types when creating standard-
ised predefined EU victim-perpetrator relation-
ship categories.

For Member States that do not have predefined
categories of intimate partners, these relation-
ship categories could serve as variables in oper-
ational data recording and data management
systems. They could be implemented as cate-
gories for police complaint reports recording
incidents brought to the attention of the police,
as well as in police data management and sta-
tistical reporting systems to aggregate data
produced by police and other relevant criminal
justice institutions. Depending on the format
of police reports, tick-boxes listing the stand-
ardised predefined European victim-perpetra-
tor relationship categories could be used to
quickly, efficiently and systematically record the
victim-perpetrator relationship. The necessary
changes would therefore need to be made to
existing data recording systems. These relation-
ship categories would help Member State poli-
cymakers and researchers to better understand
[PV and thus to design policies and/or strategies
to address the phenomenon.

Member States with predefined victim-perpe-
trator relationship categories already in place
could provide input into how to expand the ICCS
categories to achieve meaningful coverage of all
possible scenarios in the EU context. Best prac
tice examples should be identified to drive this
development work. Those Member States not
considered to implement best practices would
need to ensure comparability by mapping the
existing national categories to the proposed
predefined EU victim-perpetrator relationship
categories, ensuring universal coverage of
existing national categories.

Following the establishment of predefined EU
victim-perpetrator  relationship  categories,
these categories would be used in day-to-day
police operations and to generate statistical
data from operational police data recording and
data management systems.

If only aggregated data is available for all rela-
tionships in the domestic sphere (as is the
case in Bulgaria, Greece, Italy, Luxembourg,
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Malta, Austria, Poland and Portugal), it is rec
ommended that the police start collecting
data on the victim-perpetrator relationship for
all offences. Irrespective of the legislation on
domestic violence, it is recommended that the
recording of victims' information, including the
victim-perpetrator relationship, be made man-
datory, universal and systematic in a struc
tured data field for all offences (as in Belgium,
Bulgaria, Denmark, Estonia, Ireland, Greece,
Spain, France, Italy, Latvia, Lithuania, the Neth-
erlands, Romania, Slovenia, Finland and Swe-
den) and in all circumstances, not limited to the
domestic sphere (as is the case in Czechia and
France).

1.4. Sex of the victim, age
of the victim, sex of the
perpetrator and age of the
perpetrator

The age threshold for the proposed indicators
was set at 18 years. According to Eurostat's
metadata on crime statistics, the age threshold
for adults is more harmonised across Member
States than that for juveniles (Eurostat, 2016).

In contrast with administrative data, victimisation
surveys capture both criminal incidents reported
to the police and those not reported to the police
and thus have the potential to uncover crimes that
are less frequently reported or recorded (Eurostat,
2016). Such surveys reveal IPV as one of the most
under-reported crimes. Survey results show that
more than one in five women aged 15 years and
over who have been in a relationship have expe-
rienced physical and/or sexual violence by an
intimate partner in their lifetime. However, only

one third of victims of IPV contacted either the
police or some other organisation, such as a vic
tim support organisation, following the most seri-
ous incident of violence (European Union Agency
for Fundamental Rights, 2015). Thus, only the
relatively small proportion of IPV incidents that
become known to and are recorded by the police
are reflected in the administrative data collected
on IPV and used to populate EIGE's indicators.

With the exception of homicide, administrative
data does not capture the full extent of IPV inci-
dents and are thus not a reliable measure of
the prevalence of the phenomenon. However,
administrative data does provide information
on the kinds of victims who report IPV to the
authorities. For IPV in particular, it is essential to
capture the entire ever-partnered population,
which extends well below the age threshold of
18 years set in the indicators.

It is recommended that information on all vic
tims and on the victim-perpetrator relationship
be recorded in all national databases (as is the
case in Belgium, Germany, Cyprus, Latvia and
Lithuania). These databases need to be adapted
to hold information on the victim and victim-
perpetrator relationship categories to produce
meaningful data on IPV. It is further recom-
mended that statistical categories, such as the
sex and age of the perpetrator and the victim,
be harmonised across offence categories (as is
the case in Denmark, Greece, Spain, France and
Austria).

To gain more insight into the specific popula-
tions at risk, it is recommended that data on the
sex and age of the victim and the perpetrator
is systematically collected and used to populate
the relevant indicators.
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2. Recommendations to improve data
quality, availability and comparability for

EIGE's indicators

Based on a detailed review of the data and
metadata collected on the 13 indicators of
administrative data on IPV, rape and femicide
(see Table 1), and meetings, discussion and
further feedback from Member States, EIGE
proposes the following key recommendations
to strengthen the quality, availability and com-
parability of statistical data on IPV against
women. These recommendations, and all sub-

sequent analysis and proposals, are strictly
limited to changes in statistical matters and
do not extend to changes in criminal law in
any Member State. Changes in criminal law are
not required to affect changes to the data col-
lection, which only requires separate catego-
ries and tags for statistical purposes. Table 2
shows the recommendations and which of the
13 indicators they apply to.

Table 2. Overview of recommendations by indicator

No | Recommendation | Indicator
1 Map relevant offences to each of the 13 EIGE's indicators All indicators except indicator 8 (annual number of women
(aged 18 and over) victims reporting rape committed by
men (aged 18 and over), as recorded by police)
2 Adapt data recording systems to include specific All indicators except indicator 8 (annual number of women
breakdowns essential for identifying IPV (aged 18 and over) victims reporting rape committed by
men (aged 18 and over), as recorded by police)
3 Increase data availability by simplifying indicators All indicators; indicator 8 (annual number of women (aged
18 and over) victims reporting rape committed by men
(aged 18 and over), as recorded by police) is a particular
case
4 Improve terminology and indicator definitions All indicators
5 Standardise counting rules and counting units All indicators
6 Target the measurement of relevant indicators over time All indicators
7 For data collection on indicator 9, use a narrow definition of | Indicator 9: women victims of intimate partner femicide
‘intimate partner femicide’ (aged 18 and over) committed by a male intimate partner
(aged 18 and over), as a share of the women victims of
homicide (aged 18 and over)

Recommendation 1: Map relevant offences
to each of the 13 EIGE's indicators

When mapping offences from the national crim-
inal codes and/or the ICCS to each of EIGE's
indicators, only offences driven by intent should
be included. When choosing the types of crimes

to map, a distinction should be made between
broad and narrow categories of IPV, with a pref-
erence for the latter. For example, economic
IPV may - broadly speaking - include all types
of intentional economic transactions that are
harmful to the partner, such as buying and sell-
ing expensive goods, excessively squandering
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of assets, losing common assets through gam-
bling, theft and offences against property (°).
This means that all of these crime types need
an IPV tag. In a narrower sense, however, only
a limited number of offences that are more
commonly associated with economic violence
against intimate partners, including refusal to
pay alimony or property damage, would be
included (7).

Recommendation 2: Adapt data recording
systems to include specific breakdowns
essential for identifying intimate partner
violence

Harmonising the categorisation of IPV across
the EU is an important step towards under-
standing its scale. However, it is important in
the meantime to utilise currently available data
to present the extent of IPV as far as possi-
ble. Data needs to be disaggregated by crimes
committed against intimate partners and those
committed against other categories of vic
tims (8). The development of a comparable sys-
tem of classifying and counting crimes of IPV is
therefore crucial.

Data collection on IPV requires the adaptation
of existing statistical systems rather than the
adoption of specific national laws on protection
against domestic violence and IPV. In fact, the
study clearly shows that several Member States
that do not have specific laws on IPV are already
able to disaggregate their data to reflect the vic
tim-perpetrator relationship, including intimate
partners. At the same time, Member States cur-
rently collect data on intimate partner relation-

ships according to different criteria (e.g. current
or former partners, partners living within or
outside the household); further guidance and
work on a common classification are required.

An operational classification of intimate part-
nerships for statistical purposes to promote the
collection of comparable data is needed. In close
coordination with other European institutions
such as Eurostat, EIGE will work with national
authorities to advocate making the recording
of a victim-perpetrator relationship category
mandatory for all police-recorded crime and to
implement quality assurance measures for the
recorded data.

Recommendation 3: Increase data
availability by simplifying indicators

Given the general lack of detailed information,
minimum data disaggregation should be imple-
mented, considering relevance, importance, pri-
ority and feasibility. The main objective should
be to gather data disaggregated by the sex of
the victim and the victim-perpetrator relation-
ship, given the considerable policy implications
for the development of prevention strategies.
As a second step, efforts should focus on fur-
ther disaggregation, for example using age
thresholds or 5-year age groups (°).

It can be argued that IPV data is relevant to vic
tims of all ages who are in intimate partner rela-
tionships, irrespective of age. Similarly, it can be
argued that the relevant age threshold for per-
petrators is the legal age of criminal responsibil-
ity (often 14 + years), not 18 years.

(®) Economic violence: 'Any act or behaviour which causes economic harm to the partner. Economic violence can take the form of,
among others, property damage, restricting access to financial resources, education or the labour market, or not complying with

economic responsibilities, such as alimony’ (EIGE, 2017, p. 47).

(7) ‘Among economic abuse, more overt forms of economic abuse can be prosecuted under criminal law, whereas more covert forms
of abuse such as controlling the finances and limiting access to shared finances rarely meet state standards to be considered

a criminal offense’ (Stylianou, 2018).

(8) This does not apply to indicator 8 on women victims of rape.
Age is indisputably a relevant category. However, the 13 indicators proposed are intended to meet the main data requirements of

—
[t}
=

the Istanbul Convention and the Convention on the Elimination of all Forms of Discrimination Against Women, and it is thus under-
stood that flexibility in terms of age limits applies. This does not preclude the collection of more detailed (and more useful) data
by age of victim or perpetrator (e.g. for 5-10 age categories) for certain types of violence, albeit not crossed with other variables,
reducing the burden on Member States and data producers (e.g. victims of physical violence by age alone, but not adult victims of
physical violence by adult perpetrators who are their intimate partners or minor victims of violence by minor perpetrators).
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It is necessary to disaggregate data by victim-
perpetrator relationship in order to clearly dis-
tinguish between IPV and domestic violence by
family members. The recommendation to relax
the age threshold for data on IPV should not be
understood as a move away from collecting and
publishing data on the ages of the victim and
the perpetrator generally, which remain highly
relevant and important structural indicators.

Recommendation 4: Improve terminology
and indicator definitions

When age restrictions are removed from the
indicator definitions (see ‘Recommendation 3’
above), the indicators will be renamed consist-
ently, changing ‘women’ to ‘female’ and ‘men’ to
‘male’ to indicate the inclusion of underage girl
victims and underage boy offenders (this applies
to indicators 1-13). Furthermore, EIGE will fine-
tune the terminology used for some indicators,
for example by replacing the term ‘perpetrators’
in indicator 3 (annual number of men (aged 18
and over) perpetrators of IPV against women
(and percentage of male population that are
perpetrators)) with ‘suspects’, as police record
data only on those suspected of committing an
offence, not on those found quilty of commit-
ting one.

The changes in terminology would not affect
the content of the indicators but, rather, aim
to achieve a more consistent understanding of
them.

Recommendation 5: Standardise counting
rules and counting units

In order to promote comparable data collection,
standardised counting rules and counting units
are crucial.

Full uniformity will not be possible for some
time, as such changes will require significant
transformation of the data collection method-
ologies of police forces and justice adminis-
trations. However, there is a need for further
dialogue among Member States and relevant
stakeholders (Eurostat, UNODC, etc.) to specify
the preferred counting units and counting rules

and agree on the desired minimum standards
towards which Member States should work,
which will also depend on the existing practices
and capacities of national data collection sys-
tems. The benefits and challenges associated
with counting reported offences/cases or count-
ing persons (victims and perpetrators/suspects)
should inform the discussion. Initial agreement
needs to be reached on the universe of offences
to be included (i.e. criminal offences only or
other types of misdemeanour).

Counting units and counting rules

Counting units are the basic units of analysis for the indicators
(e.g. victims, suspects, persons prosecuted, persons convicted,
offences or cases). Counting rules provide detailed guidance
on how to numerically capture various situations when
counting crimes (e.g. how to count the number of offences
when several offences have occurred at the same time or a
series of offences have occurred but are reported to the police
at the same time).

One important aspect is the treatment of mul-
tiple offences (whether to count all or only
the most serious offences). Recording repeat
offences as a single offence can be problem-
atic, as it leads to a lack of data on repeated
victimisation. However, many countries’
recording systems may not be able to record
all offences, as they apply the most serious
offence rule.

Feasible counting rules should be based on
existing practices and available data, as far as
possible. For instance, counting rules on justice
indicators 11-13 should take into account exist-
ing practices while aiming to achieve a common
standard across Member States. For example,
if most Member States can produce data on
final decisions (after appeals, rather than only
first-instance decisions), this could be taken
into account in developing common standards
(Eurostat, n.d.).

Recommendation 6: Target the measurement
of relevant indicators over time

Without cross-country comparability, the value
of the currently available data on IPV lies in
monitoring patterns and trends in detected
cases and criminal justice responses.
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In criminal justice statistics, attrition and convic
tion rates are important benchmarks. According
to the various legal requirements, data on IPV
conviction rates should be central to data col-
lection, which requires comparable categories,
counting units and counting rules (EIGE, 2018,

p. 10) ('°).

Figure 2 shows a rough calculation of the per-
petrators convicted of IPV (indicator 12: annual
number of men (aged 18 and over) sentenced

for IPV against women) as a proportion of
the suspects (indicator 3: annual number of
men (aged 18 and over) perpetrators of IPV
against women (and percentage of male pop-
ulation that are perpetrators)). These figures
are available for only 5 out of 30 jurisdictions
and are not comparable across countries.
However, trends over time within countries
(together with absolute trends in suspects
and convicted persons) are important indica-
tors for policy.

Figure 2. Persons convicted of IPV as a percentage of persons suspected of IPV in selected
jurisdictions (CZ, ES, SI, UK NI and UK SCT), 2014-2018
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(%) The Victims' rights directive requires the collection of information on cases investigated, persons prosecuted and persons sen-
tenced; the Istanbul Convention requires the measurement of conviction rates of perpetrators of all forms of violence.
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Recommendation 7: For data collection
on indicator 9, use a narrow definition of
‘intimate partner femicide’

There is a lack of a standard agreed definition of
femicide in the EU Member States and around
the world. However, in the interests of data avail-
ability for this important indicator, data on inti-
mate partner femicide should clearly refer to the
ICCS definition of intentional homicide, with the
additional conditions that the sex of the victim

is female, the sex of the suspect is male and the
relationship between victim and perpetrator is
that of intimate partner. Data on femicide should
exclude attempts. Information on attempts
should be gathered separately and should be
included in indicator 1 (annual number of women
(aged 18 and over) victims of IPV committed by
men (aged 18 and over), as recorded by police)
and indicator 4 (annual number of women (aged
18 and over) victims of physical IPV committed by
men (aged 18 and over), as recorded by police).
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3. Challenges and possible solutions to
improve data quality, availability and
comparability for indicators 9, 1, 2 and 4

3.1. Indicator 9: Women victims
of intimate partner femicide
(aged 18 and over) committed
by a male intimate partner
(aged 18 and over), as a share of
the women victims of homicide
(aged 18 and over)

There is currently no universally accepted defini-
tion of femicide among EU Member States. How-
ever, in the interests of data availability for this
important and most comparable indicator, data
on intimate partner femicide should clearly refer
to the ICCS definition of intentional homicide, with
the additional conditions that the sex of the vic
tim is female, the sex of the perpetrator is male
and the relationship is that of intimate partner.

Of the indicators, indicator 9 has the highest
number of jurisdictions with comparable data.
In total, 14 jurisdictions provided data that was
deemed comparable (). Ten jurisdictions ('?) pro-
vided data deemed non-comparable because
data for some of the indicator components (e.g.
'statistical unit’, ‘offence(s) included’, ‘victim-per-
petrator relationship’ and ‘sex of the victim’) were
not available. Six jurisdictions (") did not provide
data and are not included in the analysis of the
indicator elements unless specific metadata was
available on the reason why data was not pro-
vided.

Finland emerged as a best-practice example in the data
collection, as it is one of the few jurisdictions requiring no
recommendations to improve homicide data collection: the
victim is used as the counting unit; data can be produced only
for female homicide victims aged 18 and over, and the criminal
code has been fully mapped to the ICCS and data matches
the UNODC definition of intentional homicide with victims of
voluntary manslaughter (tappo) and killing (surma) included,
while involuntary manslaughter (kuolemantuottamus) and
homicide attempts are excluded. Finland can further specify
whether intimate partner homicides between homosexual
female couples occurred between 2014 and 2018 and thus
provide data specifically for all male perpetrators aged 18
and over. Although Statistics Finland did the ICCS mapping,
the detailed information for homicide cases is the work of
the Finnish Homicide Monitor, maintained by the Institute
of Criminology and Legal Policy of the University of Helsinki.
Part of the success of this system is attributable to the use
of a standard electronic form for collecting data, and to the
fact that data submission is mandatory for all investigating
police officers. The Finnish example shows that obtaining
good-quality data is possible without creating a femicide or
intimate partner homicide offence, as Finnish legislation does
not include the crime of femicide. No change in penal law is
necessary to be able to collect data on IPV homicide, as long
as specific variables revealing the gender dimension (i.e. sex
of victim and perpetrator and victim-perpetrator relationship)
are recorded.

To comply with the indicator definition, Member
States need to be able to produce data on inten-
tional homicide, ideally in accordance with the
ICCS definition used for indicator 9. This means
that Member States should be able to distin-
guish between completed intentional homicide
and attempted intentional homicide.

(") Czechia, Germany, Spain, France, Italy, Latvia, Lithuania, Malta, the Netherlands, Slovenia, Slovakia, Finland, Sweden and the United

Kingdom (Scotland).

(*?) Bulgaria, Denmark, Estonia, Greece, Croatia, Cyprus, Austria, Poland, the United Kingdom (England and Wales) and the United

Kingdom (Northern Ireland).

(*) Belgium, Ireland, Luxembourg, Hungary, Portugal and Romania.
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Member States also need to record and process
the victim-perpetrator relationship for each
intentional homicide that the police record. Police
should use predefined relationship categories
that capture the full scope of intimate relation-
ships for all homicide offences. The use of these
categories should be mandatory to ensure that
the victim-perpetrator relationship is systemati-
cally recorded for all intentional homicides.

Member States also need to systematically
record and process the sex and age of the per-
petrator, as well as of the victim, and publish
data broken down by the sex and age of both
the perpetrator and the victim.

Member States need to be able to provide data
on number of victims. If the number of vic
tims is not available, it should be assessed and
explained in the metadata whether the number
of offences is equal to the number of victims or
if it can be used as a proxy.

3.1.1. Counting unit

The counting unit for indicator 9 is the victim.
Eighteen jurisdictions can provide data for vic
tims ('4). Six jurisdictions can provide only proxy
data for offences (") or cases ('°).

One of the main challenges in data comparabil-
ity is that Member States collect data on victims
or offences, but not both. For intentional hom-
icide (the underlying offence for this indicator),
in certain jurisdictions and counting rules, the
number of victims and offences can be identical
(one victim corresponds to one offence, which is
the internationally recommended standard for
intentional homicide).

As with all other indicators, if the number of
victims is not available in a Member State,
available data should be assessed as proxy
data and any discrepancies in the counting
unit explained in the metadata. For indica-
tor 9 in particular, proxy data for the count-
ing unit could be acceptable and compara-
ble. This could be the case if the number of
offences is equal to the number of victims
because a separate complaint report is cre-
ated and/or a separate offence counted for
each victim of intentional homicide. Even if
this is not the case, the number of offences
could be accepted as a proxy, with the proper
explanation in the metadata. Most intentional
homicide cases that are opened for the killing
of a female victim by an intimate partner will
most likely have one female victim who was an
intimate partner. In certain instances, a higher
count of victims per offence is possible; these
are usually other family members, especially
children. A specific form of intimate partner
femicide is murder-suicide, where the perpe-
trator kills himself after murdering his (former)
partner. In all of these cases, the only victim
who is counted under indicator 9 is the female
intimate partner of the perpetrator.

3.1.2. Offences included

Seventeen jurisdictions can provide data that
comply with the offence definition and include
only completed intentional homicide (/).

Seven jurisdictions are not able to provide
data for completed intentional homicide as
they include non-intentional homicides ('),
attempts ('°) and both non-intentional homicide
and attempts ().

(**) Czechia, Germany, Estonia, Greece, Spain, France, Italy, Latvia, Lithuania, Malta, the Netherlands, Austria, Poland, Slovenia, Slovakia,

Finland, Sweden and the United Kingdom (Scotland).

("%) Bulgaria, Denmark, Croatia, the United Kingdom (England and Wales) and the United Kingdom (Northern Ireland).

('%) Cyprus.

(") Czechia, Denmark, Germany, Estonia, Spain, France, Croatia, Italy, Malta, the Netherlands, Austria, Slovenia, Finland, Sweden and all

three UK jurisdictions.
Greece, Cyprus and Poland.
(") Lithuania.

Bulgaria, Latvia and Slovakia.
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Six jurisdictions did not provide a clear indica-
tion of the offences included (?").

EIGE recommends the inclusion of homicide
attempts and non-intentional homicide as
forms of physical violence to be recorded under
indicator 4, whereas only ICCS category 0101
is supposed to be considered ‘femicide’ (EIGE,
2018) (?%). The exclusion of attempts and all
non-intentional homicide from indicator 9 s
supported by the ‘definition of key terms’ in the
data collection tool, which references UNODC's
intentional homicide definition, identical to the
ICCS 0101 definition. If this is considered for the
offence definition of indicator 9, reported data
should include only completed intentional hom-
icides.

To comply with the indicator definition, Mem-
ber States need to be able to produce data on
intentional homicide and need to distinguish
between completed intentional homicides and
attempted homicides.

Any deviation from the indicator definition
should be highlighted and not published. Pre-
senting data from some Member States includ-
ing only completed intentional homicides and
data from others including completed and
attempted intentional homicides in the same
indicator could lead to severe misrepresenta-
tion and would make the indicator unreliable.

3.1.3. Victim-perpetrator relationship

Seventeen jurisdictions can provide data that
comply with the victim-perpetrator relationship
category of intimate partners (?3).

Four jurisdictions are not able to provide data
for any victim-perpetrator relationship (Bul-
garia, Denmark, Cyprus and Poland) and three
can provide data for only all domestic relation-
ships combined (Estonia, Greece and Austria).

(?") Belgium, Ireland, Luxembourg, Hungary, Portugal and Romania.

(*?) p. 10.

The identification of intimate partner relations
between the victim and the perpetrator is the
main challenge in achieving comparability
among all EIGE's indicators, as many jurisdic
tions have available data with only broad defini-
tions of domestic violence instead of IPV.

Six jurisdictions did not provide data (?4).

Compared with other offences, the collec
tion of victim-perpetrator relationship data
for homicide poses a specific challenge. When
taking a police report for any other offence,
the recording officer can ask the victim about
their relationship with the perpetrator. This vic
tim-centric approach is not possible for homi-
cide cases. The relationship between the victim
and the perpetrator might not be known when
the reportis initially taken and the victim herself
cannot provide information on her relationship
with the perpetrator. Their relationship might
only be established during the investigation of
the homicide case, which is an additional hurdle
for the information to be captured in statistical
data, as this is collected at different points in the
investigation in different jurisdictions. Data can
be recorded at the time the offence is initially
reported to the police (input statistics), after the
offence is first reported but before a full inves-
tigation is finished (process statistics) or after
the offence has been investigated (output sta-
tistics). Depending on the stage of data collec
tion, significant differences in the availability of
victim-perpetrator relationship data might exist
between jurisdictions (Eurostat, 2016).

Some Member States conduct a manual assess-
ment of all homicide cases to produce a con-
firmed count of victims that can be disaggre-
gated by sex (Cyprus, Malta and Sweden). Dur-
ing this analysis, the lack of information on the
relationship between the victim and the perpe-
trator can be supplemented with information
that is not available in the statistical data but
only as unstructured text in the case file. Even

(3) Czechia, Germany, Spain, France, Croatia, Italy, Latvia, Lithuania, Malta, the Netherlands, Slovenia, Slovakia, Finland, Sweden and all

three UK jurisdictions.

(**) Belgium, Ireland, Luxembourg, Hungary, Portugal and Romania.
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though this manual examination is not per-
fect, for low case numbers and with additional
effort, valuable information can be obtained to
improve data quality. In the absence of a sys-
tematic collection of victim-perpetrator rela-
tionship data, it is recommended that Member
States continue their efforts to supplement sta-
tistical data with other information.

To comply with the indicator definition, Member
States need to record and process the victim-
perpetrator relationship for each intentional
homicide that the police record. Police should
use predefined relationship categories that cap-
ture the full scope of intimate relationships for
all homicide offences. The use of these cate-
gories should be mandatory to ensure the vic
tim-perpetrator relationship is systematically
recorded for all intentional homicides.

If data is provided for all relationships (including
unknown or no relationship) or without informa-
tion on the victim-perpetrator relationship, this
should be highlighted and data should not be
published. Presenting data from some Member
States that include only intimate relationships
together with data from others that cover all types
of relationships in the same indicator could lead
to severe misrepresentation and would make the
indicator unreliable. Data that is available for only
broader relationship categories (e.g. all domes-
tic relationships) are not sufficiently specific and
therefore should also not be published.

Even some of the 17 jurisdictions that can gen-
erally comply with this indicator component
continue to have issues with the proper classifi-
cation or inclusion of all relevant victim-perpe-
trator relationships. In Czechia, data is limited to
‘persons living in a common dwelling’. In France,
data is limited to victims and perpetrators who
live / have lived together. In the Netherlands,
data is limited to victims murdered in their own
home. In Slovakia, data is limited to ‘husband’
and ‘cohabitee’. In Romania, even though data
was not provided, it would be limited to ‘hus-

band / former husband’ and ‘cohabiting part-
ner’. Portugal also did not provide any data, but
data could only have been provided for ‘spouse
(or person in analogous situation)’, which should
be reviewed to make sure that the full scope of
intimate relationships is captured.

If data is available for only more narrow rela-
tionship categories, such as married couples or
intimate partners in the same household, this
data should be published provided that the dif-
ferences in definitions are highlighted. Whether
or not the national categories are overly narrow
or sufficiently broad to capture the phenome-
non is a case-by-case decision.

If Member States adopt predefined EU victim-
perpetrator relationship categories in their
national recording systems, or map their exist-
ing national categories to these predefined EU
categories, comparability could be achieved.

Information from Ireland, Malta and Sweden
shows that the collection of data on the vic
tim-perpetrator relationship does not happen
systematically. This might also be true in other
Member States if data quality was thoroughly
checked. Standardised predefined categories,
alongside mandatory recording and training on
these categories, would improve the availability
and quality of victim-perpetrator relationship
data.

3.1.4. Sex of the victim

Twenty-two jurisdictions can provide data on
the sex of the victim ().

Two jurisdictions are not able to provide data
on the sex of the victim (%%). In both cases, this
seems to be linked to their inability to provide
data for the counting unit ‘victim’. If the provi-
sion of data for the counting unit ‘victim’ can be
resolved, the ability to provide data for the sex
of the victim might be similarly resolved.

(%) Czechia, Denmark, Germany, Estonia, Greece, Spain, France, Croatia, Italy, Latvia, Lithuania, Malta, the Netherlands, Austria,
Poland, Slovenia, Slovakia, Finland, Sweden and all three UK jurisdictions.

(%) Bulgaria and Cyprus.
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3. Challenges and possible solutions to improve data quality, availability and comparability for indicators 9, 1, 2 and 4

3.2. Indicator 1: Annual number
of women (aged 18 and over)
victims of intimate partner
violence committed by men
(aged 18 and over), as recorded
by police

There is ambiguity among Member States about
the offences that should be included in indica-
tor 1. By definition, ‘offence(s) included’ should
include all types of IPV (physical, psychological,
sexual and economic). In practical terms, how-
ever, Member States are not able to distinguish
between these different forms of violence. Even
if a Member State can distinguish the relevant
laws or criminal codes, and is able to collect data
for the various types of violence, issues remain
in the collection of data for all types of violence.

Member States seem more likely to have com-
parable data on offences than on victims as the
counting unit.

If the recommendations for indicators 4 and
9 are applied, leading to consistent, non-over-
lapping definitions on the types of offences
included, then indicator 1 should be equivalent
to the sum of indicators 4, 5, 6 and 7.

No data for this indicator was provided by 11
Member States (%7).

3.2.1. Counting unit

The counting unit for indicator 1 is the victim.
Most jurisdictions collect data on either vic
tims or offences, but not both. Member States
missing data for indicator 2 (annual number
of reported offences related to IPV against
women committed by men (aged 18 and over)),
for which the counting unit is offences, might
have comparable data available for indicator 1,

as is the case for France. For theoretical and
data consistency reasons, it is recommended
that data is collected for both indicators 1 and
2. This is because IPV offences are often ongo-
ing and repeated, and so it is generally better to
use victims as the counting unit in indicator 1,
while indicator 2 provides a measure of repeat
offences.

3.2.2. Offences included

Data comparability between Member States is
hindered by the lack of standardised definitions
of the offence types included. Indicator 1 is
designed to include all types of violence (phys-
ical, psychological, sexual and economic), thus
as soon as a Member State is unable to include
physical, psychological, sexual or economic vio-
lence data, it falls short of the definition and
has to be considered non-comparable. The
main challenge lies in Member States not rec
ognising economic IPV as a specific offence and
thus failing to report data on it. The definition of
economic IPV is not clear for most jurisdictions,
with very few Member States collecting data on
it. Many of the offences constituting economic
violence as currently proposed (e.g. damage of
property) would be covered by other forms of
violence (e.g. psychological violence). The data
shows that only 10 jurisdictions are able to
include data on economic IPV for indicator 1 (%8).

The data collection revealed that only nine
jurisdictions () are able to provide data on all
types of IPV. The specific offences included in
each type of IPV differ between Member States.
If strict consistency across EIGE's indicators 1,
4,5, 6 and 7 is targeted, the specific offences
included in each type of IPV (physical, psycho-
logical, sexual and economic) should also be
mapped consistently. The mapping of offences
should be in line with the general recommenda-
tions for ‘offence(s) included".

(¥7) Belgium, Denmark, Ireland, Spain, Italy, Luxembourg, Hungary, the Netherlands, Portugal, Slovakia and Sweden.

(%) Czechia, Germany, Latvia, Austria, Romania, Slovenia, Finland and all three UK jurisdictions.

(¥) Czechia, Germany, Latvia, Austria, Romania, Slovenia, Finland, the United Kingdom (England and Wales) and the United Kingdom
(Northern Ireland). Jurisdictions able to provide data on all forms of IPV but economic are Cyprus, Estonia, Greece, France, Croatia

and Lithuania.
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3. Challenges and possible solutions to improve data quality, availability and comparability for indicators 9, 1, 2 and 4

3.2.3. Victim-perpetrator relationship

As mentioned above, the identification of an
intimate partner relationship between the vic
tim and the perpetrator is the main challenge in
achieving comparability among all EIGE's indica-
tors.

For indicator 1, 12 jurisdictions (*°) are able to
provide data with sufficient disaggregation of
intimate partner relationship between the vic
tim and the perpetrator. For jurisdictions that
use domestic violence as a legal concept, it may
not always be clear in the definition which forms
of domestic violence (intimate partner, intergen-
erational, etc.) are included.

The data for indicator 1 should be restricted to
intimate partner relationships, as a large part of
domestic violence will be related to family mem-
bers and other non-intimate partners. To learn
more about this distribution, a random sample
of cases could be analysed to establish the per-
centage relating to IPV (preferably in two differ-
ent years), and this could be applied as a proxy
indicator.

3.3. Indicator 2: Annual number
of reported offences related

to intimate partner violence
against women committed by
men (aged 18 and over)

Similar to indicator 1, there is some ambiguity
among the Member States on the offences that
should be included in indicator 2. By definition,
‘offence(s) included’ should include all types of
[PV (physical, psychological, sexual and eco-
nomic). In practical terms, Member States are
unable to distinguish between these different
forms of violence. Even those that can distin-
guish the relevant laws or criminal codes and
thus collect data for the various types of vio-

lence under those pieces of legislation experi-
ence issues in the collection of data for all types
of violence.

Indicators 1 and 2 should have consistent types
of specific offences that are included within
each type of IPV (physical, sexual, psychological
and economic) and should also include compa-
rable types of intimate partnerships. Calcula-
tions made on indicators 1 and 2 would thereby
provide an indication of the number of repeat
offences across EU jurisdictions.

3.3.1. Counting unit

For IPV, data on offences is more readily avail-
able than data on victims. Seventeen jurisdic
tions are able to collect data with offences as
the counting unit (*"), while only 12 can comply
when using victim as the counting unit for indi-
cator 1 (*%). Only eight Member States can pro-
vide data on both counting units: Czechia, Esto-
nia, Greece, Cyprus, Latvia, Austria, Slovenia and
Finland.

For theoretical and data consistency reasons, it
is recommended that data is collected for both
counting units (victims and offences). As previ-
ously stated, this is because IPV offences are
often ongoing and repeated, and so it is gener-
ally better to use victims as the counting unit in
indicator 1, while indicator 2 provides a meas-
ure of repeat offences.

3.3.2. Offences included

Similarly to indicator 1, data comparability for
indicator 2 across Member States is hampered
by the lack of standardised definitions of the
types of offences included, particularly for eco-
nomic IPV. Indicator 2 is designed to include all
types of violence (physical, psychological, sex-
ual and economic). The main challenge lies in

(3% Czechia, Germany, Estonia, France, Croatia, Latvia, Lithuania, Malta, Romania, Slovenia, Finland and the United Kingdom (Scotland).
(3") Belgium, Czechia, Estonia, Greece, Spain, Croatia, Italy, Cyprus, Latvia, Austria, Slovenia, Slovakia, Finland, Sweden and all three UK
jurisdictions. Four Member States use proxy counting units such as cases (Malta), reported incidents (Portugal), issued orders for

protection (Bulgaria) and victims (France).

(3%) Czechia, Germany, Estonia, Greece, France, Cyprus, Latvia, Lithuania, Austria, Romania, Slovenia and Finland.
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3. Challenges and possible solutions to improve data quality, availability and comparability for indicators 9, 1, 2 and 4

Member States not recognising economic IPV
as a specific offence and thus failing to report
on it.

The data collection revealed that 10 jurisdic
tions (**) are able to provide data on all types
of IPV. However, the specific offences included
in each type of IPV differ between Member
States. The remaining jurisdictions with avail-
able data on the counting unit did not collect
data on economic violence (3%). EIGE's indicators
1 and 2 should have consistent specific offences
included in each type of IPV (physical, psycho-
logical, sexual and economic). As such, mapping
specific offences to each type of IPV is neces-
sary (as stated in the general recommendations
for ‘offence(s) included’).

3.3.3. Victim-perpetrator relationship

For indicator 2, 14 jurisdictions (*°) are able to
provide data with sufficient disaggregation of
intimate partner relationship between the vic
tim and the perpetrator. For jurisdictions that
use domestic violence as a legal concept, it may
not always be clear in the definition which forms
of domestic violence (intimate partner, intergen-
erational, etc.) are included.

As with all IPV indicators, the data for indica-
tor 2 should be restricted to intimate partner
relationships, as a large part of domestic vio-
lence will be related to family members and
other non-intimate partners. A possible solution
could be to select a random sample of cases to
be analysed, in order to establish the percent-
age relating to IPV (preferably in two different
years), and this could be applied as a proxy indi-
cator.

3.4. Indicator 4: Annual number
of women (aged 18 and over)
victims of physical intimate
partner violence committed

by men (aged 18 and over), as
recorded by police

In practice, itis difficult for Member States to dif-
ferentiate the requirements for indicator 4 from
those for indicator 1 (annual number of women
(aged 18 and over) victims of IPV committed by
men (aged 18 and over), as recorded by police),
as most are not able to clearly distinguish the
four types of violence in their data.

No data was provided by 12 Member States (3°).

To comply with the indicator definition, a full
mapping of all national criminal offences falling
under physical violence is recommended. Data
on physical IPV should, at a minimum, include
serious assault and minor assault, as well as
deprivation of liberty under ICCS definitions.
The data on victim-perpetrator relationship
should also be collected.

3.4.1. Counting unit

The counting unit for indicator 4 is the victim.
It is recommended that all jurisdictions collect
data on both victims and offences, in order to
ensure data comparability. Data is available for
the counting unit ‘offences’ in only Belgium, Bul-
garia, Spain, Croatia, Malta, Portugal, Sweden
and the United Kingdom (all three jurisdictions),
while eight Member States can provide data on
victims ().

(33) Belgium, Bulgaria, Spain, Latvia, Austria, Slovenia, Slovakia, Finland, the United Kingdom (England and Wales) and the United King-

dom (Northern Ireland).

(3%) Czechia, Estonia, Greece, France, Croatia, Cyprus and Sweden. Greece and the United Kingdom (Scotland) cannot provide data on
psychological violence. Malta does not cover sexual and economic violence and Italy and Portugal cannot disaggregate data by

form of violence.

(%) Belgium, Czechia, Estonia, Spain, France, Croatia, Latvia, Malta, Portugal, Slovenia, Slovakia, Finland, Sweden and the United King-

dom (Scotland).

(3%) Denmark, Estonia, Ireland, Greece, Italy, Luxembourg, Hungary, the Netherlands, Poland, Romania, Slovenia and Slovakia.
(37) Czechia, Germany, France, Cyprus, Latvia, Lithuania, Austria and Finland.
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3. Challenges and possible solutions to improve data quality, availability and comparability for indicators 9, 1, 2 and 4

3.4.2. Offences included

A full mapping of all national criminal offences
falling under physical violence is recommended.
The data collection revealed that, among all
countries with some data available (15 Member
States and 3 UK jurisdictions), only five can pro-
vide data on all relevant offences: Czechia, Ger-
many, Spain, Latvia and Finland (). More specif-
ically, non-intentional homicide is not included
in the data collection in Croatia, Cyprus, Lith-
uania, Malta, Austria and Sweden. The precise
criteria for inclusion and exclusion need to be
discussed based on concrete examples, with an
initial assessment of whether the behaviour that
led to the death of the victim was intentional or
not. In light of this, some forms of non-inten-
tional homicide where the act leading to the
harm of the victim was intentional but the death
was not (e.g. death as a result of female geni-
tal mutilation) would be included, while others
would not (e.g. vehicular homicide as a result of
reckless driving). A similar distinction is made
in the ICCS between voluntary manslaughter
(which qualifies as intentional homicide) and
involuntary manslaughter (which qualifies as
non-intentional homicide).

In addition, the data collection revealed that
some Member States include more offence
categories than are necessary for indicator 4.
In Latvia and Sweden, data might also include
sexual and psychological violence. Sweden
also indicated that its data includes attempts
to commit offences, as well as inciting, aiding
and abetting of offences. It could generally be
recommended to include attempts, but the sit-
uation is less clear-cut with respect to inciting,
aiding and abetting offences. If no distinction

is possible in the data, this should be clearly
flagged in the metadata.

Data from Czechia, Latvia and Slovakia might
include intentional homicide, based on earlier
country-specific recommendations. Those rec
ommendations - and the inclusion of intentional
homicide - would have to be reviewed in the
broader discussion of whether or not intentional
homicide should be considered part of physical
violence or if indicator 4 and indicator 9 should
be mutually exclusive, with the first including
non-intentional homicide and attempted homi-
cide, and the latter including intentional homi-
cide in accordance with the ICCS definition.

3.4.3. Victim-perpetrator relationship

The identification of an intimate partner rela-
tionship between the victim and the perpetra-
tor is the main challenge in achieving compara-
bility, as many jurisdictions have data based on
only broad definitions of domestic violence. For
indicator 4, the victim-perpetrator relationship
is collected by 13 out of 18 jurisdictions with
data available (72 %), and five jurisdictions use
a broader definition covering all domestic rela-
tions (*°).

As with all IPV indicators, the data should be
restricted to intimate partner relationships.
When data recording systems are not adapted
to include specific breakdowns essential for
identifying IPV, a possible solution could be to
select a random sample of cases to be analysed,
in order to establish the percentage relating to
IPV (preferably in two different years), and this
could be applied as a proxy indicator.

(%) Not all relevant offences were included in Belgium, Bulgaria, France, Croatia, Cyprus, Lithuania, Malta, Austria, Portugal, Sweden

and all three UK jurisdictions.

(*) In Cyprus, Austria, the United Kingdom (England and Wales) and the United Kingdom (Northern Ireland), data cover all domestic
relations. Bulgaria does not disaggregate by relationship. There are no data available for indicator 4 for Denmark, Estonia, Ireland,
Greece, Italy, Poland, Romania, Slovenia or Slovakia. In some cases, this is because of the legal definitions of physical violence,
which make it impossible to disaggregate the data by specific offences, for instance in Slovenia and Slovakia. In the Slovakian
Criminal Code, the legal definitions of offences such as battering a close person and a person entrusted into one’s care (8 208) or
violence against a group of citizens and against an individual (§ 359) constitute physical and psychological violence and it is impos-
sible to statistically separate cases in which physical violence was involved. In the case of Slovenia, the Criminal Code, Article 191,
‘Domestic violence’, does not specify the types of domestic violence defined in the Domestic Violence Prevention Act, where phys-
ical violence is defined as any use of physical force or threat of physical force that forces the victim to do something or to refrain
or to suffer or that restricts the movement and communication of the victim and that causes pain, fear or humiliation, irrespective

of whether bodily injuries occurred or not.
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Annex

Annex

Overview of offences that could fall within the scope of intimate
partner violence under the International Classification of Crime for

Statistical Purposes

IPV subcategory

- 0101
Femicide

ICCS code

Section

Acts leading to death or
intending to cause death

Crime

Intentional homicide

0102

Acts leading to death or
intending to cause death

Attempted intentional homicide

0103

Acts leading to death or
intending to cause death

Non-intentional homicide

020M

Acts causing harm or intending
to cause harm to the person

Assault

0206

Acts causing harm or intending
to cause harm to the person

Negligence: bodily harm or potential for bodily
harm from a person’s negligent, reckless or
careless behaviour

Physical violence Ry

Acts causing harm or intending
to cause harm to the person

Dangerous acts: bodily harm or potential for bodily
harm caused by a person’s dangerous behaviour or
an act carried out with the knowledge that the act
has the potential to cause harm

02022 (*)

Acts causing harm or intending
to cause harm to the person

Deprivation of liberty

020222

Acts causing harm or intending
to cause harm to the person

Illegal restraint

020229

Acts causing harm or intending
to cause harm to the person

Other deprivation of liberty

03011

Injurious act of a sexual nature

Rape

03012

Injurious act of a sexual nature

Sexual assault

Sexual violence
03021

Injurious act of a sexual nature

Sexual exploitation of adults

0309

Injurious act of a sexual nature

Other injurious acts of a sexual nature
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IPV subcategory | ICCS code Section Crime
0205 Acts causing harm or intending Coercion
to cause harm to the person
02012 Acts causing harm or intending Threat
to cause harm to the person
02081 Acts causing harm or intending Harassment
to cause harm to the person
02082 Acts causing harm or intending Stalking
to cause harm to the person
Psychological
violence 02089 Acts causing harm or intending Other acts intended to induce fear or emotional
to cause harm to the person distress
0209 Acts causing harm or intending Defamation or insult
to cause harm to the person
0211 Acts causing harm or intending Acts that trespass against the person (invasion
to cause harm to the person of privacy, other acts that trespass against the
person)
0219 Acts causing harm or intending Other acts causing harm or intending to cause
to cause harm to the person harm to the person
020321 Acts causing harm or intending Acts causing harm or intending to cause harm to
to cause harm to the person the person: forced labour for domestic services
Economic ,
violence 05022 Acts against property only Theft of personal property
05042 Acts against property only Damage against personal property

(*) Based on discussions with stakeholders during the consultation meetings, ICCS codes 02022, 020222 and 020229 have been
included under physical violence, as it was agreed that those offences often involve the use of physical force / physical restraint.
However, some experts perceived them as manifestations of psychological violence and would thus recommend classifying them
as such.
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GETTING INTOUCH WITH THE EU

IN PERSON
All over the European Union there are hundreds of Europe Direct information centres. You can find the
address of the centre nearest you at: https://europa.eu/european-union/contact_en

ON THE PHONE OR BY EMAIL
Europe Direct is a service that answers your questions about the European Union.

You can contact this service:

— by freephone: 00 800 6 7 8 9 10 11 (certain operators may charge for these calls),
- at the following standard number: +32 22999696, or

- by email via: https://europa.eu/european-union/contact_en

FINDING INFORMATION ABOUT THE EU

ONLINE
Information about the European Union in all the official languages of the EU is available on the Europa
website at: https://europa.eu/european-union/index_en

EU PUBLICATIONS

You can download or order free and priced EU publications from: https://publications.europa.eu/en/
publications. Multiple copies of free publications may be obtained by contacting Europe Direct or your
local information centre (see https://europa.eu/european-union/contact_en).

EU LAW AND RELATED DOCUMENTS
For access to legal information from the EU, including all EU law since 1952 in all the official language
versions, go to EUR-Lex at: http://eur-lex.europa.eu

OPEN DATA FROM THE EU
The EU Open Data Portal (http://data.europa.eu/euodp/en) provides access to datasets from the EU.
Data can be downloaded and reused for free, for both commercial and non-commercial purposes.
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