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The European Institute for Gender Equality (EIGE) invites you to participate to an online discussion on 

proposed indicators for data collection on intimate partner violence, rape and femicide. The event takes place 

on EuroGender, 7 July , 10.00 - 17.30 CEST. The propsed indicators and additional information you can find 

in the Background Document (enclosed and available for download). 

The online discussion is organised in the context of EIGE’s Study on terminology and indicators used in 

data collection on rape, femicide and intimate partner violence carried out by the contractor Milieu Ltd. 

The study aims to address the lack of comparable and reliable EU-wide data on violence against women. 

EIGE's experts and the representative of EIGE’s Contractor for the Study will be facilitating the online 

discussion 10.00 - 17.30 CEST, but the page will remain open until 8 July / 20.00 CEST for any additional 

comments. 

There are several other points on our Online Discussion Agenda (enclosed and available for download), 

but the main sessions are the following ones: 

• 10.00 - 10.30: Welcome and short explanation of how the indicators have been developed 

• 10.30 - 12.30: Indicators for data collection on intimate partner violence (IPV) 

• 12.30 - 13.30: Lunch break 

• 13.30 - 15.00: Indicators for data collection on rape 

• 15.00 - 17.00: Indicators for data collection on femicide 

• 17:00 - 17:30: Common questions to all forms of violence and closing remarks 

If you are already a registered member of EuroGender, please sign in to your EuroGender accounts and 

you will be able to post comments.  If you are not, please click here to register first.  Only fields marked 

with * are compulsory.   

If you wish to remain connected to the project, provide input for the further development of the study, 

participate to online discussions and receive updates on EIGE's work in the area of gender-based violence, 

please request by email at eurogender@eige.europa.eu  to add your EuroGender account to 

the Eurogender Gender - Based Violence Workspace. 

Practical tips: 

- the window for posting comments will appear at 10.00 CEST precisely 

- in order to be able to post commets, you need to be signed in to your EuroGender account. If you do 

not hold an EuroGrender account, click here to register. 

- you can use the 'comment' tool for elaborating on a previous post or the 'quote' for a specifically comment 

on a previous post. Otherwise, the window for comments is for raising new discussion points 

- click Load all replies to be able to read what was posted before 

-  we recommend you to use Chrome browser. Please do not use Internet Explorer  

- if encountering any difficulties, please contact us at: eurogender@eige.europa.eu.  



Looking forward to seeing you online! 

File attachments: Online Discussion on proposed indicators for data collection_Agenda.pdf, Online Discussion 

on proposed indicators_background_note.pdf 

 

Facilitators: Nathalie Meurens, Elena Fries-Tersch Milieu, Nathalie Meurens 

 

1. Nathalie Meurens | 07/07/2016, 10:00 CEST (+02:00) 

Welcome to the online discussion on proposed indicators for data collection on femicide, rape and 

intimate partner violence. We are Elena Fries-Tersch and Nathalie Meurens from Milieu Ltd. We will be 

moderating today’s discussion within the framework of the Study on terminology and indicators used for 

data collection on rape, femicide and intimate partner violence commissioned by EIGE. Thank you for 

joining the discussion on the proposed indicators. 

We would like to clarify that we will be online until 5.30 p.m. (Brussels time). We invite you to follow 

and participate in the discussion as much as you can. If you lack time during the day, please know that 

the thread remains open for you to post comments for the rest of the day and tomorrow. 

How to provide input: 

The discussion will be divided in four parts, according to the agenda above. For each part, we will first 

present the proposed indicator and subsequently ask some specific questions for your input following the 

order of the agenda. In case you wish to refer to a previous topic, please specify which proposed indicator 

and specific question you refer to in your comment. The questions can be found in the background note. 

Your input will help to establish the indicators to facilitate monitoring and policy evaluation across the 

EU to combat these forms of violence against women. 

We are looking forward to a fruitful discussion. 

2. Maria Guseppina Muratore | 07/07/2016, 10:01 CEST (+02:00) 

Good morning, 

I am online. HAve you already started? I can't hear anything 

3. Prof. Dr. Els Leye | 07/07/2016, 10:03 CEST (+02:00) 

Good morning, I will be following the discussion as much as I ca 

4. Henriette Jansen | 07/07/2016, 10:04 CEST (+02:00) 

Has the meeting started? I see or hear nothing? What should I do? 

5. Henriette Jansen | 07/07/2016, 10:05 CEST (+02:00) 

Henriette Jansen wrote: 

Has the meeting started? I see or hear nothing? What should I do? 

Okay see it now. Good afternoon from Bangkok 

6. Marta Adiego | 07/07/2016, 10:05 CEST (+02:00) 

Hello, good morning everybody! 

7. Federal Office of Justice | 07/07/2016, 10:06 CEST (+02:00) 

Good morning from Germany as well. 

I guess, we are all waiting for the first question to start a discussion? 

8. Nathalie Meurens | 07/07/2016, 10:06 CEST (+02:00) 

Hello everyone, to participate to the discussion, you simply need to write comment. Can you see the 

first prompt up? 

9. Jurgita Peciuriene | 07/07/2016, 10:07 CEST (+02:00) 

Dear participants, 



EIGE would like to thank you all for joining us today for this online discussion on proposed indicators 

for data collection on intimate partner violence, rape and femicide. We look forward to a fruitful 

discussion and hearing all of your contributions to this important topic. The outcomes of the discussion 

today will help to refine the indicators and further contribute to comparable administrative data collection 

across the EU. 

Have a good day! 

EIGE 

10. Kathrin Eckhart Genderlibrary Luxembourg) | 07/07/2016, 10:07 CEST (+02:00) 

Good morning from Luxembourg Genderlibrary CID I Fraen an Gender 

11. Inger Lövkrona | 07/07/2016, 10:07 CEST (+02:00) 

Good morning, I am online 

12. Elke Moons | 07/07/2016, 10:07 CEST (+02:00) 

Good morning to you all, 

We at Statistics Netherlands are attending as much as possible too, today. 

13. Tim de Jong Atria Institute on Gender Equality and Women's History | 07/07/2016, 10:08 CEST 

(+02:00) 

Hello everybody and good morning! 

14. Nathalie Meurens | 07/07/2016, 10:08 CEST (+02:00) 

Wecome again everyone! 

The focus throughout the Study is on outcome indicators that allow approximations of prevalence of these 

three forms of violence against women. 

In order to develop the proposed indicators, Milieu examined the type of data collected in the Member 

States and existing indicators with the view of developing indicators that would better reflect 

measurability across existing data collection in the 28 EU Member States and allow harmonised EU wide 

data collection. 

The indicators were developed in light of the following criteria: relevance, measurability, specificity, 

complementarity and validity. You will find more details on the criteria in the background note. 

Do you have any question so far? 

15. Henriette Jansen | 07/07/2016, 10:09 CEST (+02:00) 

Should we introduce ourselves? I can start. I am Henriette Jansen: global expert on measurement of 

VAW, working almost 20 years on technical support to data collection on VAW, on development and 

measurement of VAW indicators; was involved at the time in the WHO multi-country study on VAW, 

was involved with the UN regional commissions on the measurement of the UN VAW indicators. 

Supported at least 30-40 countries around the world on measuring VAW mainly through surveys, 

through working with governments, NGOs, UN in this type of work. Currently with UNFPA (United 

Nations Population Fund, based in Bangkok, working Asia and the Pacific Region. We just received a 

huge grant from Australia to embark on Asia-Pacific project working on strengthening capacities in 

measurement of VAW, planning to partner with an institute that will be completely dedicated capacity 

building. 

16. Concetta Carrà | 07/07/2016, 10:09 CEST (+02:00) 

Hello, good morning everybody from one of the southern regions of Italy (Calabria) 

17. Commission on Domestic Violence | 07/07/2016, 10:09 CEST (+02:00) 

Hello and good morning to everyone. 

18. Andrada Filip | 07/07/2016, 10:09 CEST (+02:00) 

Good morning everyone from Vienna - on behalf of the WAVE Office (Women Against Violence 

Europe)! 

19. Court Administration of Latvia | 07/07/2016, 10:10 CEST (+02:00) 



Hello and good morning from Riga, Latvia! 

20. Siusi Casaccia | 07/07/2016, 10:10 CEST (+02:00) 

good morning 

21. Henriette Jansen | 07/07/2016, 10:10 CEST (+02:00) 

On the task at hand. 

Agenda: Suggest having the points at 17:00 on sources/data collection sectors and their suitability for 

policy development to move the up with each of the indicators because they are different for each 

indicator. This is not a separate umbrella topic. 

22. Irene Rosales | 07/07/2016, 10:10 CEST (+02:00) 

Good morning everyone! Irene Rosales, from the European Women's Lobby. I will also be attending as 

much as I can. Looking forward a fruitful discussion around indicators! 

23. Marta Adiego | 07/07/2016, 10:10 CEST (+02:00) 

Good morning! I am Marta Adiego, from the Goverment Office for the Gender-based Violence in Spain 

24. Nathalie Meurens | 07/07/2016, 10:11 CEST (+02:00) 

Henriette Jansen wrote: 

Should we introduce ourselves? I can start. I am Henriette Jansen: global expert on measurement of VAW, 

working almost 20 years on technical support to data collection on VAW, on development and 

measurement of VAW indicators; was involved at the time in the WHO multi-country study on VAW, 

was involved with the UN regional commissions on the measurement of the UN VAW indicators. 

Supported at least 30-40 countries around the world on measuring VAW mainly through surveys, through 

working with governments, NGOs, UN in this type of work. Currently with UNFPA (United Nations 

Population Fund, based in Bangkok, working Asia and the Pacific Region. We just received a huge grant 

from Australia to embark on Asia-Pacific project working on strengthening capacities in measurement of 

VAW, planning to partner with an institute that will be completely dedicated capacity building. 

Hi Henriette! Welcome to the discussion. We are looking forward to your fruitful feedback on the 

proposed indicators. 

25. Council of Europe | 07/07/2016, 10:11 CEST (+02:00) 

Good morning from Strasbourg. I will be following as much as I can today. Looking forward! 

Johanna Nelles 

26. Henriette Jansen | 07/07/2016, 10:13 CEST (+02:00) 

Nathalie Meurens wrote: 

Henriette Jansen wrote: 

Should we introduce ourselves? I can start. I am Henriette Jansen: global expert on 

measurement of VAW, working almost 20 years on technical support to data collection 

on VAW, on development and measurement of VAW indicators; was involved at the 

time in the WHO multi-country study on VAW, was involved with the UN regional 

commissions on the measurement of the UN VAW indicators. Supported at least 30-40 

countries around the world on measuring VAW mainly through surveys, through 

working with governments, NGOs, UN in this type of work. Currently with UNFPA 

(United Nations Population Fund, based in Bangkok, working Asia and the Pacific 

Region. We just received a huge grant from Australia to embark on Asia-Pacific project 

working on strengthening capacities in measurement of VAW, planning to partner with 

an institute that will be completely dedicated capacity building. 

Hi Henriette! Welcome to the discussion. We are looking forward to your fruitful feedback on the 

proposed indicators. 

Thank you Nathalie. I have lots of  feedback and since it is already late here in Bangkok and I may not 

be able to stay throughout, should we start with our questions? 

 



27. Council of Europe | 07/07/2016, 10:14 CEST (+02:00) 

Can I just ask: will you be asking specific questions to start the debate or do you want us to launch write 

in? 

28. Maria Guseppina Muratore | 07/07/2016, 10:14 CEST (+02:00) 

I am Giusy Muratore from the Italian Statistical office. 

I read the document you sent us and I am happy to partecipate on the discussion, as I can  

29. Nathalie Meurens | 07/07/2016, 10:15 CEST (+02:00) 

We will start with the proposed indicators on intimate partner violence. 

Regarding intimate partner violence, we developed one general indicator and four specific indicators 

on each of the forms of violence. A general indicator is necessary because many data sources do not 

collect specific data on each of the different forms of IPV. On the other hand, some data sources only 

provide data on some aspects of IPV, for example on physical violence. In addition, it is important to 

shed light on forms of IPV that are less visible because they are not easily reported (sexual, psychological 

and economic violence) or because they do not show in data collection as they are often not the most 

serious offense (psychological or economic violence). 

Firstly, we present the general indicator on IPV:  

30. Elena Fries-Tersch Milieu | 07/07/2016, 10:15 CEST (+02:00) 

Henriette Jansen wrote: 

On the task at hand. 

Agenda: Suggest having the points at 17:00 on sources/data collection sectors and their suitability for 

policy development to move the up with each of the indicators because they are different for each 

indicator. This is not a separate umbrella topic. 

Hello, thank you for your suggestion. We did not put all questions to be discussed for each indicator 

because that will take too long, but of course if you feel this is an important issue, you may raise it anytime 

after we present an indicator.  

31. Henriette Jansen | 07/07/2016, 10:15 CEST (+02:00) 

Maria Guseppina Muratore wrote: 

I am Giusy Muratore from the Italian Statistical office. 

I read the document you sent us and I am happy to partecipate on the discussion, as I can  

Hi Giusy! Also good morning to you! Henriette here. 

32. Marie Valentova | 07/07/2016, 10:15 CEST (+02:00) 

Good morning, I am also from Luxembourg - public research centre LISER.  Looking forward to 

following this discussion. 

33. Marie Valentova | 07/07/2016, 10:16 CEST (+02:00) 

Good morning, I am also from Luxembourg - public research centre LISER.  Looking forward to 

following this discussion. 

34. Ksenia Meshkova | 07/07/2016, 10:16 CEST (+02:00) 

Good morning from Humboldt University in Berlin, Germany! I am looking forward to the discussion. 

35. Nathalie Meurens | 07/07/2016, 10:16 CEST (+02:00) 

Title of the proposed general indicator on IPV:  

Women victims of intimate partner violence aged 18 and over, as a share of the total population of 

women of the same age group 

Within the scope of this indicator, intimate partner violence should be understood as: Any act of 

physical, sexual, psychological or economic violence that occurs between former or current spouses 

or partners, whether or not the perpetrator shares or has shared the same residence with the victim. 



The indicator could be measured by the following sources and units: 

1.    Source: Police records of crimes (cases reported to the police); units: female victims. 

2.    Source: Hospital and healthcare professionals’ records; units: female patients. 

3.    Source: Social Services Providers; units: women seeking shelter or assistance. 

Data for sources 1 and 3 should always be provided. Source 3 would need to specify the types of social 

services providers covered by the data: telephone helplines, women’s shelters, other social assistance. 

Data should be aggregated nationally, using methods that ensure national comparability and coverage. 

Where data come from more than one type of source (e.g. from telephone helplines and women’s 

shelters), it may be submitted separately. Data from source 2, again, may prove more difficult to gather. 

For more information on relevance and how this indicator complements other indicators, please consult 

the background note. 

Our first questions to you are: 

1. Is the indicator clear? 

2. Does the indicator cover the most important aspects of the incidence of IPV?  

36. Jurgita Peciuriene | 07/07/2016, 10:17 CEST (+02:00) 

Dear all, looking forward to your comments on the first indicators 

37. Henriette Jansen | 07/07/2016, 10:19 CEST (+02:00) 

Nathalie Meurens wrote: 

Title of the proposed general indicator on IPV:  

Women victims of intimate partner violence aged 18 and over, as a share of the total population of 

women of the same age group 

Within the scope of this indicator, intimate partner violence should be understood as: Any act of physical, 

sexual, psychological or economic violence that occurs between former or current spouses or partners, 

whether or not the perpetrator shares or has shared the same residence with the victim. 

The indicator could be measured by the following sources and units: 

1.    Source: Police records of crimes (cases reported to the police); units: female victims. 

2.    Source: Hospital and healthcare professionals’ records; units: female patients. 

3.    Source: Social Services Providers; units: women seeking shelter or assistance. 

Data for sources 1 and 3 should always be provided. Source 3 would need to specify the types of social 

services providers covered by the data: telephone helplines, women’s shelters, other social assistance. 

Data should be aggregated nationally, using methods that ensure national comparability and coverage. 

Where data come from more than one type of source (e.g. from telephone helplines and women’s 

shelters), it may be submitted separately. Data from source 2, again, may prove more difficult to gather. 

For more information on relevance and how this indicator complements other indicators, please consult 

the background note. 

Our first questions to you are: 

1. Is the indicator clear? 

2. Does the indicator cover the most important aspects of the incidence of IPV?  

Clarifications of the task at hand: 

Whenever I start working with people on data collection on VAW I usually start with an exercise on data 

sources and what each of the data sources can tell us and cannot tell us. Data sources will usually be 

grouped in surveys and administrative records. Then we explain what prevalence is and how this can or 

cannot be measured with the various data sources. 

In any country between 1-10% of women suffering IPV or sexual violence will ever approach police or 

health. Their data are NEVER useful for monitoring the amount of violence. I.e. they CANNOT give use 

prevalence.  If services are getting better and stigma becomes less than more women will report. 



From the background paper it seems to me that these basic notions are completely lacking. The 

indicators mirror those that are for measuring prevalence and as such can only be measured through 

surveys. Nevertheless surveys are not or hardly mentioned as source of data. 

38. Daniela Cherubini | 07/07/2016, 10:20 CEST (+02:00) 

Nathalie Meurens wrote: 

Wecome again everyone! 

The focus throughout the Study is on outcome indicators that allow approximations of prevalence of these 

three forms of violence against women. 

In order to develop the proposed indicators, Milieu examined the type of data collected in the Member 

States and existing indicators with the view of developing indicators that would better reflect 

measurability across existing data collection in the 28 EU Member States and allow harmonised EU wide 

data collection. 

The indicators were developed in light of the following criteria: relevance, measurability, specificity, 

complementarity and validity. You will find more details on the criteria in the background note. 

Do you have any question so far? 

Good morning and thank you for the opportunity to discuss your proposals. I’m Daniela Cherubini, from 

Milan, Italy – sociologist, researcher in the field of gender studies and GBV prevention. 

I’ve a initial question, a clarification. Have you already done a preliminary study on the availability of 

the proposed indicators and sources in each of the Member states? Or this is something that will be studied 

and examined later on?  Just to understand, as a starting point of our discussion, thank you very much  

39. Elena Fries-Tersch Milieu | 07/07/2016, 10:20 CEST (+02:00) 

A side information: Please click on 'show all', to follow our text through until the end.  

40. Marta Adiego | 07/07/2016, 10:20 CEST (+02:00) 

The general indicator IPV is clear and cover the same aspects that are covered in Spain (but only for 

women victims)  

41. Elena Fries-Tersch Milieu | 07/07/2016, 10:20 CEST (+02:00) 

A side information: Please click on 'show all', to follow our text through until the end.  

42. Council of Europe | 07/07/2016, 10:20 CEST (+02:00) 

To me it seems the indicator is clear, but source 3 might need a bit of clarification. What do you mean by 

"Social service provider"? Official government services? For DV, a lot of the services are offered by 

NGOs and other entities. Would they be specifically asked to collect this data or would they be asked to 

submit whatever they already collect now? 

43. Siusi Casaccia | 07/07/2016, 10:21 CEST (+02:00) 

In my opinion indicator is clear. 

About sources, I must say that n.2 (hospital etc.) doesn't work so good as you need that women don't 

cover origin of their blessure (for phisical violence)   

44. Maria Guseppina Muratore | 07/07/2016, 10:21 CEST (+02:00) 

the indicator n.1 is clear, but it is not meaningful id using data from registered  data (police statistics...) 

these indicators can be useful only measuring them from VAW survey. the unreporting rate is very very 

high in admninistrative statistics and often there is not the victim/perpetrato relationship, with the 

esclusion of homicide 

the indicator has not a good denominator: that it is better to have populatioon at risk 

perhaps 18 and over is too old age.   

45. Anu Laas | 07/07/2016, 10:22 CEST (+02:00) 



Hello from Estonia! Indicatior no. 1 is clearly defined. However, not all health professionals could report 

about cases. For emergency doctors is obligatory to report about cases, where is suspected violent act. 

But for example psychiatric clinics do not give any information. 

46. Henriette Jansen | 07/07/2016, 10:22 CEST (+02:00) 

Nathalie Meurens wrote: 

Title of the proposed general indicator on IPV:  

Women victims of intimate partner violence aged 18 and over, as a share of the total population of 

women of the same age group 

Within the scope of this indicator, intimate partner violence should be understood as: Any act of physical, 

sexual, psychological or economic violence that occurs between former or current spouses or partners, 

whether or not the perpetrator shares or has shared the same residence with the victim. 

The indicator could be measured by the following sources and units: 

1.    Source: Police records of crimes (cases reported to the police); units: female victims. 

2.    Source: Hospital and healthcare professionals’ records; units: female patients. 

3.    Source: Social Services Providers; units: women seeking shelter or assistance. 

Data for sources 1 and 3 should always be provided. Source 3 would need to specify the types of social 

services providers covered by the data: telephone helplines, women’s shelters, other social assistance. 

Data should be aggregated nationally, using methods that ensure national comparability and coverage. 

Where data come from more than one type of source (e.g. from telephone helplines and women’s 

shelters), it may be submitted separately. Data from source 2, again, may prove more difficult to gather. 

For more information on relevance and how this indicator complements other indicators, please consult 

the background note. 

Our first questions to you are: 

1. Is the indicator clear? 

2. Does the indicator cover the most important aspects of the incidence of IPV?  

This is a prevalence indicator. I do not understand the nature of the indicators and their connection with 

the data sources. I thought that EIGE had a different tender for data collection using administrative records 

or has this been combined with this excercise? 

47. Daniela Cherubini | 07/07/2016, 10:23 CEST (+02:00) 

Henriette Jansen wrote: 

Nathalie Meurens wrote: 

Title of the proposed general indicator on IPV:  

Women victims of intimate partner violence aged 18 and over, as a share of the total 

population of women of the same age group 

Within the scope of this indicator, intimate partner violence should be understood as: 

Any act of physical, sexual, psychological or economic violence that occurs between 

former or current spouses or partners, whether or not the perpetrator shares or has 

shared the same residence with the victim. 

The indicator could be measured by the following sources and units: 

1.    Source: Police records of crimes (cases reported to the police); units: female 

victims. 

2.    Source: Hospital and healthcare professionals’ records; units: female patients. 

3.    Source: Social Services Providers; units: women seeking shelter or assistance. 

Data for sources 1 and 3 should always be provided. Source 3 would need to specify 

the types of social services providers covered by the data: telephone helplines, women’s 

shelters, other social assistance. Data should be aggregated nationally, using methods 

that ensure national comparability and coverage. Where data come from more than one 



type of source (e.g. from telephone helplines and women’s shelters), it may be 

submitted separately. Data from source 2, again, may prove more difficult to gather. 

For more information on relevance and how this indicator complements other 

indicators, please consult the background note. 

Our first questions to you are: 

1. Is the indicator clear? 

2. Does the indicator cover the most important aspects of the incidence of IPV?  

Clarifications of the task at hand: 

Whenever I start working with people on data collection on VAW I usually start with an exercise on data 

sources and what each of the data sources can tell us and cannot tell us. Data sources will usually be 

grouped in surveys and administrative records. Then we explain what prevalence is and how this can or 

cannot be measured with the various data sources. 

In any country between 1-10% of women suffering IPV or sexual violence will ever approach police or 

health. Their data are NEVER useful for monitoring the amount of violence. I.e. they CANNOT give use 

prevalence.  If services are getting better and stigma becomes less than more women will report. 

From the background paper it seems to me that these basic notions are completely lacking. The indicators 

mirror those that are for measuring prevalence and as such can only be measured through surveys. 

Nevertheless surveys are not or hardly mentioned as source of data. 

I am also wondering why the attention is given to administrative data instead of survey data. Is there a 

backgound reason for that' (e.g the study intentionally focuses on indicators from administrative sources)? 

thak u 

48. Elke Moons | 07/07/2016, 10:24 CEST (+02:00) 

Good morning, 

2 remarks concerning the general indicator. 

- We think that economic violence should be defined clearly, so that police and/or social services officers 

know what is meant by this 

- One should realise that - as Henriette already mentioned -  this is clearly on underestimation of the 

number of individuals suffering from IPV. So, if the idea is to get a prevalence figure, at least some kind 

of self-reporting (survey) should be involved too... 

49. Council of Europe | 07/07/2016, 10:25 CEST (+02:00) 

Henriette Jansen wrote: 

Nathalie Meurens wrote: 

Title of the proposed general indicator on IPV:  

Women victims of intimate partner violence aged 18 and over, as a share of the total 

population of women of the same age group 

Within the scope of this indicator, intimate partner violence should be understood as: 

Any act of physical, sexual, psychological or economic violence that occurs between 

former or current spouses or partners, whether or not the perpetrator shares or has 

shared the same residence with the victim. 

The indicator could be measured by the following sources and units: 

1.    Source: Police records of crimes (cases reported to the police); units: female 

victims. 

2.    Source: Hospital and healthcare professionals’ records; units: female patients. 

3.    Source: Social Services Providers; units: women seeking shelter or assistance. 

Data for sources 1 and 3 should always be provided. Source 3 would need to specify 

the types of social services providers covered by the data: telephone helplines, women’s 

shelters, other social assistance. Data should be aggregated nationally, using methods 



that ensure national comparability and coverage. Where data come from more than one 

type of source (e.g. from telephone helplines and women’s shelters), it may be 

submitted separately. Data from source 2, again, may prove more difficult to gather. 

For more information on relevance and how this indicator complements other 

indicators, please consult the background note. 

Our first questions to you are: 

1. Is the indicator clear? 

2. Does the indicator cover the most important aspects of the incidence of IPV?  

Clarifications of the task at hand: 

Whenever I start working with people on data collection on VAW I usually start with an exercise on data 

sources and what each of the data sources can tell us and cannot tell us. Data sources will usually be 

grouped in surveys and administrative records. Then we explain what prevalence is and how this can or 

cannot be measured with the various data sources. 

In any country between 1-10% of women suffering IPV or sexual violence will ever approach police or 

health. Their data are NEVER useful for monitoring the amount of violence. I.e. they CANNOT give use 

prevalence.  If services are getting better and stigma becomes less than more women will report. 

From the background paper it seems to me that these basic notions are completely lacking. The indicators 

mirror those that are for measuring prevalence and as such can only be measured through surveys. 

Nevertheless surveys are not or hardly mentioned as source of data. 

I would support Henriette in that it is important to think from the point of view of what data source can 

tell us. The three data sources listed in the background paper are all valid sources but of different levels 

of usefulness when it comes to assessing prevalence. And what about double counting? If a woman does 

go to the police after she has been to hospital - will that case be counted twice? 

50. Nathalie Meurens | 07/07/2016, 10:26 CEST (+02:00) 

Council of Europe wrote: 

To me it seems the indicator is clear, but source 3 might need a bit of clarification. What do you mean by 

"Social service provider"? Official government services? For DV, a lot of the services are offered by 

NGOs and other entities. Would they be specifically asked to collect this data or would they be asked to 

submit whatever they already collect now? 

Social service providers can group a wide variety of services depending on the countries such as NGOs, 

any type of assistance organised or not by governments, etc. Not all collect meaningful data so far as they 

do always not have standard data collection systems but since they are in contact with many victims, they 

have the potential to collect meaningful data if done so in a harmonised manner. 

51. Henriette Jansen | 07/07/2016, 10:26 CEST (+02:00) 

Daniela Cherubini wrote: 

Henriette Jansen wrote: 

Nathalie Meurens wrote: 

Title of the proposed general indicator on IPV:  

Women victims of intimate partner violence aged 18 and over, as a 

share of the total population of women of the same age group 

Within the scope of this indicator, intimate partner violence should 

be understood as: Any act of physical, sexual, psychological or 

economic violence that occurs between former or current spouses 

or partners, whether or not the perpetrator shares or has shared the 

same residence with the victim. 

The indicator could be measured by the following sources and units: 

1.    Source: Police records of crimes (cases reported to the police); 

units: female victims. 



2.    Source: Hospital and healthcare professionals’ records; units: 

female patients. 

3.    Source: Social Services Providers; units: women seeking shelter 

or assistance. 

Data for sources 1 and 3 should always be provided. Source 3 would 

need to specify the types of social services providers covered by the 

data: telephone helplines, women’s shelters, other social assistance. 

Data should be aggregated nationally, using methods that ensure 

national comparability and coverage. Where data come from more 

than one type of source (e.g. from telephone helplines and women’s 

shelters), it may be submitted separately. Data from source 2, again, 

may prove more difficult to gather. 

For more information on relevance and how this indicator 

complements other indicators, please consult the background note. 

Our first questions to you are: 

1. Is the indicator clear? 

2. Does the indicator cover the most important aspects of the 

incidence of IPV?  

Clarifications of the task at hand: 

Whenever I start working with people on data collection on VAW I usually start with 

an exercise on data sources and what each of the data sources can tell us and cannot tell 

us. Data sources will usually be grouped in surveys and administrative records. Then 

we explain what prevalence is and how this can or cannot be measured with the various 

data sources. 

In any country between 1-10% of women suffering IPV or sexual violence will ever 

approach police or health. Their data are NEVER useful for monitoring the amount of 

violence. I.e. they CANNOT give use prevalence.  If services are getting better and 

stigma becomes less than more women will report. 

From the background paper it seems to me that these basic notions are completely 

lacking. The indicators mirror those that are for measuring prevalence and as such can 

only be measured through surveys. Nevertheless surveys are not or hardly mentioned 

as source of data. 

I am also wondering why the attention is given to administrative data instead of survey data. Is there a 

backgound reason for that' (e.g the study intentionally focuses on indicators from administrative sources)? 

thak u 

Also as an indicators for prevalence of partner violence is is not complete or consistent with those around 

the world. 

The denominator should be ever-partnered rather than all women and there should be a clear reference 

period (in the text it refers to the current year; but should be for example in lifetime or in the past 12 

months). 

52. Jurgita Peciuriene | 07/07/2016, 10:27 CEST (+02:00) 

Henriette Jansen wrote: 

Nathalie Meurens wrote: 

Clarifications of the task at hand: 

Whenever I start working with people on data collection on VAW I usually start with an exercise on data 

sources and what each of the data sources can tell us and cannot tell us. Data sources will usually be 

grouped in surveys and administrative records. Then we explain what prevalence is and how this can or 

cannot be measured with the various data sources. 



In any country between 1-10% of women suffering IPV or sexual violence will ever approach police or 

health. Their data are NEVER useful for monitoring the amount of violence. I.e. they CANNOT give use 

prevalence.  If services are getting better and stigma becomes less than more women will report. 

From the background paper it seems to me that these basic notions are completely lacking. The indicators 

mirror those that are for measuring prevalence and as such can only be measured through surveys. 

Nevertheless surveys are not or hardly mentioned as source of data. 

Dear Henriette, 

today we are focusing on administrative data mainly- i.e. incidences. of course these numbers reveal only 

the small part of the problem. But in order to have comparable data across the EU, we should start 

somewhere, and we need to start working with official sources of data, encouraging them to improve the 

data collection systems and follow agreed indicators. 

53. Henriette Jansen | 07/07/2016, 10:28 CEST (+02:00) 

If the excercise is to develop indicators for administrative data they cannot be prevalence indicators. But 

e.g. how many women reported, how many cases resulted in conviction etc.  

54. Council of Europe | 07/07/2016, 10:28 CEST (+02:00) 

Nathalie Meurens wrote: 

Council of Europe wrote: 

To me it seems the indicator is clear, but source 3 might need a bit of clarification. 

What do you mean by "Social service provider"? Official government services? For 

DV, a lot of the services are offered by NGOs and other entities. Would they be 

specifically asked to collect this data or would they be asked to submit whatever they 

already collect now? 

Social service providers can group a wide variety of services depending on the countries such as NGOs, 

any type of assistance organised or not by governments, etc. Not all collect meaningful data so far as they 

do always not have standard data collection systems but since they are in contact with many victims, they 

have the potential to collect meaningful data if done so in a harmonised manner. 

Thanks for the clarification. I agree. But how would you get those NGOs that do not already collect data 

in a systematic way to start doing so? They would need help and resources to set up data collection 

systems. 

55. Commission on Domestic Violence | 07/07/2016, 10:29 CEST (+02:00) 

The general indicator is clear however data collected by police and hospital at this stage is still not 

comparable because there are a number of different indicators which are collected and provided by the 

various sources. 

Some sources but not all also provide data on stalking and neglect. 

Alos as stated by others many do not report  and this affects the reliability of the data. 

56. Elena Fries-Tersch Milieu | 07/07/2016, 10:30 CEST (+02:00) 

Jurgita Peciuriene wrote: 

Henriette Jansen wrote: 

Nathalie Meurens wrote: 

Clarifications of the task at hand: 

Whenever I start working with people on data collection on VAW I usually start with 

an exercise on data sources and what each of the data sources can tell us and cannot tell 

us. Data sources will usually be grouped in surveys and administrative records. Then 

we explain what prevalence is and how this can or cannot be measured with the various 

data sources. 

In any country between 1-10% of women suffering IPV or sexual violence will ever 

approach police or health. Their data are NEVER useful for monitoring the amount of 

violence. I.e. they CANNOT give use prevalence.  If services are getting better and 

stigma becomes less than more women will report. 



From the background paper it seems to me that these basic notions are completely 

lacking. The indicators mirror those that are for measuring prevalence and as such can 

only be measured through surveys. Nevertheless surveys are not or hardly mentioned 

as source of data. 

Dear Henriette, 

today we are focusing on administrative data mainly- i.e. incidences. of course these numbers reveal only 

the small part of the problem. But in order to have comparable data across the EU, we should start 

somewhere, and we need to start working with official sources of data, encouraging them to improve the 

data collection systems and follow agreed indicators. 

While surveys are of course a valuable source, EU-wide surveys focusing on VAW are not carried out 

regularly, but only every couple of years.  

The indicator for IPV is similar to the one suggested by the UN for surveys however our information on 

definitions, sources and units adapts the indicator to be measured with administrative data.  

The fact that administrative data depends on the reporting rate is of course an issue, but administrative 

data has other advantages and should be seen complementary.  

We also looked at surveys and what they measure and this is discussed in the Analytical Paper that will 

be published at a later point.  

However, again, since this study focuses on administrative data this is mainly what we discuss here.  

57. Maria Guseppina Muratore | 07/07/2016, 10:30 CEST (+02:00) 

dear Jurgita, 

I agree about to improve better admistrative statistics, 

but administrative records are not useful at all to measure IPV.  

they can be useful at least for women homicide 

58. Jurgita Peciuriene | 07/07/2016, 10:31 CEST (+02:00) 

Henriette Jansen wrote: 

Daniela Cherubini wrote: 

Henriette Jansen wrote: 

Nathalie Meurens wrote: 

Title of the proposed general indicator on IPV:  

Women victims of intimate partner violence aged 

18 and over, as a share of the total population of 

women of the same age group 

Within the scope of this indicator, intimate partner 

violence should be understood as: Any act of 

physical, sexual, psychological or economic 

violence that occurs between former or current 

spouses or partners, whether or not the 

perpetrator shares or has shared the same 

residence with the victim. 

The indicator could be measured by the following 

sources and units: 

1.    Source: Police records of crimes (cases 

reported to the police); units: female victims. 

2.    Source: Hospital and healthcare professionals’ 

records; units: female patients. 

3.    Source: Social Services Providers; units: 

women seeking shelter or assistance. 



Data for sources 1 and 3 should always be 

provided. Source 3 would need to specify the types 

of social services providers covered by the data: 

telephone helplines, women’s shelters, other social 

assistance. Data should be aggregated nationally, 

using methods that ensure national comparability 

and coverage. Where data come from more than 

one type of source (e.g. from telephone helplines 

and women’s shelters), it may be submitted 

separately. Data from source 2, again, may prove 

more difficult to gather. 

For more information on relevance and how this 

indicator complements other indicators, please 

consult the background note. 

Our first questions to you are: 

1. Is the indicator clear? 

2. Does the indicator cover the most 

important aspects of the incidence of 

IPV?  

Clarifications of the task at hand: 

Whenever I start working with people on data collection on VAW I 

usually start with an exercise on data sources and what each of the 

data sources can tell us and cannot tell us. Data sources will usually 

be grouped in surveys and administrative records. Then we explain 

what prevalence is and how this can or cannot be measured with the 

various data sources. 

In any country between 1-10% of women suffering IPV or sexual 

violence will ever approach police or health. Their data are NEVER 

useful for monitoring the amount of violence. I.e. they CANNOT 

give use prevalence.  If services are getting better and stigma 

becomes less than more women will report. 

From the background paper it seems to me that these basic notions 

are completely lacking. The indicators mirror those that are for 

measuring prevalence and as such can only be measured through 

surveys. Nevertheless surveys are not or hardly mentioned as source 

of data. 

I am also wondering why the attention is given to administrative data instead of survey 

data. Is there a backgound reason for that' (e.g the study intentionally focuses on 

indicators from administrative sources)? thak u 

Also as an indicators for prevalence of partner violence is is not complete or consistent with those around 

the world. 

The denominator should be ever-partnered rather than all women and there should be a clear reference 

period (in the text it refers to the current year; but should be for example in lifetime or in the past 12 

months). 

Dear Henriette, would you please clarify the denominator on ever-partnered versus all women 

59. Daniela Cherubini | 07/07/2016, 10:32 CEST (+02:00) 

Nathalie Meurens wrote: 

Title of the proposed general indicator on IPV:  

Women victims of intimate partner violence aged 18 and over, as a share of the total population of 

women of the same age group 



Within the scope of this indicator, intimate partner violence should be understood as: Any act of physical, 

sexual, psychological or economic violence that occurs between former or current spouses or partners, 

whether or not the perpetrator shares or has shared the same residence with the victim. 

The indicator could be measured by the following sources and units: 

1.    Source: Police records of crimes (cases reported to the police); units: female victims. 

2.    Source: Hospital and healthcare professionals’ records; units: female patients. 

3.    Source: Social Services Providers; units: women seeking shelter or assistance. 

Data for sources 1 and 3 should always be provided. Source 3 would need to specify the types of social 

services providers covered by the data: telephone helplines, women’s shelters, other social assistance. 

Data should be aggregated nationally, using methods that ensure national comparability and coverage. 

Where data come from more than one type of source (e.g. from telephone helplines and women’s 

shelters), it may be submitted separately. Data from source 2, again, may prove more difficult to gather. 

For more information on relevance and how this indicator complements other indicators, please consult 

the background note. 

Our first questions to you are: 

1. Is the indicator clear? 

2. Does the indicator cover the most important aspects of the incidence of IPV?  

1, the definition of the indicator is clear. I think we should discuss the sources and their relation with the 

indicator, as suggested by other participants to the discussion. Another clarification: Is it a composite 

indicators, the sum of the other indicators collected (related to physical violence in intimate relationships, 

pshycolog. violence, economic violence, sexual) or is it another, indipendent measure? 

2. following the definition you provide, yes. But its real contents and abiltiy to cover the most important 

aspects of IPV really depends on the sources. Example: which forms of violence are covered by the police 

data on reported crimes, in each member states? Have you already done some exploration on that? 

Wheteher and how do they define and cover, for instance, personal injuries, stalking, date rape, "marital" 

rape etc..... 

thank u 

60. Federal Office of Justice | 07/07/2016, 10:33 CEST (+02:00) 

Hello again. 

On my behalf I would answer both questions "yes". 

At least the indicator is "clear", in the light of the other indicators specifying the meanings of "physical, 

sexual, psychological or economic violence". 

As the discussion already has moved to the next questions and especially to data sources: 

- I guess as well, that it takes surveys to get a prevalence rate, but the advantages of administrative 

statistics Elena has pointed out are correct. 

- The sources 2 and 3 are - in my opinion - out of discussion to render reliable data. Hospitals and 

healthcare professionals as well as social service providers are extremely mixed groups and so numerous, 

that I fail to see, how they could be covered for collecting data. 

61. Nathalie Meurens | 07/07/2016, 10:33 CEST (+02:00) 

Elke Moons wrote: 

Good morning, 

2 remarks concerning the general indicator. 

- We think that economic violence should be defined clearly, so that police and/or social services officers 

know what is meant by this 

- One should realise that - as Henriette already mentioned -  this is clearly on underestimation of the 

number of individuals suffering from IPV. So, if the idea is to get a prevalence figure, at least some kind 

of self-reporting (survey) should be involved too... 



Good morning Elke! 

We are proposing a separate indicator on economic violence which we will discuss later this morning. 

Regarding the point on surveys, we recognise that surveys provide a best estimate of prevalence, however 

our objective here is comparable data across 28 EU Member States using existing administrative data 

sources (as explained by Jurgita). The indicators are aimed at those in order to improve the comparability 

of administrative data, which collect reliable data on forms of violence against women as well and have 

a great potential to inform about IPV. 

62. Jurgita Peciuriene | 07/07/2016, 10:34 CEST (+02:00) 

Maria Guseppina Muratore wrote: 

dear Jurgita, 

I agree about to improve better admistrative statistics, 

but administrative records are not useful at all to measure IPV.  

they can be useful at least for women homicide 

Dear Gusie, what are the main challenges/problems using administrative records to measure IPV from 

your perspective?. Would it be possible to overcome it somwehow? 

63. Henriette Jansen | 07/07/2016, 10:34 CEST (+02:00) 

Elena Fries-Tersch Milieu wrote: 

Jurgita Peciuriene wrote: 

Henriette Jansen wrote: 

Nathalie Meurens wrote: 

Clarifications of the task at hand: 

Whenever I start working with people on data collection on VAW I 

usually start with an exercise on data sources and what each of the 

data sources can tell us and cannot tell us. Data sources will usually 

be grouped in surveys and administrative records. Then we explain 

what prevalence is and how this can or cannot be measured with the 

various data sources. 

In any country between 1-10% of women suffering IPV or sexual 

violence will ever approach police or health. Their data are NEVER 

useful for monitoring the amount of violence. I.e. they CANNOT 

give use prevalence.  If services are getting better and stigma 

becomes less than more women will report. 

From the background paper it seems to me that these basic notions 

are completely lacking. The indicators mirror those that are for 

measuring prevalence and as such can only be measured through 

surveys. Nevertheless surveys are not or hardly mentioned as source 

of data. 

Dear Henriette, 

today we are focusing on administrative data mainly- i.e. incidences. of course these 

numbers reveal only the small part of the problem. But in order to have comparable 

data across the EU, we should start somewhere, and we need to start working with 

official sources of data, encouraging them to improve the data collection systems and 

follow agreed indicators. 

While surveys are of course a valuable source, EU-wide surveys focusing on VAW are not carried out 

regularly, but only every couple of years.  

The indicator for IPV is similar to the one suggested by the UN for surveys however our information on 

definitions, sources and units adapts the indicator to be measured with administrative data.  



The fact that administrative data depends on the reporting rate is of course an issue, but administrative 

data has other advantages and should be seen complementary.  

We also looked at surveys and what they measure and this is discussed in the Analytical Paper that will 

be published at a later point.  

However, again, since this study focuses on administrative data this is mainly what we discuss here.  

VAW surveys for prevalence are the only source that gives prevalence data. They do however not need 

to be very frequent because VAW prevalence does not usually change fast. Once every 5 years is in most 

cases good enough. Prevalence indicatos can NOT be used for administrative data. This is per definition. 

You can count cases but they do not give you the extent of the problem. There will be more with better 

services. They give the story of the USE of the services or the quality, or the access.. i.e. not the story of 

the amount of vilence. 

64. Siusi Casaccia | 07/07/2016, 10:34 CEST (+02:00) 

we can say also that from social services (that's a public body) you haven' administrative data organised 

to be compared with police or criminal or hospital data, and that data from ngos usually  are not 

recognised in a official way 

65. Daniela Cherubini | 07/07/2016, 10:34 CEST (+02:00) 

Elena Fries-Tersch Milieu wrote: 

Jurgita Peciuriene wrote: 

Henriette Jansen wrote: 

Nathalie Meurens wrote: 

Clarifications of the task at hand: 

Whenever I start working with people on data collection on VAW I 

usually start with an exercise on data sources and what each of the 

data sources can tell us and cannot tell us. Data sources will usually 

be grouped in surveys and administrative records. Then we explain 

what prevalence is and how this can or cannot be measured with the 

various data sources. 

In any country between 1-10% of women suffering IPV or sexual 

violence will ever approach police or health. Their data are NEVER 

useful for monitoring the amount of violence. I.e. they CANNOT 

give use prevalence.  If services are getting better and stigma 

becomes less than more women will report. 

From the background paper it seems to me that these basic notions 

are completely lacking. The indicators mirror those that are for 

measuring prevalence and as such can only be measured through 

surveys. Nevertheless surveys are not or hardly mentioned as source 

of data. 

Dear Henriette, 

today we are focusing on administrative data mainly- i.e. incidences. of course these 

numbers reveal only the small part of the problem. But in order to have comparable 

data across the EU, we should start somewhere, and we need to start working with 

official sources of data, encouraging them to improve the data collection systems and 

follow agreed indicators. 

While surveys are of course a valuable source, EU-wide surveys focusing on VAW are not carried out 

regularly, but only every couple of years.  

The indicator for IPV is similar to the one suggested by the UN for surveys however our information on 

definitions, sources and units adapts the indicator to be measured with administrative data.  

The fact that administrative data depends on the reporting rate is of course an issue, but administrative 

data has other advantages and should be seen complementary.  



We also looked at surveys and what they measure and this is discussed in the Analytical Paper that will 

be published at a later point.  

However, again, since this study focuses on administrative data this is mainly what we discuss here.  

thank you for the clarification, Let's focus on adm data ok :) 

 

66. Jurgita Peciuriene | 07/07/2016, 10:36 CEST (+02:00) 

Commission on Domestic Violence wrote: 

The general indicator is clear however data collected by police and hospital at this stage is still not 

comparable because there are a number of different indicators which are collected and provided by the 

various sources. 

Some sources but not all also provide data on stalking and neglect. 

Alos as stated by others many do not report  and this affects the reliability of the data. 

would it help if we compare data collected by police from all MS separatly and data collected by healh 

care institutions separtely? meaning compare data  collected by different sources separatly? 

67. Tugce Tugran | 07/07/2016, 10:36 CEST (+02:00) 

Council of Europe wrote: 

Henriette Jansen wrote: 

Nathalie Meurens wrote: 

Title of the proposed general indicator on IPV:  

Women victims of intimate partner violence aged 18 and over, as a 

share of the total population of women of the same age group 

Within the scope of this indicator, intimate partner violence should 

be understood as: Any act of physical, sexual, psychological or 

economic violence that occurs between former or current spouses 

or partners, whether or not the perpetrator shares or has shared the 

same residence with the victim. 

The indicator could be measured by the following sources and units: 

1.    Source: Police records of crimes (cases reported to the police); 

units: female victims. 

2.    Source: Hospital and healthcare professionals’ records; units: 

female patients. 

3.    Source: Social Services Providers; units: women seeking shelter 

or assistance. 

Data for sources 1 and 3 should always be provided. Source 3 would 

need to specify the types of social services providers covered by the 

data: telephone helplines, women’s shelters, other social assistance. 

Data should be aggregated nationally, using methods that ensure 

national comparability and coverage. Where data come from more 

than one type of source (e.g. from telephone helplines and women’s 

shelters), it may be submitted separately. Data from source 2, again, 

may prove more difficult to gather. 

For more information on relevance and how this indicator 

complements other indicators, please consult the background note. 

Our first questions to you are: 

1. Is the indicator clear? 

2. Does the indicator cover the most important aspects of the 

incidence of IPV?  



Clarifications of the task at hand: 

Whenever I start working with people on data collection on VAW I usually start with 

an exercise on data sources and what each of the data sources can tell us and cannot tell 

us. Data sources will usually be grouped in surveys and administrative records. Then 

we explain what prevalence is and how this can or cannot be measured with the various 

data sources. 

In any country between 1-10% of women suffering IPV or sexual violence will ever 

approach police or health. Their data are NEVER useful for monitoring the amount of 

violence. I.e. they CANNOT give use prevalence.  If services are getting better and 

stigma becomes less than more women will report. 

From the background paper it seems to me that these basic notions are completely 

lacking. The indicators mirror those that are for measuring prevalence and as such can 

only be measured through surveys. Nevertheless surveys are not or hardly mentioned 

as source of data. 

I would support Henriette in that it is important to think from the point of view of what data source can 

tell us. The three data sources listed in the background paper are all valid sources but of different levels 

of usefulness when it comes to assessing prevalence. And what about double counting? If a woman does 

go to the police after she has been to hospital - will that case be counted twice? 

Hi; I am Tugce from Milieu, replying some of the comments, I wanted to reply to your post about double 

counting: Different sources of data are used to collect data; but the data itself is not merged so numbers 

coming from social services or the police are separate ; they are also different in nature-they use different 

definitions etc . In other words, numbers from police and social services will not be added up so there 

will not be an issue of double counting. We think it might be useful to see how numbers differ across 

sectors-for instance, reporting to police might be lower than reporting to social services or health 

etc…Does this answer your question? Thank you 

68. Henriette Jansen | 07/07/2016, 10:36 CEST (+02:00) 

Jurgita Peciuriene wrote: 

Maria Guseppina Muratore wrote: 

dear Jurgita, 

I agree about to improve better admistrative statistics, 

but administrative records are not useful at all to measure IPV.  

they can be useful at least for women homicide 

Dear Gusie, what are the main challenges/problems using administrative records to measure IPV from 

your perspective?. Would it be possible to overcome it somwehow? 

Yes I agree, adminstrative records are only good for femicide, provided they collect all the data elements: 

on victim, perpetrator and the relation between both. 

69. Henriette Jansen | 07/07/2016, 10:38 CEST (+02:00) 

For the definitions: for surveys the definitions would need to be operational (measurable) and able to get 

comparible data while this is NOT a requirement for admin records that should reflect (legal) context. I 

agree it is good to have better administrative records but the are NOT suitable for cross country 

comparability. The countries have different legal definitions and we cannot expect those will be aligned. 

70. Daniela Cherubini | 07/07/2016, 10:39 CEST (+02:00) 

Daniela Cherubini wrote: 

Elena Fries-Tersch Milieu wrote: 

Jurgita Peciuriene wrote: 

Henriette Jansen wrote: 

Nathalie Meurens wrote: 

Clarifications of the task at hand: 



Whenever I start working with people on data 

collection on VAW I usually start with an exercise 

on data sources and what each of the data sources 

can tell us and cannot tell us. Data sources will 

usually be grouped in surveys and administrative 

records. Then we explain what prevalence is and 

how this can or cannot be measured with the 

various data sources. 

In any country between 1-10% of women suffering 

IPV or sexual violence will ever approach police 

or health. Their data are NEVER useful for 

monitoring the amount of violence. I.e. they 

CANNOT give use prevalence.  If services are 

getting better and stigma becomes less than more 

women will report. 

From the background paper it seems to me that 

these basic notions are completely lacking. The 

indicators mirror those that are for measuring 

prevalence and as such can only be measured 

through surveys. Nevertheless surveys are not or 

hardly mentioned as source of data. 

Dear Henriette, 

today we are focusing on administrative data mainly- i.e. incidences. 

of course these numbers reveal only the small part of the problem. 

But in order to have comparable data across the EU, we should start 

somewhere, and we need to start working with official sources of 

data, encouraging them to improve the data collection systems and 

follow agreed indicators. 

While surveys are of course a valuable source, EU-wide surveys focusing on VAW are 

not carried out regularly, but only every couple of years.  

The indicator for IPV is similar to the one suggested by the UN for surveys however 

our information on definitions, sources and units adapts the indicator to be measured 

with administrative data.  

The fact that administrative data depends on the reporting rate is of course an issue, but 

administrative data has other advantages and should be seen complementary.  

We also looked at surveys and what they measure and this is discussed in the Analytical 

Paper that will be published at a later point.  

However, again, since this study focuses on administrative data this is mainly what we 

discuss here.  

thank you for the clarification, Let's focus on adm data ok :) 

Anyway, I propose to revise the name of the indicators, to point out that they are measures for reported 

violence, rather than proper prevalence indicators. Just to communicate clearer what these indicators 

really assess. 

71. Inger Lövkrona | 07/07/2016, 10:40 CEST (+02:00) 

I find the indicators clear, and it also may include same-sex violence. I do not quite agree with the age 

group of 18 and over. So called "dating violence"  is an increasing phenomenon, at least in Sweden, and 

girls from 15 are exposed. It is important to catch this to get a full overview. 

As to the sources: Police records (source 1) would give the prevalence, nothing else. However, it may 

serve as a starting point to raise more qualitative questions id e. in a survey - and a policy dokument. 

Source 3 is important in order to deeping the knowledge. As to source 2, in Sweden thwe NCK (national 

Center for...) try to design a tool, but as is said, thera are hinders and complications. 

72. Elena Fries-Tersch Milieu | 07/07/2016, 10:40 CEST (+02:00) 



Daniela Cherubini wrote: 

Nathalie Meurens wrote: 

Title of the proposed general indicator on IPV:  

Women victims of intimate partner violence aged 18 and over, as a share of the total 

population of women of the same age group 

Within the scope of this indicator, intimate partner violence should be understood as: 

Any act of physical, sexual, psychological or economic violence that occurs between 

former or current spouses or partners, whether or not the perpetrator shares or has 

shared the same residence with the victim. 

The indicator could be measured by the following sources and units: 

1.    Source: Police records of crimes (cases reported to the police); units: female 

victims. 

2.    Source: Hospital and healthcare professionals’ records; units: female patients. 

3.    Source: Social Services Providers; units: women seeking shelter or assistance. 

Data for sources 1 and 3 should always be provided. Source 3 would need to specify 

the types of social services providers covered by the data: telephone helplines, women’s 

shelters, other social assistance. Data should be aggregated nationally, using methods 

that ensure national comparability and coverage. Where data come from more than one 

type of source (e.g. from telephone helplines and women’s shelters), it may be 

submitted separately. Data from source 2, again, may prove more difficult to gather. 

For more information on relevance and how this indicator complements other 

indicators, please consult the background note. 

Our first questions to you are: 

1. Is the indicator clear? 

2. Does the indicator cover the most important aspects of the incidence of IPV?  

1, the definition of the indicator is clear. I think we should discuss the sources and their relation with the 

indicator, as suggested by other participants to the discussion. Another clarification: Is it a composite 

indicators, the sum of the other indicators collected (related to physical violence in intimate relationships, 

pshycolog. violence, economic violence, sexual) or is it another, indipendent measure? 

2. following the definition you provide, yes. But its real contents and abiltiy to cover the most important 

aspects of IPV really depends on the sources. Example: which forms of violence are covered by the police 

data on reported crimes, in each member states? Have you already done some exploration on that? 

Wheteher and how do they define and cover, for instance, personal injuries, stalking, date rape, "marital" 

rape etc..... 

thank u 

1. no, it is not in general supposed to be a composite indicator, because not all Member States will have 

data for all types of violence of IPV. Furthermore, incidents may be counted twice, under different forms 

of violence, because sometimes they can be part of both (e.g. of sexual and physical); therefore, it would 

be tricky to have a composite indicator. The reason why we also have a general indicator is that many 

sources will probably not be able to provide separate data on each of the forms, but only data generally 

on IPV.  

2. yes, we did an analysis of which types of violence the legal definitions used for data collection cover. 

however it is not always clear if separate data is available for each of the different types. In addition, we 

know for several countries in which categories the data is collected.  

73. Commission on Domestic Violence | 07/07/2016, 10:40 CEST (+02:00) 

Jurgita Peciuriene wrote: 

Commission on Domestic Violence wrote: 



The general indicator is clear however data collected by police and hospital at this stage 

is still not comparable because there are a number of different indicators which are 

collected and provided by the various sources. 

Some sources but not all also provide data on stalking and neglect. 

Alos as stated by others many do not report  and this affects the reliability of the data. 

would it help if we compare data collected by police from all MS separatly and data collected by healh 

care institutions separtely? meaning compare data  collected by different sources separatly? 

Hello from Malta. 

It depends on what we would use the statistics for, if we are trying to collect a nationwide clear picture 

of IPV then we have to try and collate the data but obviously this is not without difficulty. We are working 

towards a harmonised data collection. 

74. Jurgita Peciuriene | 07/07/2016, 10:40 CEST (+02:00) 

Henriette Jansen wrote: 

Elena Fries-Tersch Milieu wrote: 

Jurgita Peciuriene wrote: 

Henriette Jansen wrote: 

Nathalie Meurens wrote: 

Clarifications of the task at hand: 

Whenever I start working with people on data 

collection on VAW I usually start with an exercise 

on data sources and what each of the data sources 

can tell us and cannot tell us. Data sources will 

usually be grouped in surveys and administrative 

records. Then we explain what prevalence is and 

how this can or cannot be measured with the 

various data sources. 

In any country between 1-10% of women suffering 

IPV or sexual violence will ever approach police 

or health. Their data are NEVER useful for 

monitoring the amount of violence. I.e. they 

CANNOT give use prevalence.  If services are 

getting better and stigma becomes less than more 

women will report. 

From the background paper it seems to me that 

these basic notions are completely lacking. The 

indicators mirror those that are for measuring 

prevalence and as such can only be measured 

through surveys. Nevertheless surveys are not or 

hardly mentioned as source of data. 

Dear Henriette, 

today we are focusing on administrative data mainly- i.e. incidences. 

of course these numbers reveal only the small part of the problem. 

But in order to have comparable data across the EU, we should start 

somewhere, and we need to start working with official sources of 

data, encouraging them to improve the data collection systems and 

follow agreed indicators. 

While surveys are of course a valuable source, EU-wide surveys focusing on VAW are 

not carried out regularly, but only every couple of years.  



The indicator for IPV is similar to the one suggested by the UN for surveys however 

our information on definitions, sources and units adapts the indicator to be measured 

with administrative data.  

The fact that administrative data depends on the reporting rate is of course an issue, but 

administrative data has other advantages and should be seen complementary.  

We also looked at surveys and what they measure and this is discussed in the Analytical 

Paper that will be published at a later point.  

However, again, since this study focuses on administrative data this is mainly what we 

discuss here.  

VAW surveys for prevalence are the only source that gives prevalence data. They do however not need 

to be very frequent because VAW prevalence does not usually change fast. Once every 5 years is in most 

cases good enough. Prevalence indicatos can NOT be used for administrative data. This is per definition. 

You can count cases but they do not give you the extent of the problem. There will be more with better 

services. They give the story of the USE of the services or the quality, or the access.. i.e. not the story of 

the amount of vilence. 

any advice on possible indicator on IPV for administratitve data collection? we aim to improve the 

administrative data collection at EU 

75. Henriette Jansen | 07/07/2016, 10:42 CEST (+02:00) 

Jurgita Peciuriene wrote: 

Henriette Jansen wrote: 

Daniela Cherubini wrote: 

Henriette Jansen wrote: 

Nathalie Meurens wrote: 

Title of the proposed general 

indicator on IPV:  

Women victims of intimate 

partner violence aged 18 and 

over, as a share of the total 

population of women of the 

same age group 

Within the scope of this 

indicator, intimate partner 

violence should be understood 

as: Any act of physical, sexual, 

psychological or economic 

violence that occurs between 

former or current spouses or 

partners, whether or not the 

perpetrator shares or has 

shared the same residence with 

the victim. 

The indicator could be measured 

by the following sources and 

units: 

1.    Source: Police records of 

crimes (cases reported to the 

police); units: female victims. 

2.    Source: Hospital and 

healthcare professionals’ 

records; units: female patients. 



3.    Source: Social Services 

Providers; units: women seeking 

shelter or assistance. 

Data for sources 1 and 3 should 

always be provided. Source 3 

would need to specify the types 

of social services providers 

covered by the data: telephone 

helplines, women’s shelters, 

other social assistance. Data 

should be aggregated nationally, 

using methods that ensure 

national comparability and 

coverage. Where data come 

from more than one type of 

source (e.g. from telephone 

helplines and women’s shelters), 

it may be submitted separately. 

Data from source 2, again, may 

prove more difficult to gather. 

For more information on 

relevance and how this indicator 

complements other indicators, 

please consult the background 

note. 

Our first questions to you are: 

1. Is the indicator clear? 

2. Does the indicator 

cover the most 

important aspects of 

the incidence of IPV?  

Clarifications of the task at hand: 

Whenever I start working with people on data 

collection on VAW I usually start with an exercise 

on data sources and what each of the data sources 

can tell us and cannot tell us. Data sources will 

usually be grouped in surveys and administrative 

records. Then we explain what prevalence is and 

how this can or cannot be measured with the 

various data sources. 

In any country between 1-10% of women suffering 

IPV or sexual violence will ever approach police 

or health. Their data are NEVER useful for 

monitoring the amount of violence. I.e. they 

CANNOT give use prevalence.  If services are 

getting better and stigma becomes less than more 

women will report. 

From the background paper it seems to me that 

these basic notions are completely lacking. The 

indicators mirror those that are for measuring 

prevalence and as such can only be measured 

through surveys. Nevertheless surveys are not or 

hardly mentioned as source of data. 

I am also wondering why the attention is given to administrative data 

instead of survey data. Is there a backgound reason for that' (e.g the 



study intentionally focuses on indicators from administrative 

sources)? thak u 

Also as an indicators for prevalence of partner violence is is not complete or consistent 

with those around the world. 

The denominator should be ever-partnered rather than all women and there should be a 

clear reference period (in the text it refers to the current year; but should be for example 

in lifetime or in the past 12 months). 

Dear Henriette, would you please clarify the denominator on ever-partnered versus all women 

As Guiseppe mentions: it should be the women 'at risk'. Only women that have had partners can be in the 

denominators of a prevalence indicator. But if we are not talking about surveys, you will not be able to 

measure prevalence at all. 

76. Concetta Carrà | 07/07/2016, 10:42 CEST (+02:00) 

I'm sorry 

I must go 

bye to everyone 

77. Jurgita Peciuriene | 07/07/2016, 10:43 CEST (+02:00) 

Commission on Domestic Violence wrote: 

Jurgita Peciuriene wrote: 

Commission on Domestic Violence wrote: 

The general indicator is clear however data collected by police and 

hospital at this stage is still not comparable because there are a 

number of different indicators which are collected and provided by 

the various sources. 

Some sources but not all also provide data on stalking and neglect. 

Alos as stated by others many do not report  and this affects the 

reliability of the data. 

would it help if we compare data collected by police from all MS separatly and data 

collected by healh care institutions separtely? meaning compare data  collected by 

different sources separatly? 

Hello from Malta. 

It depends on what we would use the statistics for, if we are trying to collect a nationwide clear picture 

of IPV then we have to try and collate the data but obviously this is not without difficulty. We are 

working towards a harmonised data collection. 

Thank you for your comment. EIGE is committed to work towards harmonisation of administrative data 

78. Elena Fries-Tersch Milieu | 07/07/2016, 10:43 CEST (+02:00) 

Thank you for your input. Further questions to be discussed are the following:  

1.    Do you agree with the age group of 18 and over? 

2. Will the indicators help to achieve a comparable measurement of IPV across the EU 28? 

3.   In your opinion, which challenges are very likely to arise if these indicators are implemented at 

national level? How can these be overcome? 

79. Jurgita Peciuriene | 07/07/2016, 10:45 CEST (+02:00) 

Henriette Jansen wrote: 

Jurgita Peciuriene wrote: 

Henriette Jansen wrote: 



Daniela Cherubini wrote: 

Henriette Jansen wrote: 

Nathalie Meurens wrote: 

Title of the proposed general indicator on IPV:  

Women victims of intimate partner violence aged 18 and over, as a share of 

the total population of women of the same age group 

Within the scope of this indicator, intimate partner violence should be 

understood as: Any act of physical, sexual, psychological or economic 

violence that occurs between former or current spouses or partners, whether 

or not the perpetrator shares or has shared the same residence with the victim. 

The indicator could be measured by the following sources and units: 

1.    Source: Police records of crimes (cases reported to the police); units: 

female victims. 

2.    Source: Hospital and healthcare professionals’ records; units: female 

patients. 

3.    Source: Social Services Providers; units: women seeking shelter or 

assistance. 

Data for sources 1 and 3 should always be provided. Source 3 would need to 

specify the types of social services providers covered by the data: telephone 

helplines, women’s shelters, other social assistance. Data should be 

aggregated nationally, using methods that ensure national comparability and 

coverage. Where data come from more than one type of source (e.g. from 

telephone helplines and women’s shelters), it may be submitted separately. 

Data from source 2, again, may prove more difficult to gather. 

For more information on relevance and how this indicator complements other 

indicators, please consult the background note. 

Our first questions to you are: 

Is the indicator clear? 

Does the indicator cover the most important aspects of the incidence of IPV?  

Clarifications of the task at hand: 

Whenever I start working with people on data collection on VAW I usually 

start with an exercise on data sources and what each of the data sources can 

tell us and cannot tell us. Data sources will usually be grouped in surveys and 

administrative records. Then we explain what prevalence is and how this can 

or cannot be measured with the various data sources. 

In any country between 1-10% of women suffering IPV or sexual violence 

will ever approach police or health. Their data are NEVER useful for 

monitoring the amount of violence. I.e. they CANNOT give use prevalence.  If 

services are getting better and stigma becomes less than more women will 

report. 

From the background paper it seems to me that these basic notions are 

completely lacking. The indicators mirror those that are for measuring 

prevalence and as such can only be measured through surveys. Nevertheless 

surveys are not or hardly mentioned as source of data. 



I am also wondering why the attention is given to administrative data instead 

of survey data. Is there a backgound reason for that' (e.g the study intentionally 

focuses on indicators from administrative sources)? thak u 

Also as an indicators for prevalence of partner violence is is not 

complete or consistent with those around the world. 

The denominator should be ever-partnered rather than all women and 

there should be a clear reference period (in the text it refers to the 

current year; but should be for example in lifetime or in the past 12 

months). 

Dear Henriette, would you please clarify the denominator on ever-partnered versus all 

women 

As Guiseppe mentions: it should be the women 'at risk'. Only women that have had partners can be in the 

denominators of a prevalence indicator. But if we are not talking about surveys, you will not be able to 

measure prevalence at all. 

Yes, we are not talking about prevalence, we are looking for comparable data on incidences. I understand 

your point that the indicator is formulated in a wrong way and we appreciate your input on that! 

80. Marta Adiego | 07/07/2016, 10:45 CEST (+02:00) 

Elena Fries-Tersch Milieu wrote: 

Daniela Cherubini wrote: 

Nathalie Meurens wrote: 

Title of the proposed general indicator on IPV:  

Women victims of intimate partner violence aged 18 and over, as a 

share of the total population of women of the same age group 

Within the scope of this indicator, intimate partner violence should 

be understood as: Any act of physical, sexual, psychological or 

economic violence that occurs between former or current spouses 

or partners, whether or not the perpetrator shares or has shared the 

same residence with the victim. 

The indicator could be measured by the following sources and units: 

1.    Source: Police records of crimes (cases reported to the police); 

units: female victims. 

2.    Source: Hospital and healthcare professionals’ records; units: 

female patients. 

3.    Source: Social Services Providers; units: women seeking shelter 

or assistance. 

Data for sources 1 and 3 should always be provided. Source 3 would 

need to specify the types of social services providers covered by the 

data: telephone helplines, women’s shelters, other social assistance. 

Data should be aggregated nationally, using methods that ensure 

national comparability and coverage. Where data come from more 

than one type of source (e.g. from telephone helplines and women’s 

shelters), it may be submitted separately. Data from source 2, again, 

may prove more difficult to gather. 

For more information on relevance and how this indicator 

complements other indicators, please consult the background note. 

Our first questions to you are: 

1. Is the indicator clear? 

2. Does the indicator cover the most important aspects of the 

incidence of IPV?  



1, the definition of the indicator is clear. I think we should discuss the sources and their 

relation with the indicator, as suggested by other participants to the discussion. Another 

clarification: Is it a composite indicators, the sum of the other indicators collected 

(related to physical violence in intimate relationships, pshycolog. violence, economic 

violence, sexual) or is it another, indipendent measure? 

2. following the definition you provide, yes. But its real contents and abiltiy to cover 

the most important aspects of IPV really depends on the sources. Example: which forms 

of violence are covered by the police data on reported crimes, in each member states? 

Have you already done some exploration on that? Wheteher and how do they define 

and cover, for instance, personal injuries, stalking, date rape, "marital" rape etc..... 

thank u 

1. no, it is not in general supposed to be a composite indicator, because not all Member States will have 

data for all types of violence of IPV. Furthermore, incidents may be counted twice, under different forms 

of violence, because sometimes they can be part of both (e.g. of sexual and physical); therefore, it would 

be tricky to have a composite indicator. The reason why we also have a general indicator is that many 

sources will probably not be able to provide separate data on each of the forms, but only data generally 

on IPV.  

2. yes, we did an analysis of which types of violence the legal definitions used for data collection cover. 

however it is not always clear if separate data is available for each of the different types. In addition, we 

know for several countries in which categories the data is collected.  

About types of violence covered by IPV in Spain, in the concept note you said Spain does not cover 

sexual violence within this context. This is not true, Intimate Partner Violence in Spain (women victims) 

is defined by law like this: "The gender-based violence to which this Act refers encompasses all acts of 

physical and psychological violence, including offencesagainst sexual liberty, threats, coercion and the 

arbitrary deprivation of liberty.as physical". Sexual violences is included. Please take this into account 

we have corrected already in the documents we help you with 

81. Henriette Jansen | 07/07/2016, 10:45 CEST (+02:00) 

Inger Lövkrona wrote: 

I find the indicators clear, and it also may include same-sex violence. I do not quite agree with the age 

group of 18 and over. So called "dating violence"  is an increasing phenomenon, at least in Sweden, and 

girls from 15 are exposed. It is important to catch this to get a full overview. 

As to the sources: Police records (source 1) would give the prevalence, nothing else. However, it may 

serve as a starting point to raise more qualitative questions id e. in a survey - and a policy dokument. 

Source 3 is important in order to deeping the knowledge. As to source 2, in Sweden thwe NCK (national 

Center for...) try to design a tool, but as is said, thera are hinders and complications. 

Hi Inger. Prevalence refers to the proportion of women experiencing IPV. Police data will reflect 

anywhere from 1 to 10% of this. Police records will reflect only the numbers reporting to the police. Not 

the proportion experiencing violence. 

82. Irene Rosales | 07/07/2016, 10:46 CEST (+02:00) 

Elena Fries-Tersch Milieu wrote: 

Thank you for your input. Further questions to be discussed are the following:  

1.    Do you agree with the age group of 18 and over? 

2. Will the indicators help to achieve a comparable measurement of IPV across the EU 28? 

3.   In your opinion, which challenges are very likely to arise if these indicators are implemented at 

national level? How can these be overcome? 

I think that we should try to recommend that administrative data records also information from 15 years 

old. This will go in line with the survey of FRA and it will also allow to get some information on the 

phenomenon of dating violence, although this is again highly underreported. 

83. Daniela Cherubini | 07/07/2016, 10:46 CEST (+02:00) 

Elena Fries-Tersch Milieu wrote: 



Daniela Cherubini wrote: 

Nathalie Meurens wrote: 

Title of the proposed general indicator on IPV:  

Women victims of intimate partner violence aged 18 and over, as a 

share of the total population of women of the same age group 

Within the scope of this indicator, intimate partner violence should 

be understood as: Any act of physical, sexual, psychological or 

economic violence that occurs between former or current spouses 

or partners, whether or not the perpetrator shares or has shared the 

same residence with the victim. 

The indicator could be measured by the following sources and units: 

1.    Source: Police records of crimes (cases reported to the police); 

units: female victims. 

2.    Source: Hospital and healthcare professionals’ records; units: 

female patients. 

3.    Source: Social Services Providers; units: women seeking shelter 

or assistance. 

Data for sources 1 and 3 should always be provided. Source 3 would 

need to specify the types of social services providers covered by the 

data: telephone helplines, women’s shelters, other social assistance. 

Data should be aggregated nationally, using methods that ensure 

national comparability and coverage. Where data come from more 

than one type of source (e.g. from telephone helplines and women’s 

shelters), it may be submitted separately. Data from source 2, again, 

may prove more difficult to gather. 

For more information on relevance and how this indicator 

complements other indicators, please consult the background note. 

Our first questions to you are: 

1. Is the indicator clear? 

2. Does the indicator cover the most important aspects of the 

incidence of IPV?  

1, the definition of the indicator is clear. I think we should discuss the sources and their 

relation with the indicator, as suggested by other participants to the discussion. Another 

clarification: Is it a composite indicators, the sum of the other indicators collected 

(related to physical violence in intimate relationships, pshycolog. violence, economic 

violence, sexual) or is it another, indipendent measure? 

2. following the definition you provide, yes. But its real contents and abiltiy to cover 

the most important aspects of IPV really depends on the sources. Example: which forms 

of violence are covered by the police data on reported crimes, in each member states? 

Have you already done some exploration on that? Wheteher and how do they define 

and cover, for instance, personal injuries, stalking, date rape, "marital" rape etc..... 

thank u 

1. no, it is not in general supposed to be a composite indicator, because not all Member States will have 

data for all types of violence of IPV. Furthermore, incidents may be counted twice, under different forms 

of violence, because sometimes they can be part of both (e.g. of sexual and physical); therefore, it would 

be tricky to have a composite indicator. The reason why we also have a general indicator is that many 

sources will probably not be able to provide separate data on each of the forms, but only data generally 

on IPV.  

2. yes, we did an analysis of which types of violence the legal definitions used for data collection cover. 

however it is not always clear if separate data is available for each of the different types. In addition, we 

know for several countries in which categories the data is collected.  



Thank you. Concerning the point 2: good that an anaysis of legal definition is already been done :) I 

imagine it has required an important effort. The problem to be addressed is related to availability of data. 

Let's focus on police data: have the member states data disaggregated for: sex of victim and perpetrator, 

relation between the two, age of the victim? do they cover and specify all the different typology of offence 

that can fall under the IPV? 

84. Marie Valentova | 07/07/2016, 10:46 CEST (+02:00) 

Henriette Jansen wrote: 

For the definitions: for surveys the definitions would need to be operational (measurable) and able to get 

comparible data while this is NOT a requirement for admin records that should reflect (legal) context. I 

agree it is good to have better administrative records but the are NOT suitable for cross country 

comparability. The countries have different legal definitions and we cannot expect those will be aligned. 

I do agree with this. there are many issues of comparability related to the proposed indicators based only 

on admin. records. An example, I some countries social assistance services and the net of NGOs are very 

developped and well spreadand victims have notably higher chance and consequently probability to 

report. On the contrary, in countries with lower supply of helping and assisting institutions that are not 

available in all regions of a country will be less likely to report, just for this reason.  In this context it 

would be absolutelly necessary to assess  the institutional setting and reporting practices in each country 

to understand what is reported and what not.  Survey data usage should be thus considered. 

85. Maria Guseppina Muratore | 07/07/2016, 10:46 CEST (+02:00) 

Jurgita Peciuriene wrote: 

Maria Guseppina Muratore wrote: 

dear Jurgita, 

I agree about to improve better admistrative statistics, 

but administrative records are not useful at all to measure IPV.  

they can be useful at least for women homicide 

Dear Gusie, what are the main challenges/problems using administrative records to measure IPV from 

your perspective?. Would it be possible to overcome it somwehow? 

the main problem  is that Administrative record don't measure victim/perpetrator relationship. The 

italian task force  (from the Dpartment of Equal Opportunity) asked to measure it to the Ministry of 

health, Justice, Interior to do it for crime potentially involved in IPV. 

But they are not doing it. 

Furthermore, even if, they will be not indictaors good  for prevalnce. But interestig data regarding the 

reporting behaviour 

86. Maria Guseppina Muratore | 07/07/2016, 10:47 CEST (+02:00) 

Jurgita Peciuriene wrote: 

Maria Guseppina Muratore wrote: 

dear Jurgita, 

I agree about to improve better admistrative statistics, 

but administrative records are not useful at all to measure IPV.  

they can be useful at least for women homicide 

Dear Gusie, what are the main challenges/problems using administrative records to measure IPV from 

your perspective?. Would it be possible to overcome it somwehow? 

the main problem  is that Administrative record don't measure victim/perpetrator relationship. The italian 

task force  (from the Dpartment of Equal Opportunity) asked to measure it to the Ministry of health, 

Justice, Interior to do it for crime potentially involved in IPV. 

But they are not doing it. 



Furthermore, even if, they will be not indictaors good  for prevalnce. But interestig data regarding the 

reporting behaviour 

87. Elena Fries-Tersch Milieu | 07/07/2016, 10:48 CEST (+02:00) 

Irene Rosales wrote: 

Elena Fries-Tersch Milieu wrote: 

Thank you for your input. Further questions to be discussed are the following:  

1.    Do you agree with the age group of 18 and over? 

2. Will the indicators help to achieve a comparable measurement of IPV across the 

EU 28? 

3.   In your opinion, which challenges are very likely to arise if these indicators are 

implemented at national level? How can these be overcome? 

I think that we should try to recommend that administrative data records also information from 15 years 

old. This will go in line with the survey of FRA and it will also allow to get some information on the 

phenomenon of dating violence, although this is again highly underreported. 

yes, thank you this is a good suggestion we will keep in mind. the reason we suggestesd 18 and above is 

because for many offences, such as rape, if the victim is a minor, it is a different offence, so might not 

be counted as the same category.  

88. Elke Moons | 07/07/2016, 10:48 CEST (+02:00) 

Elena Fries-Tersch Milieu wrote: 

Thank you for your input. Further questions to be discussed are the following:  

1.    Do you agree with the age group of 18 and over? 

2. Will the indicators help to achieve a comparable measurement of IPV across the EU 28? 

3.   In your opinion, which challenges are very likely to arise if these indicators are implemented at 

national level? How can these be overcome? 

1. We agree with Sweden that 18 is too high to be used as a starting age, perhaps 15/16 can be used? 

3. I think the most difficult part will be to get the data from the social services providers, since there are 

many different organisations without some kind of general input mechanism, such as police records 

89. Nathalie Meurens | 07/07/2016, 10:49 CEST (+02:00) 

Inger Lövkrona wrote: 

I find the indicators clear, and it also may include same-sex violence. I do not quite agree with the age 

group of 18 and over. So called "dating violence"  is an increasing phenomenon, at least in Sweden, and 

girls from 15 are exposed. It is important to catch this to get a full overview. 

As to the sources: Police records (source 1) would give the prevalence, nothing else. However, it may 

serve as a starting point to raise more qualitative questions id e. in a survey - and a policy dokument. 

Source 3 is important in order to deeping the knowledge. As to source 2, in Sweden thwe NCK (national 

Center for...) try to design a tool, but as is said, thera are hinders and complications. 

Hi Inger! 

Regarding the age group, which age group would you suggest considering the fact that age groups will 

vary across Member States regarding sexual violence within IPV?   

90. Federal Office of Justice | 07/07/2016, 10:50 CEST (+02:00) 

Although legal definitions vary in different MS, they do also reflect the social attitude of the given MS 

and are therefore valuable indicators. 

Administrative data completed by surveys (at larger intervals; i.e. five years) may be helpful even on 

behalf of prevalence rates. As the ratio of reported incidents to unreported once should not be subject to 

short-term changes (as long as there is no legal or social marking-point), the reported cases may very well 

be an indicator for all IPV. 



91. Henriette Jansen | 07/07/2016, 10:50 CEST (+02:00) 

one more comment on the background document. 

In your sections on complimentarity you refer to some very old documents on indicators and not 

international standard indicators (except where you mention the Guidelines for Producing statistics). 

Around the world the Statistical Institutions are involved in global processes on the development of 

violence indicators. As such the most recent ones are the UN indicators on VAW (9 indicators) and the 

new SDG indicators, in particular 5.2.1. (on intimate partner violence) and 5.2.2. (on sexual violence). 

There is a lot of work ongoing on defining how the measure this. How does this exercise fit in or support 

global work? The EU countries also will be committed to measure these. 

Please note that the global indicators, plus all sources mentioned in your footnotes are only those that 

can be measured in surveys. 

92. Elena Fries-Tersch Milieu | 07/07/2016, 10:50 CEST (+02:00) 

Elke Moons wrote: 

Elena Fries-Tersch Milieu wrote: 

Thank you for your input. Further questions to be discussed are the following:  

1.    Do you agree with the age group of 18 and over? 

2. Will the indicators help to achieve a comparable measurement of IPV across the 

EU 28? 

3.   In your opinion, which challenges are very likely to arise if these indicators are 

implemented at national level? How can these be overcome? 

1. We agree with Sweden that 18 is too high to be used as a starting age, perhaps 15/16 can be used? 

3. I think the most difficult part will be to get the data from the social services providers, since there are 

many different organisations without some kind of general input mechanism, such as police records 

re. the social services: yes, this is indeed a problem in many countries. therefore, we will clarify in the 

description of the indicator that data should be aggregated at national level and that the TYPE of social 

service the data refers to needs to be clearly indicated. As from our information, national telephone 

helplines, for example, are a good source, because they are operated centrally and nation-wide. For other 

types, it may be more complicated to provide aggregated data.  

93. Daniela Cherubini | 07/07/2016, 10:52 CEST (+02:00) 

Henriette Jansen wrote: 

[quote=Inger Lövkrona]  

I find the indicators clear, and it also may include same-sex violence. I do not quite agree with the age 

group of 18 and over. So called "dating violence"  is an increasing phenomenon, at least in Sweden, and 

girls from 15 are exposed. It is important to catch this to get a full overview. 

As to the sources: Police records (source 1) would give the prevalence, nothing else. However, it may 

serve as a starting point to raise more qualitative questions id e. in a survey - and a policy dokument. 

Source 3 is important in order to deeping the knowledge. As to source 2, in Sweden thwe NCK (national 

Center for...) try to design a tool, but as is said, thera are hinders and complications. 

I think that source 3 (social services and support services)  are important also for having proxies of 

prevalence. In relation to Italy, they cover more cases than police data. The problem is that they often 

have a local not national base 

94. Nikki Ray | 07/07/2016, 10:52 CEST (+02:00) 

Dear Marta, 

Thank you for the clarification. We will take it into account. 

Nikki (EIGE) 

95. Nathalie Meurens | 07/07/2016, 10:53 CEST (+02:00) 



Many thanks for your useful feedback. We are trying to respond to your comments as much as possible 

:) 

96. Anu Laas | 07/07/2016, 10:53 CEST (+02:00) 

Elena Fries-Tersch Milieu wrote: 

Irene Rosales wrote: 

Elena Fries-Tersch Milieu wrote: 

Thank you for your input. Further questions to be discussed are the 

following:  

1.    Do you agree with the age group of 18 and over? 

2. Will the indicators help to achieve a comparable measurement of 

IPV across the EU 28? 

3.   In your opinion, which challenges are very likely to arise if these 

indicators are implemented at national level? How can these be 

overcome? 

I think that we should try to recommend that administrative data records also 

information from 15 years old. This will go in line with the survey of FRA and it will 

also allow to get some information on the phenomenon of dating violence, although 

this is again highly underreported. 

yes, thank you this is a good suggestion we will keep in mind. the reason we suggestesd 18 and above is 

because for many offences, such as rape, if the victim is a minor, it is a different offence, so might not be 

counted as the same category.  

In Estonia 'a child' in this contexts is less than fourteen years of age by law. 

97. Henriette Jansen | 07/07/2016, 10:54 CEST (+02:00) 

Federal Office of Justice wrote: 

Although legal definitions vary in different MS, they do also reflect the social attitude of the given MS 

and are therefore valuable indicators. 

Administrative data completed by surveys (at larger intervals; i.e. five years) may be helpful even on 

behalf of prevalence rates. As the ratio of reported incidents to unreported once should not be subject to 

short-term changes (as long as there is no legal or social marking-point), the reported cases may very well 

be an indicator for all IPV. 

From experience the last comment is not realistic. If (e.g.) 2%  of abused women report partner violence 

to police (in one year) and if the next year you have installed female police offices, trained all officers 

and had an awareness campaign for the public the amount reporting can multiply signficantly with the 

same overall levels of violence. 

98. Elena Fries-Tersch Milieu | 07/07/2016, 10:55 CEST (+02:00) 

Federal Office of Justice wrote: 

Although legal definitions vary in different MS, they do also reflect the social attitude of the given MS 

and are therefore valuable indicators. 

Administrative data completed by surveys (at larger intervals; i.e. five years) may be helpful even on 

behalf of prevalence rates. As the ratio of reported incidents to unreported once should not be subject to 

short-term changes (as long as there is no legal or social marking-point), the reported cases may very well 

be an indicator for all IPV. 

yes, it was also our reflection that 'hamornisation' needs to leave some space for differences, because it 

needs to take the cultural or social connotations into account. however, the aim of the study is to develop 

definitions that provide a common denominator or starting point for collecting data. therefore, we 

developed brief definitions with examples, that are however not exhaustive.  

re. the reporting rate, indeed it would be a possibility to include the reporting rate in the calculation of the 

indicator by administrative data, e.g. as a weight. in this way, different reporting rates in different 

countries would be taken into account when comparing figures across MS. however - as you say - we 



would need to be sure that reporting rates do not vary too much from one year to another and that the data 

is reliable.  

99. Inger Lövkrona | 07/07/2016, 10:59 CEST (+02:00) 

Henriette Jansen wrote: 

Inger Lövkrona wrote: 

I find the indicators clear, and it also may include same-sex violence. I do not quite 

agree with the age group of 18 and over. So called "dating violence"  is an increasing 

phenomenon, at least in Sweden, and girls from 15 are exposed. It is important to catch 

this to get a full overview. 

As to the sources: Police records (source 1) would give the prevalence, nothing else. 

However, it may serve as a starting point to raise more qualitative questions id e. in a 

survey - and a policy dokument. Source 3 is important in order to deeping the 

knowledge. As to source 2, in Sweden thwe NCK (national Center for...) try to design 

a tool, but as is said, thera are hinders and complications. 

Hi Inger. Prevalence refers to the proportion of women experiencing IPV. Police data will reflect 

anywhere from 1 to 10% of this. Police records will reflect only the numbers reporting to the police. Not 

the proportion experiencing violence. 

Hi Henriette,correct, the numbers reported to the police do not tell about  proportions. However, the 

excact numbers is not that important, rather the forms of the violence. 

100. Daniela Cherubini | 07/07/2016, 10:59 CEST (+02:00) 

Elena Fries-Tersch Milieu wrote: 

Irene Rosales wrote: 

Elena Fries-Tersch Milieu wrote: 

Thank you for your input. Further questions to be discussed are the 

following:  

1.    Do you agree with the age group of 18 and over? 

2. Will the indicators help to achieve a comparable measurement of 

IPV across the EU 28? 

3.   In your opinion, which challenges are very likely to arise if these 

indicators are implemented at national level? How can these be 

overcome? 

I think that we should try to recommend that administrative data records also 

information from 15 years old. This will go in line with the survey of FRA and it will 

also allow to get some information on the phenomenon of dating violence, although 

this is again highly underreported. 

yes, thank you this is a good suggestion we will keep in mind. the reason we suggestesd 18 and above is 

because for many offences, such as rape, if the victim is a minor, it is a different offence, so might not be 

counted as the same category.  

1. (age) I understand the problem, however I agree with others saying that the best solution would be to 

have 15 years old as starting age, in order to have complementarity with most of the other data and 

indicators available, including survey data. It would be possible to include in the counting different 

typologies of offence, depending on the country and its legal system? 

101. Commission on Domestic Violence | 07/07/2016, 11:00 CEST (+02:00) 

Henriette Jansen wrote: 

Federal Office of Justice wrote: 

Although legal definitions vary in different MS, they do also reflect the social attitude 

of the given MS and are therefore valuable indicators. 



Administrative data completed by surveys (at larger intervals; i.e. five years) may be 

helpful even on behalf of prevalence rates. As the ratio of reported incidents to 

unreported once should not be subject to short-term changes (as long as there is no legal 

or social marking-point), the reported cases may very well be an indicator for all IPV. 

From experience the last comment is not realistic. If (e.g.) 2%  of abused women report partner violence 

to police (in one year) and if the next year you have installed female police offices, trained all officers 

and had an awareness campaign for the public the amount reporting can multiply signficantly with the 

same overall levels of violence. 

Yes, strongly agree on that one as training, awareness and education remove the stigma and fear form 

IPV thus we would see a further increase in reports or requests for assistance. 

102. Council of Europe | 07/07/2016, 11:00 CEST (+02:00) 

Tugce Tugran wrote: 

Council of Europe wrote: 

Henriette Jansen wrote: 

Nathalie Meurens wrote: 

Title of the proposed general indicator on IPV:  

Women victims of intimate partner violence aged 

18 and over, as a share of the total population of 

women of the same age group 

Within the scope of this indicator, intimate partner 

violence should be understood as: Any act of 

physical, sexual, psychological or economic 

violence that occurs between former or current 

spouses or partners, whether or not the 

perpetrator shares or has shared the same 

residence with the victim. 

The indicator could be measured by the following 

sources and units: 

1.    Source: Police records of crimes (cases 

reported to the police); units: female victims. 

2.    Source: Hospital and healthcare professionals’ 

records; units: female patients. 

3.    Source: Social Services Providers; units: 

women seeking shelter or assistance. 

Data for sources 1 and 3 should always be 

provided. Source 3 would need to specify the types 

of social services providers covered by the data: 

telephone helplines, women’s shelters, other social 

assistance. Data should be aggregated nationally, 

using methods that ensure national comparability 

and coverage. Where data come from more than 

one type of source (e.g. from telephone helplines 

and women’s shelters), it may be submitted 

separately. Data from source 2, again, may prove 

more difficult to gather. 

For more information on relevance and how this 

indicator complements other indicators, please 

consult the background note. 

Our first questions to you are: 

1. Is the indicator clear? 



2. Does the indicator cover the most 

important aspects of the incidence of 

IPV?  

Clarifications of the task at hand: 

Whenever I start working with people on data collection on VAW I 

usually start with an exercise on data sources and what each of the 

data sources can tell us and cannot tell us. Data sources will usually 

be grouped in surveys and administrative records. Then we explain 

what prevalence is and how this can or cannot be measured with the 

various data sources. 

In any country between 1-10% of women suffering IPV or sexual 

violence will ever approach police or health. Their data are NEVER 

useful for monitoring the amount of violence. I.e. they CANNOT 

give use prevalence.  If services are getting better and stigma 

becomes less than more women will report. 

From the background paper it seems to me that these basic notions 

are completely lacking. The indicators mirror those that are for 

measuring prevalence and as such can only be measured through 

surveys. Nevertheless surveys are not or hardly mentioned as source 

of data. 

I would support Henriette in that it is important to think from the point of view of what 

data source can tell us. The three data sources listed in the background paper are all 

valid sources but of different levels of usefulness when it comes to assessing 

prevalence. And what about double counting? If a woman does go to the police after 

she has been to hospital - will that case be counted twice? 

Hi; I am Tugce from Milieu, replying some of the comments, I wanted to reply to your post about double 

counting: Different sources of data are used to collect data; but the data itself is not merged so numbers 

coming from social services or the police are separate ; they are also different in nature-they use different 

definitions etc . In other words, numbers from police and social services will not be added up so there 

will not be an issue of double counting. We think it might be useful to see how numbers differ across 

sectors-for instance, reporting to police might be lower than reporting to social services or health 

etc…Does this answer your question? Thank you 

Yes, thank you. It is very helpful to know that the numbers  won't be added! 

103. Hana Spanikova | 07/07/2016, 11:00 CEST (+02:00) 

Daniela Cherubini wrote: 

Elena Fries-Tersch Milieu wrote: 

Daniela Cherubini wrote: 

Nathalie Meurens wrote: 

Title of the proposed general indicator on IPV:  

Women victims of intimate partner violence aged 

18 and over, as a share of the total population of 

women of the same age group 

Within the scope of this indicator, intimate partner 

violence should be understood as: Any act of 

physical, sexual, psychological or economic 

violence that occurs between former or current 

spouses or partners, whether or not the 

perpetrator shares or has shared the same 

residence with the victim. 

The indicator could be measured by the following 

sources and units: 



1.    Source: Police records of crimes (cases 

reported to the police); units: female victims. 

2.    Source: Hospital and healthcare professionals’ 

records; units: female patients. 

3.    Source: Social Services Providers; units: 

women seeking shelter or assistance. 

Data for sources 1 and 3 should always be 

provided. Source 3 would need to specify the types 

of social services providers covered by the data: 

telephone helplines, women’s shelters, other social 

assistance. Data should be aggregated nationally, 

using methods that ensure national comparability 

and coverage. Where data come from more than 

one type of source (e.g. from telephone helplines 

and women’s shelters), it may be submitted 

separately. Data from source 2, again, may prove 

more difficult to gather. 

For more information on relevance and how this 

indicator complements other indicators, please 

consult the background note. 

Our first questions to you are: 

1. Is the indicator clear? 

2. Does the indicator cover the most 

important aspects of the incidence of 

IPV?  

1, the definition of the indicator is clear. I think we should discuss 

the sources and their relation with the indicator, as suggested by other 

participants to the discussion. Another clarification: Is it a composite 

indicators, the sum of the other indicators collected (related to 

physical violence in intimate relationships, pshycolog. violence, 

economic violence, sexual) or is it another, indipendent measure? 

2. following the definition you provide, yes. But its real contents and 

abiltiy to cover the most important aspects of IPV really depends on 

the sources. Example: which forms of violence are covered by the 

police data on reported crimes, in each member states? Have you 

already done some exploration on that? Wheteher and how do they 

define and cover, for instance, personal injuries, stalking, date rape, 

"marital" rape etc..... 

thank u 

1. no, it is not in general supposed to be a composite indicator, because not all Member 

States will have data for all types of violence of IPV. Furthermore, incidents may be 

counted twice, under different forms of violence, because sometimes they can be part 

of both (e.g. of sexual and physical); therefore, it would be tricky to have a composite 

indicator. The reason why we also have a general indicator is that many sources will 

probably not be able to provide separate data on each of the forms, but only data 

generally on IPV.  

2. yes, we did an analysis of which types of violence the legal definitions used for data 

collection cover. however it is not always clear if separate data is available for each of 

the different types. In addition, we know for several countries in which categories the 

data is collected.  

Thank you. Concerning the point 2: good that an anaysis of legal definition is already been done :) I 

imagine it has required an important effort. The problem to be addressed is related to availability of data. 

Let's focus on police data: have the member states data disaggregated for: sex of victim and perpetrator, 



relation between the two, age of the victim? do they cover and specify all the different typology of offence 

that can fall under the IPV? 

Hello Daniela, 

I am a legal researcher from Milieu involved in this project According to our research, 16 Member States 

provide information on the nature of the relationship between victim and perpetrator. The sources provide 

information on the age and sex of the victim. Nevertheless, these sources are classified according to 

different age groups (i.e. 14+, 16+, 18+). 

104. Nathalie Meurens | 07/07/2016, 11:01 CEST (+02:00) 

Henriette Jansen wrote: 

Federal Office of Justice wrote: 

Although legal definitions vary in different MS, they do also reflect the social attitude 

of the given MS and are therefore valuable indicators. 

Administrative data completed by surveys (at larger intervals; i.e. five years) may be 

helpful even on behalf of prevalence rates. As the ratio of reported incidents to 

unreported once should not be subject to short-term changes (as long as there is no legal 

or social marking-point), the reported cases may very well be an indicator for all IPV. 

From experience the last comment is not realistic. If (e.g.) 2%  of abused women report partner violence 

to police (in one year) and if the next year you have installed female police offices, trained all officers 

and had an awareness campaign for the public the amount reporting can multiply signficantly with the 

same overall levels of violence. 

Hi Henriette, 

We are not aiming at replacing surveys as a method for measuring prevalence but to supplement it with 

harmonised administrative data. In addition, from our review of administrative data sources, most 

Member States collect meaningful data. We are here aiming at harmonising those in order to show the 

gender aspects of the criminal offences. At least 16 Member States collect data on the relationship 

between perpetrator and victims in relation to IPV offences. We aim at increasing this number. 

105. Jurgita Peciuriene | 07/07/2016, 11:01 CEST (+02:00) 

Henriette Jansen wrote: 

Federal Office of Justice wrote: 

Although legal definitions vary in different MS, they do also reflect the social attitude 

of the given MS and are therefore valuable indicators. 

Administrative data completed by surveys (at larger intervals; i.e. five years) may be 

helpful even on behalf of prevalence rates. As the ratio of reported incidents to 

unreported once should not be subject to short-term changes (as long as there is no legal 

or social marking-point), the reported cases may very well be an indicator for all IPV. 

From experience the last comment is not realistic. If (e.g.) 2%  of abused women report partner violence 

to police (in one year) and if the next year you have installed female police offices, trained all officers 

and had an awareness campaign for the public the amount reporting can multiply signficantly with the 

same overall levels of violence. 

As legal definitions are different, we aim for indicators based on definitions formulated only for statistical 

purposes. Under the indiactor we would like to count incidences as ratio based on population. Would it 

work? would you please propose the better wording of the indicator? 

106. Federal Office of Justice | 07/07/2016, 11:02 CEST (+02:00) 

Police crime statistics in Germany does collect data on victim-offender-relation very detailed, but they 

do not differentiate the victims by age in the same table. I guess the necessary data could be created 

though; but I am not sure. 

Coming back to the data sources: 

I really can't see, how it should be possible, to collect data from sources 2 and 3 in a comparable way in 

all MS. 



Nationwide helplines for example. At least in Germany there are so many helplines by administrative 

social services (almost every larger city has one), churches and private institutions, that it would be a 

really hard task to try and make a list of all possible data sources to start with. 

The same applies for the health service as well. Even more so, as the practitioner will not always be 

informed by his patient, that the injury is caused by a case of IPV. Accuracy of data collection would 

therefore depend quite a lot on the attentiveness of medical practitioners. 

107. Henriette Jansen | 07/07/2016, 11:02 CEST (+02:00) 

Jurgita Peciuriene wrote: 

Henriette Jansen wrote: 

Nathalie Meurens wrote: 

Clarifications of the task at hand: 

Whenever I start working with people on data collection on VAW I usually start with 

an exercise on data sources and what each of the data sources can tell us and cannot tell 

us. Data sources will usually be grouped in surveys and administrative records. Then 

we explain what prevalence is and how this can or cannot be measured with the various 

data sources. 

In any country between 1-10% of women suffering IPV or sexual violence will ever 

approach police or health. Their data are NEVER useful for monitoring the amount of 

violence. I.e. they CANNOT give use prevalence.  If services are getting better and 

stigma becomes less than more women will report. 

From the background paper it seems to me that these basic notions are completely 

lacking. The indicators mirror those that are for measuring prevalence and as such can 

only be measured through surveys. Nevertheless surveys are not or hardly mentioned 

as source of data. 

Dear Henriette, 

today we are focusing on administrative data mainly- i.e. incidences. of course these numbers reveal only 

the small part of the problem. But in order to have comparable data across the EU, we should start 

somewhere, and we need to start working with official sources of data, encouraging them to improve the 

data collection systems and follow agreed indicators. 

Sorry am reading backwards. If this is about incidences then the indicator should NOT include the portion 

'as a share of the total population of women of the same age group'. It should just refer to the women 

reporting and is not counting all victims. So it should be worded along these lines 'number of women 

reporting xxx type of violence aged 18 and over to the police in the last year' for example.  

108. Elena Fries-Tersch Milieu | 07/07/2016, 11:03 CEST (+02:00) 

Daniela Cherubini wrote: 

Elena Fries-Tersch Milieu wrote: 

Irene Rosales wrote: 

Elena Fries-Tersch Milieu wrote: 

Thank you for your input. Further questions to be 

discussed are the following:  

1.    Do you agree with the age group of 18 and 

over? 

2. Will the indicators help to achieve a 

comparable measurement of IPV across the EU 

28? 

3.   In your opinion, which challenges are very 

likely to arise if these indicators are implemented 

at national level? How can these be overcome? 



I think that we should try to recommend that administrative data 

records also information from 15 years old. This will go in line with 

the survey of FRA and it will also allow to get some information on 

the phenomenon of dating violence, although this is again highly 

underreported. 

yes, thank you this is a good suggestion we will keep in mind. the reason we suggestesd 

18 and above is because for many offences, such as rape, if the victim is a minor, it is 

a different offence, so might not be counted as the same category.  

1. (age) I understand the problem, however I agree with others saying that the best solution would be to 

have 15 years old as starting age, in order to have complementarity with most of the other data and 

indicators available, including survey data. It would be possible to include in the counting different 

typologies of offence, depending on the country and its legal system? 

yes, the point about the comparability with surveys is important, we will take it into account.  

 

109. Kathrin Eckhart Genderlibrary Luxembourg) | 07/07/2016, 11:04 CEST (+02:00) 

Hana Spanikova wrote: 

Daniela Cherubini wrote: 

Elena Fries-Tersch Milieu wrote: 

Daniela Cherubini wrote: 

Nathalie Meurens wrote: 

Title of the proposed general 

indicator on IPV:  

Women victims of intimate 

partner violence aged 18 and 

over, as a share of the total 

population of women of the 

same age group 

Within the scope of this 

indicator, intimate partner 

violence should be understood 

as: Any act of physical, sexual, 

psychological or economic 

violence that occurs between 

former or current spouses or 

partners, whether or not the 

perpetrator shares or has 

shared the same residence with 

the victim. 

The indicator could be 

measured by the following 

sources and units: 

1.    Source: Police records of 

crimes (cases reported to the 

police); units: female victims. 

2.    Source: Hospital and 

healthcare professionals’ 

records; units: female patients. 

3.    Source: Social Services 

Providers; units: women seeking 

shelter or assistance. 



Data for sources 1 and 3 should 

always be provided. Source 3 

would need to specify the types 

of social services providers 

covered by the data: telephone 

helplines, women’s shelters, 

other social assistance. Data 

should be aggregated nationally, 

using methods that ensure 

national comparability and 

coverage. Where data come 

from more than one type of 

source (e.g. from telephone 

helplines and women’s shelters), 

it may be submitted separately. 

Data from source 2, again, may 

prove more difficult to gather. 

For more information on 

relevance and how this indicator 

complements other indicators, 

please consult the background 

note. 

Our first questions to you are: 

1. Is the indicator clear? 

2. Does the indicator 

cover the most 

important aspects of 

the incidence of IPV?  

1, the definition of the indicator is clear. I think 

we should discuss the sources and their relation 

with the indicator, as suggested by other 

participants to the discussion. Another 

clarification: Is it a composite indicators, the sum 

of the other indicators collected (related to 

physical violence in intimate relationships, 

pshycolog. violence, economic violence, sexual) 

or is it another, indipendent measure? 

2. following the definition you provide, yes. But its 

real contents and abiltiy to cover the most 

important aspects of IPV really depends on the 

sources. Example: which forms of violence are 

covered by the police data on reported crimes, in 

each member states? Have you already done some 

exploration on that? Wheteher and how do they 

define and cover, for instance, personal injuries, 

stalking, date rape, "marital" rape etc..... 

thank u 

1. no, it is not in general supposed to be a composite indicator, 

because not all Member States will have data for all types of violence 

of IPV. Furthermore, incidents may be counted twice, under different 

forms of violence, because sometimes they can be part of both (e.g. 

of sexual and physical); therefore, it would be tricky to have a 

composite indicator. The reason why we also have a general indicator 

is that many sources will probably not be able to provide separate 

data on each of the forms, but only data generally on IPV.  



2. yes, we did an analysis of which types of violence the legal 

definitions used for data collection cover. however it is not always 

clear if separate data is available for each of the different types. In 

addition, we know for several countries in which categories the data 

is collected.  

Thank you. Concerning the point 2: good that an anaysis of legal definition is already 

been done :) I imagine it has required an important effort. The problem to be addressed 

is related to availability of data. Let's focus on police data: have the member states data 

disaggregated for: sex of victim and perpetrator, relation between the two, age of the 

victim? do they cover and specify all the different typology of offence that can fall 

under the IPV? 

Hello Daniela, 

I am a legal researcher from Milieu involved in this project According to our research, 16 Member States 

provide information on the nature of the relationship between victim and perpetrator. The sources provide 

information on the age and sex of the victim. Nevertheless, these sources are classified according to 

different age groups (i.e. 14+, 16+, 18+). 

I strongly support this classification (14 +, 16 + ....) because we also have to consider the changing forms 

of violence. 

110. Marta Adiego | 07/07/2016, 11:05 CEST (+02:00) 

Elena Fries-Tersch Milieu wrote: 

Thank you for your input. Further questions to be discussed are the following:  

1.    Do you agree with the age group of 18 and over? 

2. Will the indicators help to achieve a comparable measurement of IPV across the EU 28? 

3.   In your opinion, which challenges are very likely to arise if these indicators are implemented at 

national level? How can these be overcome? 

For us, group 15 and over would be better 

111. Jurgita Peciuriene | 07/07/2016, 11:05 CEST (+02:00) 

Do you have any suggestion on how the ratio of the population should be calculated? For example, 

should it be number of incidences per 1000 women in the same age group? 

112. Federal Office of Justice | 07/07/2016, 11:06 CEST (+02:00) 

Henriette Jansen wrote: 

... (as long as there is no legal or social marking-point), ....  

[/quote] 

From experience the last comment is not realistic. If (e.g.) 2%  of abused women report partner violence 

to police (in one year) and if the next year you have installed female police offices, trained all officers 

and had an awareness campaign for the public the amount reporting can multiply signficantly with the 

same overall levels of violence. 

Well, that is, what I would call a social marking-point. As every steep drop or rise in administrative 

statistics should at least be suspicious. And, in addition, the next survey should show those developments 

and therefore explain the administrative statistics. 

113. Zuzana Ocenasova | 07/07/2016, 11:07 CEST (+02:00) 

Henriette Jansen wrote: 

Jurgita Peciuriene wrote: 

Henriette Jansen wrote: 

Nathalie Meurens wrote: 

Clarifications of the task at hand: 



Whenever I start working with people on data collection on VAW I 

usually start with an exercise on data sources and what each of the 

data sources can tell us and cannot tell us. Data sources will usually 

be grouped in surveys and administrative records. Then we explain 

what prevalence is and how this can or cannot be measured with the 

various data sources. 

In any country between 1-10% of women suffering IPV or sexual 

violence will ever approach police or health. Their data are NEVER 

useful for monitoring the amount of violence. I.e. they CANNOT 

give use prevalence.  If services are getting better and stigma 

becomes less than more women will report. 

From the background paper it seems to me that these basic notions 

are completely lacking. The indicators mirror those that are for 

measuring prevalence and as such can only be measured through 

surveys. Nevertheless surveys are not or hardly mentioned as source 

of data. 

Dear Henriette, 

today we are focusing on administrative data mainly- i.e. incidences. of course these 

numbers reveal only the small part of the problem. But in order to have comparable 

data across the EU, we should start somewhere, and we need to start working with 

official sources of data, encouraging them to improve the data collection systems and 

follow agreed indicators. 

Sorry am reading backwards. If this is about incidences then the indicator should NOT include the portion 

'as a share of the total population of women of the same age group'. It should just refer to the women 

reporting and is not counting all victims. So it should be worded along these lines 'number of women 

reporting xxx type of violence aged 18 and over to the police in the last year' for example.  

I completely agree. As the reporting rate can be changed over time by different factors such as education, 

campaigns... It does not make sense to compare it with population data. If so, on national level it can be 

interesting to compare it with prevalence data from surveys. 

114. Nathalie Meurens | 07/07/2016, 11:08 CEST (+02:00) 

Henriette Jansen wrote: 

Jurgita Peciuriene wrote: 

Henriette Jansen wrote: 

Nathalie Meurens wrote: 

Clarifications of the task at hand: 

Whenever I start working with people on data collection on VAW I 

usually start with an exercise on data sources and what each of the 

data sources can tell us and cannot tell us. Data sources will usually 

be grouped in surveys and administrative records. Then we explain 

what prevalence is and how this can or cannot be measured with the 

various data sources. 

In any country between 1-10% of women suffering IPV or sexual 

violence will ever approach police or health. Their data are NEVER 

useful for monitoring the amount of violence. I.e. they CANNOT 

give use prevalence.  If services are getting better and stigma 

becomes less than more women will report. 

From the background paper it seems to me that these basic notions 

are completely lacking. The indicators mirror those that are for 

measuring prevalence and as such can only be measured through 

surveys. Nevertheless surveys are not or hardly mentioned as source 

of data. 

Dear Henriette, 



today we are focusing on administrative data mainly- i.e. incidences. of course these 

numbers reveal only the small part of the problem. But in order to have comparable 

data across the EU, we should start somewhere, and we need to start working with 

official sources of data, encouraging them to improve the data collection systems and 

follow agreed indicators. 

Sorry am reading backwards. If this is about incidences then the indicator should NOT include the portion 

'as a share of the total population of women of the same age group'. It should just refer to the women 

reporting and is not counting all victims. So it should be worded along these lines 'number of women 

reporting xxx type of violence aged 18 and over to the police in the last year' for example.  

Thank you for the suggested. This would help clarify that it focuses on reporting. However, our issue is 

to have comparable data. Do you have suggestions on how to achieve that without dividing by the total 

population? How would you define population at risk? 

 

115. Jurgita Peciuriene | 07/07/2016, 11:09 CEST (+02:00) 

Henriette Jansen wrote: 

Jurgita Peciuriene wrote: 

Henriette Jansen wrote: 

Nathalie Meurens wrote: 

Clarifications of the task at hand: 

Whenever I start working with people on data collection on VAW I 

usually start with an exercise on data sources and what each of the 

data sources can tell us and cannot tell us. Data sources will usually 

be grouped in surveys and administrative records. Then we explain 

what prevalence is and how this can or cannot be measured with the 

various data sources. 

In any country between 1-10% of women suffering IPV or sexual 

violence will ever approach police or health. Their data are NEVER 

useful for monitoring the amount of violence. I.e. they CANNOT 

give use prevalence.  If services are getting better and stigma 

becomes less than more women will report. 

From the background paper it seems to me that these basic notions 

are completely lacking. The indicators mirror those that are for 

measuring prevalence and as such can only be measured through 

surveys. Nevertheless surveys are not or hardly mentioned as source 

of data. 

Dear Henriette, 

today we are focusing on administrative data mainly- i.e. incidences. of course these 

numbers reveal only the small part of the problem. But in order to have comparable 

data across the EU, we should start somewhere, and we need to start working with 

official sources of data, encouraging them to improve the data collection systems and 

follow agreed indicators. 

Sorry am reading backwards. If this is about incidences then the indicator should NOT include the portion 

'as a share of the total population of women of the same age group'. It should just refer to the women 

reporting and is not counting all victims. So it should be worded along these lines 'number of women 

reporting xxx type of violence aged 18 and over to the police in the last year' for example.  

Thank you for your comment, however, if we take just the number of incidences, it is not possible to 

compare countries 

116. Federal Statistical Office of Germany | 07/07/2016, 11:09 CEST (+02:00) 

Good morning, I am Thomas Baumann, Federal Statistical Office of Germany. 



Each statistical data collection is faced with three basic questions: WHAT is/shall be collected HOW by 

WHOM? 

Following this discussion and reflecting the discussions we had at the Eurostat Working Group on 

Statistics on Crime and Criminal Justice I think there are currently a lot of initiatives (European Council: 

Istanbul convention, UN: Sustainable Development Goal 16, UN-International Crime  Classification for 

statistical purposes, Eurostat-Task Force on gender based violance ....). 

In my opinion it is important to try to avoid too big conceptional discrepances in definitions for the same 

kind of offence 

117. Barbora Holubová | 07/07/2016, 11:10 CEST (+02:00) 

Elena Fries-Tersch Milieu wrote: 

Thank you for your input. Further questions to be discussed are the following:  

1.    Do you agree with the age group of 18 and over? 

2. Will the indicators help to achieve a comparable measurement of IPV across the EU 28? 

3.   In your opinion, which challenges are very likely to arise if these indicators are implemented at 

national level? How can these be overcome? 

Hello, just joint the discussion from Slovakia - Institute for Labour and Family Research. 

1. I suppose the  age 18 will be agreeable in Slovakia in regard of the Penal Code definition and data 

collected by police and e.g. National Helpline for Women survivors. 

2. Yes,  we have to be pracmatic and agree at least at some common data. 

3. All the questions appearing here at this discussion will be repeated,  therefore all the work done to this 

time and all the limits of this solutions have to be make clear. The purpose is to find the most suitable and 

pragmatic solution. 

Barbora Holubova 

118. Elena Fries-Tersch Milieu | 07/07/2016, 11:10 CEST (+02:00) 

Federal Office of Justice wrote: 

Police crime statistics in Germany does collect data on victim-offender-relation very detailed, but they 

do not differentiate the victims by age in the same table. I guess the necessary data could be created 

though; but I am not sure. 

Coming back to the data sources: 

I really can't see, how it should be possible, to collect data from sources 2 and 3 in a comparable way in 

all MS. 

Nationwide helplines for example. At least in Germany there are so many helplines by administrative 

social services (almost every larger city has one), churches and private institutions, that it would be a 

really hard task to try and make a list of all possible data sources to start with. 

The same applies for the health service as well. Even more so, as the practitioner will not always be 

informed by his patient, that the injury is caused by a case of IPV. Accuracy of data collection would 

therefore depend quite a lot on the attentiveness of medical practitioners. 

yes, data from social services and health institutions is more difficult to gather. regarding social services, 

in Germany we identified one nation-wide helpline, but of course if there are other local ones, it will 

become difficult. however, in some countries, for example, Ireland and the UK, data from social services 

is aggregated at a national level. In the UK, there is a central institution that gathers data from social 

services through a questionnaire each year, in Ireland the data focuses on rape crisis centres. So, the 

indicators should also be seen as a way to incite improvements in that area.  

The same goes for health data, which would be very useful, because many institutions use the ICD-10 

codes across Europe, which would facilitate comparison.  

119. Henriette Jansen | 07/07/2016, 11:10 CEST (+02:00) 

Jurgita Peciuriene wrote: 



Henriette Jansen wrote: 

Federal Office of Justice wrote: 

Although legal definitions vary in different MS, they do also reflect 

the social attitude of the given MS and are therefore valuable 

indicators. 

Administrative data completed by surveys (at larger intervals; i.e. 

five years) may be helpful even on behalf of prevalence rates. As the 

ratio of reported incidents to unreported once should not be subject 

to short-term changes (as long as there is no legal or social marking-

point), the reported cases may very well be an indicator for all IPV. 

From experience the last comment is not realistic. If (e.g.) 2%  of abused women report 

partner violence to police (in one year) and if the next year you have installed female 

police offices, trained all officers and had an awareness campaign for the public the 

amount reporting can multiply signficantly with the same overall levels of violence. 

As legal definitions are different, we aim for indicators based on definitions formulated only for statistical 

purposes. Under the indiactor we would like to count incidences as ratio based on population. Would it 

work? would you please propose the better wording of the indicator? 

As mentioned elsewhere for admin recorrds I do not think it should be a ratio based on population. I also 

do not think it can be exactly a statistical definition as in surveys, simply because there are different legal 

contexts. Administrative statistics are not meant to be used for cross country comparability. They are for 

their own use (to see if services work, how many approach, how many cases are followed through, what 

is the final outcome: dropped or persecuted... ) 

120. Deirdre Brennan | 07/07/2016, 11:14 CEST (+02:00) 

Marta Adiego wrote: 

Elena Fries-Tersch Milieu wrote: 

Thank you for your input. Further questions to be discussed are the following:  

1.    Do you agree with the age group of 18 and over? 

2. Will the indicators help to achieve a comparable measurement of IPV across the 

EU 28? 

3.   In your opinion, which challenges are very likely to arise if these indicators are 

implemented at national level? How can these be overcome? 

For us, group 15 and over would be better 

Agreed, 15 and over would be better. 

Women's Aid Femicide Census currently in development includes women from 14 years and older. 

121. Daniela Cherubini | 07/07/2016, 11:14 CEST (+02:00) 

Hana Spanikova wrote: 

Daniela Cherubini wrote: 

Elena Fries-Tersch Milieu wrote: 

Daniela Cherubini wrote: 

Nathalie Meurens wrote: 

Title of the proposed general indicator on IPV:  

Women victims of intimate partner violence aged 18 and 

over, as a share of the total population of women of the same 

age group 



Within the scope of this indicator, intimate partner violence 

should be understood as: Any act of physical, sexual, 

psychological or economic violence that occurs between 

former or current spouses or partners, whether or not the 

perpetrator shares or has shared the same residence with the 

victim. 

The indicator could be measured by the following sources 

and units: 

1.    Source: Police records of crimes (cases reported to the 

police); units: female victims. 

2.    Source: Hospital and healthcare professionals’ records; 

units: female patients. 

3.    Source: Social Services Providers; units: women 

seeking shelter or assistance. 

Data for sources 1 and 3 should always be provided. Source 

3 would need to specify the types of social services 

providers covered by the data: telephone helplines, 

women’s shelters, other social assistance. Data should be 

aggregated nationally, using methods that ensure national 

comparability and coverage. Where data come from more 

than one type of source (e.g. from telephone helplines and 

women’s shelters), it may be submitted separately. Data 

from source 2, again, may prove more difficult to gather. 

For more information on relevance and how this indicator 

complements other indicators, please consult the 

background note. 

Our first questions to you are: 

Is the indicator clear? 

Does the indicator cover the most important aspects of the 

incidence of IPV?  

1, the definition of the indicator is clear. I think we 

should discuss the sources and their relation with 

the indicator, as suggested by other participants to 

the discussion. Another clarification: Is it a 

composite indicators, the sum of the other 

indicators collected (related to physical violence in 

intimate relationships, pshycolog. violence, 

economic violence, sexual) or is it another, 

indipendent measure? 

2. following the definition you provide, yes. But its 

real contents and abiltiy to cover the most 

important aspects of IPV really depends on the 

sources. Example: which forms of violence are 

covered by the police data on reported crimes, in 

each member states? Have you already done some 

exploration on that? Wheteher and how do they 

define and cover, for instance, personal injuries, 

stalking, date rape, "marital" rape etc..... 

thank u 



1. no, it is not in general supposed to be a composite indicator, 

because not all Member States will have data for all types of violence 

of IPV. Furthermore, incidents may be counted twice, under different 

forms of violence, because sometimes they can be part of both (e.g. 

of sexual and physical); therefore, it would be tricky to have a 

composite indicator. The reason why we also have a general indicator 

is that many sources will probably not be able to provide separate 

data on each of the forms, but only data generally on IPV.  

2. yes, we did an analysis of which types of violence the legal 

definitions used for data collection cover. however it is not always 

clear if separate data is available for each of the different types. In 

addition, we know for several countries in which categories the data 

is collected.  

Thank you. Concerning the point 2: good that an anaysis of legal definition is already 

been done :) I imagine it has required an important effort. The problem to be addressed 

is related to availability of data. Let's focus on police data: have the member states data 

disaggregated for: sex of victim and perpetrator, relation between the two, age of the 

victim? do they cover and specify all the different typology of offence that can fall 

under the IPV? 

Hello Daniela, 

I am a legal researcher from Milieu involved in this project According to our research, 16 Member States 

provide information on the nature of the relationship between victim and perpetrator. The sources provide 

information on the age and sex of the victim. Nevertheless, these sources are classified according to 

different age groups (i.e. 14+, 16+, 18+). 

Thank you Hana, I understand it is a complex task, and I am sure you re doing a good work. My questions 

are for understanding better the work done so far and what can be further done, so thank you very much 

for clarifying the point. with the same aim, I'd like to suggest to think about the national classifications 

of the typologies of offence - which ones will fall under our definition of IPV? Of course I do not need a 

complete answer here, it would require to much space, it is just to raise the issue thanks 

122. Jurgita Peciuriene | 07/07/2016, 11:14 CEST (+02:00) 

Federal Statistical Office of Germany wrote: 

Good morning, I am Thomas Baumann, Federal Statistical Office of Germany. 

Each statistical data collection is faced with three basic questions: WHAT is/shall be collected HOW by 

WHOM? 

Following this discussion and reflecting the discussions we had at the Eurostat Working Group on 

Statistics on Crime and Criminal Justice I think there are currently a lot of initiatives (European Council: 

Istanbul convention, UN: Sustainable Development Goal 16, UN-International Crime  Classification for 

statistical purposes, Eurostat-Task Force on gender based violance ....). 

In my opinion it is important to try to avoid too big conceptional discrepances in definitions for the same 

kind of offence 

Dear Thomas, thank you for your comment. We took into account all the work of the different initiatives 

and work closely with Eurostat and Council of Europe 

123. Henriette Jansen | 07/07/2016, 11:15 CEST (+02:00) 

I do not support measuring economic violence from administrative statistics. 

Evidence suggests that economic abuse is an important domain of intimate partner violence; however the 

operationalization will need to be context specific and is likely to differ substantially across contexts.  It 

is already very hard to do in surveys and I have no idea how this will ever be done from admin records. 

124. Henriette Jansen | 07/07/2016, 11:16 CEST (+02:00) 

Some more random comments before I need to leave. 

It is very important in all the work on partner violence to have a good definition of what is a partner. 



125. Elena Fries-Tersch Milieu | 07/07/2016, 11:18 CEST (+02:00) 

Henriette Jansen wrote: 

Jurgita Peciuriene wrote: 

Henriette Jansen wrote: 

Federal Office of Justice wrote: 

Although legal definitions vary in different MS, 

they do also reflect the social attitude of the given 

MS and are therefore valuable indicators. 

Administrative data completed by surveys (at 

larger intervals; i.e. five years) may be helpful even 

on behalf of prevalence rates. As the ratio of 

reported incidents to unreported once should not be 

subject to short-term changes (as long as there is 

no legal or social marking-point), the reported 

cases may very well be an indicator for all IPV. 

From experience the last comment is not realistic. If (e.g.) 2%  of 

abused women report partner violence to police (in one year) and if 

the next year you have installed female police offices, trained all 

officers and had an awareness campaign for the public the amount 

reporting can multiply signficantly with the same overall levels of 

violence. 

As legal definitions are different, we aim for indicators based on definitions formulated 

only for statistical purposes. Under the indiactor we would like to count incidences as 

ratio based on population. Would it work? would you please propose the better wording 

of the indicator? 

As mentioned elsewhere for admin recorrds I do not think it should be a ratio based on population. I also 

do not think it can be exactly a statistical definition as in surveys, simply because there are different legal 

contexts. Administrative statistics are not meant to be used for cross country comparability. They are for 

their own use (to see if services work, how many approach, how many cases are followed through, what 

is the final outcome: dropped or persecuted... ) 

as mentioned before we see administrative data as complementary to survey data. Survey data has its 

limitations, too, especially that they depend on the interpretation and the truthfulness of the respondent. 

we looked at a large number of national surveys, and while the question wording is often similar (based 

on the items suggested by the UN), the topics, the surveying method, the age group covered, the reference 

group and the years are very different, so it is also questionnable if national surveys can be compared 

across countries.  

126. Henriette Jansen | 07/07/2016, 11:19 CEST (+02:00) 

Deirdre Brennan wrote: 

Marta Adiego wrote: 

Elena Fries-Tersch Milieu wrote: 

Thank you for your input. Further questions to be discussed are the 

following:  

1.    Do you agree with the age group of 18 and over? 

2. Will the indicators help to achieve a comparable measurement of 

IPV across the EU 28? 

3.   In your opinion, which challenges are very likely to arise if these 

indicators are implemented at national level? How can these be 

overcome? 

For us, group 15 and over would be better 

Agreed, 15 and over would be better. 



Women's Aid Femicide Census currently in development includes women from 14 years and older. 

 If you are working on IPV it is important to define who is the partner. If this includes boyfriends (dating) 

then 18+ is too high. The UN uses 15+ 

127. Hana Spanikova | 07/07/2016, 11:19 CEST (+02:00) 

Henriette Jansen wrote: 

Some more random comments before I need to leave. 

It is very important in all the work on partner violence to have a good definition of what is a partner. 

In our definition of IPV, a partner is understood as former or current spouse or partner, whether or not 

the perpetrator shares or has shared the same residence with the victim. 

128. Nathalie Meurens | 07/07/2016, 11:19 CEST (+02:00) 

Federal Statistical Office of Germany wrote: 

Good morning, I am Thomas Baumann, Federal Statistical Office of Germany. 

Each statistical data collection is faced with three basic questions: WHAT is/shall be collected HOW by 

WHOM? 

Following this discussion and reflecting the discussions we had at the Eurostat Working Group on 

Statistics on Crime and Criminal Justice I think there are currently a lot of initiatives (European Council: 

Istanbul convention, UN: Sustainable Development Goal 16, UN-International Crime  Classification for 

statistical purposes, Eurostat-Task Force on gender based violance ....). 

In my opinion it is important to try to avoid too big conceptional discrepances in definitions for the same 

kind of offence 

Good morning, 

The definitions developed were based primarily on existing definitions, especially the Istanbul 

Convention, taking into account the national definitions and the ICCS. 

129. Jurgita Peciuriene | 07/07/2016, 11:21 CEST (+02:00) 

Deirdre Brennan wrote: 

Marta Adiego wrote: 

Elena Fries-Tersch Milieu wrote: 

Thank you for your input. Further questions to be discussed are the 

following:  

1.    Do you agree with the age group of 18 and over? 

2. Will the indicators help to achieve a comparable measurement of 

IPV across the EU 28? 

3.   In your opinion, which challenges are very likely to arise if these 

indicators are implemented at national level? How can these be 

overcome? 

For us, group 15 and over would be better 

Agreed, 15 and over would be better. 

Women's Aid Femicide Census currently in development includes women from 14 years and older. 

Currently we are discussing the indicators on intimate partner violence, this afternoon we will discuss the 

indicators on femicie. What do you think would be advantages of using the age group 15+ 

130. Federal Office of Justice | 07/07/2016, 11:21 CEST (+02:00) 

Henriette Jansen wrote: 

I do not support measuring economic violence from administrative statistics. 



Evidence suggests that economic abuse is an important domain of intimate partner violence; however the 

operationalization will need to be context specific and is likely to differ substantially across contexts.  It 

is already very hard to do in surveys and I have no idea how this will ever be done from admin records. 

I agree, that the economic violence is hard to measure. 

On the other hand, administrative statistics might very well render comparable data, as far as the 

background paper (page 12) refers to property damage and not complying with economic 

responsibilities. Those at least are crimes in Germany, that could be covered; of course complemented 

as well by surveys that show the report-rate. 

131. Elena Fries-Tersch Milieu | 07/07/2016, 11:23 CEST (+02:00) 

Thank you very much for your valuable input so far.  

We would now like to move on to the first specific indicator on IPV. After going through the indicator, 

could you please let us know if you have any further comments or questions regarding this specific 

indicator that have not been raised so far.  

The first specific IPV indicator is on physical violence:  

Women victims of physical violence aged 18 and over by an intimate partner or ex-partner, as a share 

of the total population of women 

Within the scope of this indicator, physical violence in the context of intimate partner violence should be 

understood as: any act which causes physical harm to the partner or former partner as a result of 

unlawful physical force. Physical violence can take the form of, among others, serious and minor 

assault, deprivation of liberty and manslaughter. 

The indicator could be measured by the following sources and units: 

1. Source: police records of crimes (cases reported to the police); units: number of women victims 

recorded by the police per calendar year. 

2. Source: Hospital and healthcare professionals’ records; units: number of women patients per 

calendar year. 

Source 1 data from every Member State would be very useful, while Source 2 could be optional, given 

the difficulties in gathering that data.   

132. Zuzana Ocenasova | 07/07/2016, 11:23 CEST (+02:00) 

Hana Spanikova wrote: 

Henriette Jansen wrote: 

Some more random comments before I need to leave. 

It is very important in all the work on partner violence to have a good definition of what 

is a partner. 

In our definition of IPV, a partner is understood as former or current spouse or partner, whether or not 

the perpetrator shares or has shared the same residence with the victim. 

In this case it includes dating violence as well so the suggested lowering of age is feasible. However, I 

have concerns regarding whether, for example, police data gather information on relationship between 

the perpatrator and the victim in case they do not or did not leave in the same residence. The question is, 

how administrative data define "partner". 

133. Daniela Cherubini | 07/07/2016, 11:25 CEST (+02:00) 

On the definition of physical violence (indicator n 2) it is not clear to me why manslaughter is included 

here. Risk of overlapping with femicide indicators? 

On the indicators on psychol. and economic violence (indicators n 3 and 4). I understand the difficulties 

related to source n 3 = social services etc, but this is the best administrative source for these kinds of 

violence . Police records could be complementary 

134. Marta Adiego | 07/07/2016, 11:25 CEST (+02:00) 

Hana Spanikova wrote: 



Henriette Jansen wrote: 

Some more random comments before I need to leave. 

It is very important in all the work on partner violence to have a good definition of 

what is a partner. 

In our definition of IPV, a partner is understood as former or current spouse or partner, whether or not 

the perpetrator shares or has shared the same residence with the victim. 

Our definition of partner or former partner (in law) is the following: "The purpose of this Act is to combat 

the violence exercised against women by their current or former spouses or by men with whom they 

maintain or have maintained analogous affective relations, with or without cohabitation" (if it helps...) 

135. Maria Guseppina Muratore | 07/07/2016, 11:26 CEST (+02:00) 

about age: Administative collects all age of victims, since chidldhood,  the problem can be survey.  

For survey it is better from 16, or 15teen years old. 

in our recent survey, women suffered rapes by boyfirend before 16 years old. 

it is important to compare data by classes of age. 

about comparability among contries, it is not easy, women reporting behaviour is very different and it 

affects data. 

Furthemore data are collected and counted diffrently among them. they are not comparble. 

attention to metadata ia really important. 

about economic violence, the main of the behaviors are not criminilezed and they are not present 

in  police/court statistics. this is the same for psychological violence. 

About shelter statistics the problem  is that their statistics, are not representative of the all territory and 

the definition used by kinf of violence are not the same at the moment 

136. Maria Guseppina Muratore | 07/07/2016, 11:26 CEST (+02:00) 

about age: Administative collects all age of victims, since chidldhood,  the problem can be survey.  

For survey it is better from 16, or 15teen years old. 

in our recent survey, women suffered rapes by boyfirend before 16 years old. 

it is important to compare data by classes of age. 

about comparability among contries, it is not easy, women reporting behaviour is very different and it 

affects data. 

Furthemore data are collected and counted diffrently among them. they are not comparble. 

attention to metadata ia really important. 

about economic violence, the main of the behaviors are not criminilezed and they are not present 

in  police/court statistics. this is the same for psychological violence. 

About shelter statistics the problem  is that their statistics, are not representative of the all territory and 

the definition used by kinf of violence are not the same at the moment 

137. Maria Guseppina Muratore | 07/07/2016, 11:26 CEST (+02:00) 

about age: Administative collects all age of victims, since chidldhood,  the problem can be survey.  

For survey it is better from 16, or 15teen years old. 

in our recent survey, women suffered rapes by boyfirend before 16 years old. 

it is important to compare data by classes of age. 

about comparability among contries, it is not easy, women reporting behaviour is very different and it 

affects data. 

Furthemore data are collected and counted diffrently among them. they are not comparble. 

attention to metadata ia really important. 



about economic violence, the main of the behaviors are not criminilezed and they are not present 

in  police/court statistics. this is the same for psychological violence. 

About shelter statistics the problem  is that their statistics, are not representative of the all territory and 

the definition used by kinf of violence are not the same at the moment 

138. Jurgita Peciuriene | 07/07/2016, 11:26 CEST (+02:00) 

Marta Adiego wrote: 

Elena Fries-Tersch Milieu wrote: 

Daniela Cherubini wrote: 

Nathalie Meurens wrote: 

Title of the proposed general indicator on IPV:  

Women victims of intimate partner violence aged 

18 and over, as a share of the total population of 

women of the same age group 

Within the scope of this indicator, intimate partner 

violence should be understood as: Any act of 

physical, sexual, psychological or economic 

violence that occurs between former or current 

spouses or partners, whether or not the 

perpetrator shares or has shared the same 

residence with the victim. 

The indicator could be measured by the following 

sources and units: 

1.    Source: Police records of crimes (cases 

reported to the police); units: female victims. 

2.    Source: Hospital and healthcare professionals’ 

records; units: female patients. 

3.    Source: Social Services Providers; units: 

women seeking shelter or assistance. 

Data for sources 1 and 3 should always be 

provided. Source 3 would need to specify the types 

of social services providers covered by the data: 

telephone helplines, women’s shelters, other social 

assistance. Data should be aggregated nationally, 

using methods that ensure national comparability 

and coverage. Where data come from more than 

one type of source (e.g. from telephone helplines 

and women’s shelters), it may be submitted 

separately. Data from source 2, again, may prove 

more difficult to gather. 

For more information on relevance and how this 

indicator complements other indicators, please 

consult the background note. 

Our first questions to you are: 

1. Is the indicator clear? 

2. Does the indicator cover the most 

important aspects of the incidence of 

IPV?  

1, the definition of the indicator is clear. I think we should discuss 

the sources and their relation with the indicator, as suggested by other 

participants to the discussion. Another clarification: Is it a composite 



indicators, the sum of the other indicators collected (related to 

physical violence in intimate relationships, pshycolog. violence, 

economic violence, sexual) or is it another, indipendent measure? 

2. following the definition you provide, yes. But its real contents and 

abiltiy to cover the most important aspects of IPV really depends on 

the sources. Example: which forms of violence are covered by the 

police data on reported crimes, in each member states? Have you 

already done some exploration on that? Wheteher and how do they 

define and cover, for instance, personal injuries, stalking, date rape, 

"marital" rape etc..... 

thank u 

1. no, it is not in general supposed to be a composite indicator, because not all Member 

States will have data for all types of violence of IPV. Furthermore, incidents may be 

counted twice, under different forms of violence, because sometimes they can be part 

of both (e.g. of sexual and physical); therefore, it would be tricky to have a composite 

indicator. The reason why we also have a general indicator is that many sources will 

probably not be able to provide separate data on each of the forms, but only data 

generally on IPV.  

2. yes, we did an analysis of which types of violence the legal definitions used for data 

collection cover. however it is not always clear if separate data is available for each of 

the different types. In addition, we know for several countries in which categories the 

data is collected.  

About types of violence covered by IPV in Spain, in the concept note you said Spain does not cover 

sexual violence within this context. This is not true, Intimate Partner Violence in Spain (women victims) 

is defined by law like this: "The gender-based violence to which this Act refers encompasses all acts of 

physical and psychological violence, including offencesagainst sexual liberty, threats, coercion and the 

arbitrary deprivation of liberty.as physical". Sexual violences is included. Please take this into account 

we have corrected already in the documents we help you with 

Thank you for pointing this out, your contribution is very valueable! 

139. Nikki Ray | 07/07/2016, 11:27 CEST (+02:00) 

Henriette Jansen wrote: 

Some more random comments before I need to leave. 

It is very important in all the work on partner violence to have a good definition of what is a partner. 

Dear Henriette, 

Please can you give us a good example of a definition of a partner? 

Nikki (EIGE) 

140. Hana Spanikova | 07/07/2016, 11:27 CEST (+02:00) 

Daniela Cherubini wrote: 

Hana Spanikova wrote: 

Daniela Cherubini wrote: 

Elena Fries-Tersch Milieu wrote: 

Daniela Cherubini wrote: 

Nathalie Meurens wrote: 

Title of the proposed general indicator on IPV:  



Women victims of intimate partner violence aged 18 and 

over, as a share of the total population of women of the same 

age group 

Within the scope of this indicator, intimate partner violence 

should be understood as: Any act of physical, sexual, 

psychological or economic violence that occurs between 

former or current spouses or partners, whether or not the 

perpetrator shares or has shared the same residence with the 

victim. 

The indicator could be measured by the following sources 

and units: 

1.    Source: Police records of crimes (cases reported to the 

police); units: female victims. 

2.    Source: Hospital and healthcare professionals’ records; 

units: female patients. 

3.    Source: Social Services Providers; units: women 

seeking shelter or assistance. 

Data for sources 1 and 3 should always be provided. Source 

3 would need to specify the types of social services 

providers covered by the data: telephone helplines, 

women’s shelters, other social assistance. Data should be 

aggregated nationally, using methods that ensure national 

comparability and coverage. Where data come from more 

than one type of source (e.g. from telephone helplines and 

women’s shelters), it may be submitted separately. Data 

from source 2, again, may prove more difficult to gather. 

For more information on relevance and how this indicator 

complements other indicators, please consult the 

background note. 

Our first questions to you are: 

Is the indicator clear? 

Does the indicator cover the most important aspects of the 

incidence of IPV?  

1, the definition of the indicator is clear. I think we should 

discuss the sources and their relation with the indicator, as 

suggested by other participants to the discussion. Another 

clarification: Is it a composite indicators, the sum of the 

other indicators collected (related to physical violence in 

intimate relationships, pshycolog. violence, economic 

violence, sexual) or is it another, indipendent measure? 

2. following the definition you provide, yes. But its real 

contents and abiltiy to cover the most important aspects of 

IPV really depends on the sources. Example: which forms 

of violence are covered by the police data on reported 

crimes, in each member states? Have you already done 

some exploration on that? Wheteher and how do they define 

and cover, for instance, personal injuries, stalking, date 

rape, "marital" rape etc..... 

thank u 



1. no, it is not in general supposed to be a 

composite indicator, because not all Member 

States will have data for all types of violence of 

IPV. Furthermore, incidents may be counted twice, 

under different forms of violence, because 

sometimes they can be part of both (e.g. of sexual 

and physical); therefore, it would be tricky to have 

a composite indicator. The reason why we also 

have a general indicator is that many sources will 

probably not be able to provide separate data on 

each of the forms, but only data generally on IPV.  

2. yes, we did an analysis of which types of 

violence the legal definitions used for data 

collection cover. however it is not always clear if 

separate data is available for each of the different 

types. In addition, we know for several countries 

in which categories the data is collected.  

Thank you. Concerning the point 2: good that an anaysis of legal 

definition is already been done :) I imagine it has required an 

important effort. The problem to be addressed is related to 

availability of data. Let's focus on police data: have the member 

states data disaggregated for: sex of victim and perpetrator, relation 

between the two, age of the victim? do they cover and specify all the 

different typology of offence that can fall under the IPV? 

Hello Daniela, 

I am a legal researcher from Milieu involved in this project According to our research, 

16 Member States provide information on the nature of the relationship between victim 

and perpetrator. The sources provide information on the age and sex of the victim. 

Nevertheless, these sources are classified according to different age groups (i.e. 14+, 

16+, 18+). 

Thank you Hana, I understand it is a complex task, and I am sure you re doing a good work. My questions 

are for understanding better the work done so far and what can be further done, so thank you very much 

for clarifying the point. with the same aim, I'd like to suggest to think about the national classifications 

of the typologies of offence - which ones will fall under our definition of IPV? Of course I do not need a 

complete answer here, it would require to much space, it is just to raise the issue thanks 

Thank you Daniela. In most Member States, data on IPV is collected using a range of criminal offences. 

In 17 Member States, IPV falls within the scope of domestic violence, while another 10 Member States 

include an aggravating circumstance for a number of criminal offences (such as physical and sexual 

assault) where they are commited by a partner and/or a spouse. 

141. Deirdre Brennan | 07/07/2016, 11:27 CEST (+02:00) 

Jurgita Peciuriene wrote: 

Deirdre Brennan wrote: 

Marta Adiego wrote: 

Elena Fries-Tersch Milieu wrote: 

Thank you for your input. Further questions to be 

discussed are the following:  

1.    Do you agree with the age group of 18 and 

over? 

2. Will the indicators help to achieve a comparable 

measurement of IPV across the EU 28? 

3.   In your opinion, which challenges are very 

likely to arise if these indicators are implemented 

at national level? How can these be overcome? 



For us, group 15 and over would be better 

Agreed, 15 and over would be better. 

Women's Aid Femicide Census currently in development includes women from 14 

years and older. 

Currently we are discussing the indicators on intimate partner violence, this afternoon we will discuss the 

indicators on femicie. What do you think would be advantages of using the age group 15+ 

I think if not, we are overlooking young women as a large group of people affected by IPV and coercive 

control especially. 

142. Henriette Jansen | 07/07/2016, 11:27 CEST (+02:00) 

Elena Fries-Tersch Milieu wrote: 

Federal Office of Justice wrote: 

Although legal definitions vary in different MS, they do also reflect the social attitude 

of the given MS and are therefore valuable indicators. 

Administrative data completed by surveys (at larger intervals; i.e. five years) may be 

helpful even on behalf of prevalence rates. As the ratio of reported incidents to 

unreported once should not be subject to short-term changes (as long as there is no legal 

or social marking-point), the reported cases may very well be an indicator for all IPV. 

yes, it was also our reflection that 'hamornisation' needs to leave some space for differences, because it 

needs to take the cultural or social connotations into account. however, the aim of the study is to develop 

definitions that provide a common denominator or starting point for collecting data. therefore, we 

developed brief definitions with examples, that are however not exhaustive.  

re. the reporting rate, indeed it would be a possibility to include the reporting rate in the calculation of the 

indicator by administrative data, e.g. as a weight. in this way, different reporting rates in different 

countries would be taken into account when comparing figures across MS. however - as you say - we 

would need to be sure that reporting rates do not vary too much from one year to another and that the data 

is reliable.  

The reporting rate can (unfortunately) only be achieved from surveys when you ask those women who 

report violence whether they have ever reported it somewhere (plus follow up questions). 

143. Hana Spanikova | 07/07/2016, 11:29 CEST (+02:00) 

Nikki Ray wrote: 

Henriette Jansen wrote: 

Some more random comments before I need to leave. 

It is very important in all the work on partner violence to have a good definition of what 

is a partner. 

Dear Henriette, 

Please can you give us a good example of a definition of a partner? 

Nikki (EIGE) 

Dear Henriette, in our definition of IPV, a partner is understood as former or current spouse or partner, 

whether or not the perpetrator shares or has shared the same residence with the victim. 

144. Federal Office of Justice | 07/07/2016, 11:29 CEST (+02:00) 

Jurgita Peciuriene wrote: 

Deirdre Brennan wrote: 

Marta Adiego wrote: 

For us, group 15 and over would be better 

Agreed, 15 and over would be better. 



Women's Aid Femicide Census currently in development includes women from 14 

years and older. 

Currently we are discussing the indicators on intimate partner violence, this afternoon we will discuss the 

indicators on femicie. What do you think would be advantages of using the age group 15+ 

Well, in my opinion, the indicator should aim to be comparable to other statistical data. Therefore it would 

be extremely helpful to use an age-range that is already used for other surveys or statistics. 

If each and every statistics creates slightly different definitions and populations, the data will be 

incomparable in the end. 

145. Maria Guseppina Muratore | 07/07/2016, 11:30 CEST (+02:00) 

Sorry, 

again about the indicator 1,  in the document it is written  that in the EUROSTAT-UNODC joint data 

collection, data on rape and sexual assaults are requested as  acted by an intinate partner. This is not true, 

this is only for homicide 

146. Nathalie Meurens | 07/07/2016, 11:31 CEST (+02:00) 

Daniela Cherubini wrote: 

On the definition of physical violence (indicator n 2) it is not clear to me why manslaughter is included 

here. Risk of overlapping with femicide indicators? 

On the indicators on psychol. and economic violence (indicators n 3 and 4). I understand the difficulties 

related to source n 3 = social services etc, but this is the best administrative source for these kinds of 

violence . Police records could be complementary 

Hi Daniela, 

You are correct that there is overlap between physical violence within IPV and femicide. Most of national 

statistical definitions of IPV include manslaughter however. Therefore, the data would include it as well. 

How to suggest dealing with those? 

147. Henriette Jansen | 07/07/2016, 11:31 CEST (+02:00) 

Jurgita Peciuriene wrote: 

Do you have any suggestion on how the ratio of the population should be calculated? For example, should 

it be number of incidences per 1000 women in the same age group? 

I do not see how this helps increasing our understanding. I think it is better to use the exact numbers. 

148. Daniela Cherubini | 07/07/2016, 11:31 CEST (+02:00) 

Daniela Cherubini wrote: 

On the definition of physical violence (indicator n 2) it is not clear to me why manslaughter is included 

here. Risk of overlapping with femicide indicators? 

On the indicators on psychol. and economic violence (indicators n 3 and 4). I understand the difficulties 

related to source n 3 = social services etc, but this is the best administrative source for these kinds of 

violence . Police records could be complementary 

sorry I included comments on the next topics (indicators 3 and 4) I didnt see Elena's entry on the agenda 

discussion. 

149. Elena Fries-Tersch Milieu | 07/07/2016, 11:36 CEST (+02:00) 

Maria Guseppina Muratore wrote: 

Sorry, 

again about the indicator 1,  in the document it is written  that in the EUROSTAT-UNODC joint data 

collection, data on rape and sexual assaults are requested as  acted by an intinate partner. This is not true, 

this is only for homicide 

could you please indicate which document you are referring to and which page? 

150. Davide Barbieri | 07/07/2016, 11:37 CEST (+02:00) 



Henriette Jansen wrote: 

Jurgita Peciuriene wrote: 

Do you have any suggestion on how the ratio of the population should be calculated? 

For example, should it be number of incidences per 1000 women in the same age group? 

I do not see how this helps increasing our understanding. I think it is better to use the exact numbers. 

Good morning, I am Davide Barbieri, form EIGE. 

I agree that the exact number is fundamental. However, we also need a comparable number for 

denominator in order to measure the incidence. So maybe the number on women in population (in the 

same age) could be the correct parameter? 

151. Henriette Jansen | 07/07/2016, 11:37 CEST (+02:00) 

Elena Fries-Tersch Milieu wrote: 

Henriette Jansen wrote: 

Jurgita Peciuriene wrote: 

Henriette Jansen wrote: 

Federal Office of Justice wrote: 

Although legal definitions vary 

in different MS, they do also 

reflect the social attitude of the 

given MS and are therefore 

valuable indicators. 

Administrative data completed 

by surveys (at larger intervals; 

i.e. five years) may be helpful 

even on behalf of prevalence 

rates. As the ratio of reported 

incidents to unreported once 

should not be subject to short-

term changes (as long as there is 

no legal or social marking-

point), the reported cases may 

very well be an indicator for all 

IPV. 

From experience the last comment is not realistic. 

If (e.g.) 2%  of abused women report partner 

violence to police (in one year) and if the next year 

you have installed female police offices, trained all 

officers and had an awareness campaign for the 

public the amount reporting can multiply 

signficantly with the same overall levels of 

violence. 

As legal definitions are different, we aim for indicators based on 

definitions formulated only for statistical purposes. Under the 

indiactor we would like to count incidences as ratio based on 

population. Would it work? would you please propose the better 

wording of the indicator? 

As mentioned elsewhere for admin recorrds I do not think it should be a ratio based on 

population. I also do not think it can be exactly a statistical definition as in surveys, 

simply because there are different legal contexts. Administrative statistics are not meant 

to be used for cross country comparability. They are for their own use (to see if services 

work, how many approach, how many cases are followed through, what is the final 

outcome: dropped or persecuted... ) 



as mentioned before we see administrative data as complementary to survey data. Survey data has its 

limitations, too, especially that they depend on the interpretation and the truthfulness of the respondent. 

we looked at a large number of national surveys, and while the question wording is often similar (based 

on the items suggested by the UN), the topics, the surveying method, the age group covered, the reference 

group and the years are very different, so it is also questionnable if national surveys can be compared 

across countries.  

Good point! It is indeed very hard to get comparable data and I give endless trainings in interviewing 

techniques as well as in understanding data. Just to make people understand that VAW surveys are 

ALWAYS an underestimation is not easy. Not only does it depend on the questions, it depends MUCH 

more on interviewer training, attitudes and skills and on the level of stigma, but even with the best 

interviewers you never get the worst cases: those institutionalised, locked up, incapicitated, not allowed 

to talk to strangers, too afraid to talk... it is ALWAY as close as you can get but NEVER the whole truth. 

It is also very hard to make people understand this.  But... administrative data do not get anywhere close 

to the truth... (Sorry for repeating this). 

152. Federal Office of Justice | 07/07/2016, 11:38 CEST (+02:00) 

Henriette Jansen wrote: 

Jurgita Peciuriene wrote: 

Do you have any suggestion on how the ratio of the population should be calculated? 

For example, should it be number of incidences per 1000 women in the same age group? 

I do not see how this helps increasing our understanding. I think it is better to use the exact numbers. 

Sorry, but exact numbers are generally not comparable between MS. Therefore statistics should aim to 

present a ratio next to exact numbers. 

Incidences per 1.000 women in the same age group to me sounds very plausible. This not only lends 

comparability to data from different MS but also to data from different years with populationchanges. 

Of course this data has always to be complemented by information on the official population statistics. 

Ideally the statistics should provide data on how many victims are not counted for the population-statistics 

(i.e. tourists etc.). 

153. Elena Fries-Tersch Milieu | 07/07/2016, 11:39 CEST (+02:00) 

Elena Fries-Tersch Milieu wrote: 

Maria Guseppina Muratore wrote: 

Sorry, 

again about the indicator 1,  in the document it is written  that in the EUROSTAT-

UNODC joint data collection, data on rape and sexual assaults are requested as  acted 

by an intinate partner. This is not true, this is only for homicide 

could you please indicate which document you are referring to and which page? 

in the background now under sexual violence we say: 'The data provided by Eurostat is not disaggregated 

by age or victim–perpetrator relationship ([1]).' 

[1] Eurostat, Crime and criminal justice statistics, data extracted in December 2015available at: 

http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/statistics-

explained/index.php/Crime_and_criminal_justice_statistics#Source_data_for_tables_and_figures_.28M

S_Excel.29, accessed on 22 June 2016. 

154. Inger Lövkrona | 07/07/2016, 11:41 CEST (+02:00) 

physical violence indicator: definition - to me "unlawful" physical force sounds strange. Is there a 

"lawful" physical force in the context of IPV? 

155. Elena Fries-Tersch Milieu | 07/07/2016, 11:43 CEST (+02:00) 

Federal Office of Justice wrote: 

Henriette Jansen wrote: 

Jurgita Peciuriene wrote: 



Do you have any suggestion on how the ratio of the population should 

be calculated? For example, should it be number of incidences per 

1000 women in the same age group? 

I do not see how this helps increasing our understanding. I think it is better to use the 

exact numbers. 

Sorry, but exact numbers are generally not comparable between MS. Therefore statistics should aim to 

present a ratio next to exact numbers. 

Incidences per 1.000 women in the same age group to me sounds very plausible. This not only lends 

comparability to data from different MS but also to data from different years with populationchanges. 

Of course this data has always to be complemented by information on the official population statistics. 

Ideally the statistics should provide data on how many victims are not counted for the population-statistics 

(i.e. tourists etc.). 

yes, of course it would be better to present numbers as 'victims per 1.000 women', thank you very much 

for this input! 

156. Elena Fries-Tersch Milieu | 07/07/2016, 11:43 CEST (+02:00) 

Federal Office of Justice wrote: 

Henriette Jansen wrote: 

Jurgita Peciuriene wrote: 

Do you have any suggestion on how the ratio of the population should 

be calculated? For example, should it be number of incidences per 

1000 women in the same age group? 

I do not see how this helps increasing our understanding. I think it is better to use the 

exact numbers. 

Sorry, but exact numbers are generally not comparable between MS. Therefore statistics should aim to 

present a ratio next to exact numbers. 

Incidences per 1.000 women in the same age group to me sounds very plausible. This not only lends 

comparability to data from different MS but also to data from different years with populationchanges. 

Of course this data has always to be complemented by information on the official population statistics. 

Ideally the statistics should provide data on how many victims are not counted for the population-statistics 

(i.e. tourists etc.). 

yes, of course it would be better to present numbers as 'victims per 1.000 women', thank you very much 

for this input! 

157. Maria Guseppina Muratore | 07/07/2016, 11:43 CEST (+02:00) 

Elena Fries-Tersch Milieu wrote: 

Maria Guseppina Muratore wrote: 

Sorry, 

again about the indicator 1,  in the document it is written  that in the EUROSTAT-

UNODC joint data collection, data on rape and sexual assaults are requested as  acted 

by an intinate partner. This is not true, this is only for homicide 

could you please indicate which document you are referring to and which page? 

page 3  proposed indicators 

page 3 of 3.proposed indicators 

158. Daniela Cherubini | 07/07/2016, 11:45 CEST (+02:00) 

Nathalie Meurens wrote: 

Daniela Cherubini wrote: 



On the definition of physical violence (indicator n 2) it is not clear to me why 

manslaughter is included here. Risk of overlapping with femicide indicators? 

On the indicators on psychol. and economic violence (indicators n 3 and 4). I 

understand the difficulties related to source n 3 = social services etc, but this is the best 

administrative source for these kinds of violence . Police records could be 

complementary 

Hi Daniela, 

You are correct that there is overlap between physical violence within IPV and femicide. Most of national 

statistical definitions of IPV include manslaughter however. Therefore, the data would include it as well. 

How to suggest dealing with those? 

I understand. I guess the best solution is to take those coutries in, provinding clear information on the fact 

that the indicator includes different levels of severity and, in the following countries..... , it also includes 

manslaughter. Otherwise we have to exclude countries that do not provide disaggregated data on the level 

of severity of physical violence but it should not be feasible. 

159. Nathalie Meurens | 07/07/2016, 11:46 CEST (+02:00) 

Inger Lövkrona wrote: 

physical violence indicator: definition - to me "unlawful" physical force sounds strange. Is there a 

"lawful" physical force in the context of IPV? 

Inger, 

Unlawful physical force means covered by a legal offence. In the context of IPV, I would think that 

'lawful' physical force could cover the case of physical force used as self defence. 

160. Elena Fries-Tersch Milieu | 07/07/2016, 11:48 CEST (+02:00) 

Maria Guseppina Muratore wrote: 

Elena Fries-Tersch Milieu wrote: 

Maria Guseppina Muratore wrote: 

Sorry, 

again about the indicator 1,  in the document it is written  that in the 

EUROSTAT-UNODC joint data collection, data on rape and sexual 

assaults are requested as  acted by an intinate partner. This is not true, 

this is only for homicide 

could you please indicate which document you are referring to and which page? 

page 3  proposed indicators 

page 3 of 3.proposed indicators 

yes, I understand now. I think we did not phrase this clearly enough. What we mean is that Eurostat 

already collects data on offenses that could POTENTIALLY be used to measure IPV, if alongside 

information on victim-perpetrator relationship is recorded. Is that more clear?  

 

161. Inger Lövkrona | 07/07/2016, 11:49 CEST (+02:00) 

Nathalie Meurens wrote: 

Inger Lövkrona wrote: 

physical violence indicator: definition - to me "unlawful" physical force sounds 

strange. Is there a "lawful" physical force in the context of IPV? 

Inger, 

Unlawful physical force means covered by a legal offence. In the context of IPV, I would think that 

'lawful' physical force could cover the case of physical force used as self defence. 

Thank  yuo for the clarification! 



162. Maria Guseppina Muratore | 07/07/2016, 11:50 CEST (+02:00) 

About physical violence, in the definition, it is included "deprivation of liberty". Why? 

IN the Iccs is always  

Level02 

  

Acts causing harm or intending to cause harm to the person 

but in an other level of  

0201 

  

Assaults and threats 

163. Henriette Jansen | 07/07/2016, 11:50 CEST (+02:00) 

Hana Spanikova wrote: 

Nikki Ray wrote: 

Henriette Jansen wrote: 

Some more random comments before I need to leave. 

It is very important in all the work on partner violence to have a good 

definition of what is a partner. 

Dear Henriette, 

Please can you give us a good example of a definition of a partner? 

Nikki (EIGE) 

Dear Henriette, in our definition of IPV, a partner is understood as former or current spouse or partner, 

whether or not the perpetrator shares or has shared the same residence with the victim. 

Just seeing this. Hana you are saying that intimate partner is 'spouse or partner'. The problem around the 

world is that nobody understand the world partner in the same way. So it should be defined for each 

context. People do not even understand that you use 'intimate partner' and 'partner' interchangeably.... In 

some countries it will be only spouses. In others it may include cohabiting partners. In yet others it may 

include dating partners. 

But you should also make clear that it does not necessarily imply a sexual relationship. 

And also you should realize that in some countries the word partner EXCLUDES husbands so that is very 

confusing. In some countries it is only used for bussiness partners. In others for sweethearts (extramarital 

relationships) or exclusively for same sex partners.... Thus you should clarify that you use the this word 

for a different concept than in the general use in that context. 

164. Elena Fries-Tersch Milieu | 07/07/2016, 11:50 CEST (+02:00) 

Regarding the specific indicator on physical violence:   Which challenges do you think are likely to arise 

if these indicators are implemented at national level? How can these be overcome? 

 

165. Elena Fries-Tersch Milieu | 07/07/2016, 11:50 CEST (+02:00) 

Regarding the specific indicator on physical violence:   Which challenges do you think are likely to 

arise if these indicators are implemented at national level? How can these be overcome? 

166. Henriette Jansen | 07/07/2016, 11:52 CEST (+02:00) 

Maria Guseppina Muratore wrote: 

About physical violence, in the definition, it is included "deprivation of liberty". Why? 

IN the Iccs is always  

Level02 

Acts causing harm or intending to cause harm to the person 



but in an other level of  

0201 

Assaults and threats 

Deprivation of liberty falls usually under controlling behaviours, NOT under physical violence 

167. Irene Rosales | 07/07/2016, 11:55 CEST (+02:00) 

Daniela Cherubini wrote: 

Nathalie Meurens wrote: 

Daniela Cherubini wrote: 

On the definition of physical violence (indicator n 2) it is not clear to 

me why manslaughter is included here. Risk of overlapping with 

femicide indicators? 

On the indicators on psychol. and economic violence (indicators n 3 

and 4). I understand the difficulties related to source n 3 = social 

services etc, but this is the best administrative source for these kinds 

of violence . Police records could be complementary 

Hi Daniela, 

You are correct that there is overlap between physical violence within IPV and 

femicide. Most of national statistical definitions of IPV include manslaughter however. 

Therefore, the data would include it as well. How to suggest dealing with those? 

I understand. I guess the best solution is to take those coutries in, provinding clear information on the fact 

that the indicator includes different levels of severity and, in the following countries..... , it also includes 

manslaughter. Otherwise we have to exclude countries that do not provide disaggregated data on the level 

of severity of physical violence but it should not be feasible. 

I agree. I imagine that in some countries murder is counted also part of IPV. It overlaps with intimate 

femicide, but then femicide could be considered in a broader sense that what is being proposed in the 

background paper, distinguishing between intimate and not intimate femicide. 

168. Henriette Jansen | 07/07/2016, 11:56 CEST (+02:00) 

Daniela Cherubini wrote: 

Nathalie Meurens wrote: 

Daniela Cherubini wrote: 

On the definition of physical violence (indicator n 2) it is not clear to 

me why manslaughter is included here. Risk of overlapping with 

femicide indicators? 

On the indicators on psychol. and economic violence (indicators n 3 

and 4). I understand the difficulties related to source n 3 = social 

services etc, but this is the best administrative source for these kinds 

of violence . Police records could be complementary 

Hi Daniela, 

You are correct that there is overlap between physical violence within IPV and 

femicide. Most of national statistical definitions of IPV include manslaughter however. 

Therefore, the data would include it as well. How to suggest dealing with those? 

I understand. I guess the best solution is to take those coutries in, provinding clear information on the fact 

that the indicator includes different levels of severity and, in the following countries..... , it also includes 

manslaughter. Otherwise we have to exclude countries that do not provide disaggregated data on the level 

of severity of physical violence but it should not be feasible. 

Hi. This is interesting. Survey definitions of IPV never include manslaughter by partner. Where is is 

included in the data, I think this should be annotated clearly. 



Where femicide is included in the definition of VAW, as is FGM, trafficking etc. I have rarely/never seen 

it as part of the definition of IPV. 

169. Maria Guseppina Muratore | 07/07/2016, 11:57 CEST (+02:00) 

about physical violence, not considering as prevalence indicators, but only as a count of police report, I 

am afraid that  not serious events are not reported by victims and not registred by police. 

light psysical violence is understimated and not criminalized too. 

data are counted differently by countries, beacuse when cases are continuesly, some countries count as 

one long events, others as more events. 

Furthermore, as I told before, the reporting rate from victims is very different between countries. 

An above all, many countires do not have the victim/perpetrator relationship 

170. Marta Adiego | 07/07/2016, 11:58 CEST (+02:00) 

Elena Fries-Tersch Milieu wrote: 

Regarding the specific indicator on physical violence:   Which challenges do you think are likely to arise 

if these indicators are implemented at national level? How can these be overcome? 

We think problems with data collection by the police and the health system will arise. There are many 

types of physical violence that should be recorded as IPV but are not, because the relation between victim 

and perrpetrator is not collected, or because it is very difficult to classify, etc.  Nevertheless it is a good 

starting point to have some definitions. Although we agree with the idea that surveys are a better method 

of measuring IPV prevalence.  

171. Nathalie Meurens | 07/07/2016, 11:59 CEST (+02:00) 

Henriette Jansen wrote: 

Hana Spanikova wrote: 

Nikki Ray wrote: 

Henriette Jansen wrote: 

Some more random comments before I need to 

leave. 

It is very important in all the work on partner 

violence to have a good definition of what is a 

partner. 

Dear Henriette, 

Please can you give us a good example of a definition of a partner? 

Nikki (EIGE) 

Dear Henriette, in our definition of IPV, a partner is understood as former or current 

spouse or partner, whether or not the perpetrator shares or has shared the same 

residence with the victim. 

Just seeing this. Hana you are saying that intimate partner is 'spouse or partner'. The problem around the 

world is that nobody understand the world partner in the same way. So it should be defined for each 

context. People do not even understand that you use 'intimate partner' and 'partner' interchangeably.... In 

some countries it will be only spouses. In others it may include cohabiting partners. In yet others it may 

include dating partners. 

But you should also make clear that it does not necessarily imply a sexual relationship. 

And also you should realize that in some countries the word partner EXCLUDES husbands so that is very 

confusing. In some countries it is only used for bussiness partners. In others for sweethearts (extramarital 

relationships) or exclusively for same sex partners.... Thus you should clarify that you use the this word 

for a different concept than in the general use in that context. 



Thanks for the feedback. We followed the Istanbul Convention wordings, but it is true that we could 

further clarify it. However, the more detail it becomes the more difficult it is to have matching data. That 

is why we used broad wordings; to be more encompassing. 

Would you recommend just mentioning spouse and "intimate partner" or specifying in details what they 

cover? 

172. Rossitsa Rangelova Pavlova | 07/07/2016, 12:01 CEST (+02:00) 

Hello averybody, 

I am reading your ideas with interest. I would like to share my common opinion, trying not ot repeat the 

already mentioned. 

1. I think the age 18+ is high as a starting age; perhaps classification 14+ and 18+ is relevant. 

Please see the attachment for further my view. 

File attachments: On IPV indicators.doc 

173. Commission on Domestic Violence | 07/07/2016, 12:02 CEST (+02:00) 

Nathalie Meurens wrote: 

Henriette Jansen wrote: 

Hana Spanikova wrote: 

Nikki Ray wrote: 

Henriette Jansen wrote: 

Some more random comments 

before I need to leave. 

It is very important in all the 

work on partner violence to have 

a good definition of what is a 

partner. 

Dear Henriette, 

Please can you give us a good example of a 

definition of a partner? 

Nikki (EIGE) 

Dear Henriette, in our definition of IPV, a partner is understood 

as former or current spouse or partner, whether or not the 

perpetrator shares or has shared the same residence with the victim. 

Just seeing this. Hana you are saying that intimate partner is 'spouse or partner'. The 

problem around the world is that nobody understand the world partner in the same way. 

So it should be defined for each context. People do not even understand that you use 

'intimate partner' and 'partner' interchangeably.... In some countries it will be only 

spouses. In others it may include cohabiting partners. In yet others it may include dating 

partners. 

But you should also make clear that it does not necessarily imply a sexual relationship. 

And also you should realize that in some countries the word partner EXCLUDES 

husbands so that is very confusing. In some countries it is only used for bussiness 

partners. In others for sweethearts (extramarital relationships) or exclusively for same 

sex partners.... Thus you should clarify that you use the this word for a different concept 

than in the general use in that context. 

Thanks for the feedback. We followed the Istanbul Convention wordings, but it is true that we could 

further clarify it. However, the more detail it becomes the more difficult it is to have matching data. That 

is why we used broad wordings; to be more encompassing. 

Would you recommend just mentioning spouse and "intimate partner" or specifying in details what they 

cover? 



I would recommend a definition which specifies what the term would cover. 

174. Barbora Holubová | 07/07/2016, 12:03 CEST (+02:00) 

Elena Fries-Tersch Milieu wrote: 

Regarding the specific indicator on physical violence:   Which challenges do you think are likely to arise 

if these indicators are implemented at national level? How can these be overcome? 

The physical violence will probably applay to more articles in Penal Codes. The ex/current partner/spouse 

will be the identifinader. This have to  be very clear for all parties. 

175. Tugce Tugran | 07/07/2016, 12:04 CEST (+02:00) 

Rossitsa Rangelova Pavlova wrote: 

Hello averybody, 

I am reading your ideas with interest. I would like to share my common opinion, trying not ot repeat the 

already mentioned. 

1. I think the age 18+ is high as a starting age; perhaps classification 14+ and 18+ is relevant. 

Please see the attachment for further my view. 

Thank you very much Rossitsa, your input will be very useful! 

176. Henriette Jansen | 07/07/2016, 12:04 CEST (+02:00) 

Elena Fries-Tersch Milieu wrote: 

Federal Office of Justice wrote: 

Henriette Jansen wrote: 

Jurgita Peciuriene wrote: 

Do you have any suggestion on how the ratio of the 

population should be calculated? For example, 

should it be number of incidences per 1000 women 

in the same age group? 

I do not see how this helps increasing our understanding. I think it is 

better to use the exact numbers. 

Sorry, but exact numbers are generally not comparable between MS. Therefore 

statistics should aim to present a ratio next to exact numbers. 

Incidences per 1.000 women in the same age group to me sounds very plausible. This 

not only lends comparability to data from different MS but also to data from different 

years with populationchanges. 

Of course this data has always to be complemented by information on the official 

population statistics. Ideally the statistics should provide data on how many victims are 

not counted for the population-statistics (i.e. tourists etc.). 

yes, of course it would be better to present numbers as 'victims per 1.000 women', thank you very much 

for this input! 

please instead of 'victims per 1.000 women' better to phrase as 'number of women reporting to 

police/...xxx per 1.000 women' . (as the actual number of victims is unknown) 

 

177. Federal Office of Justice | 07/07/2016, 12:06 CEST (+02:00) 

Nathalie Meurens wrote: 

... However, the more detail it becomes the more difficult it is to have matching data. That is why we used 

broad wordings; to be more encompassing. 

Would you recommend just mentioning spouse and "intimate partner" or specifying in details what they 

cover? 



Of course it is true, that broad wording leads to more data, although I really doubt it will be matching 

data. As the different meanings of a simple word like "partner" in different MS exemplified by Henriette 

make all to clear. 

Evidently you should specify what should be covered. Only then can you start to compare data and state 

more precisely where the definitions or the given data vary between MS. Otherwise it seems the collected 

data represents the same meaning for all MS while this is fundamentally not so. 

178. Siusi Casaccia | 07/07/2016, 12:06 CEST (+02:00) 

sorry, I have to leave. It's an interesting discussion; problems about collecting and comparing data 

remain so many, expecially to work about daily.  I wish you a fruitful afternoon work 

179. Elena Fries-Tersch Milieu | 07/07/2016, 12:06 CEST (+02:00) 

Barbora Holubová wrote: 

Elena Fries-Tersch Milieu wrote: 

Regarding the specific indicator on physical violence:   Which challenges do you think 

are likely to arise if these indicators are implemented at national level? How can these 

be overcome? 

The physical violence will probably applay to more articles in Penal Codes. The ex/current partner/spouse 

will be the identifinader. This have to  be very clear for all parties. 

yes, the police data often follows the categories of the Penal Code, however in some countries data on 

IPV is collected according to other legislative pieces or special circulars. therefore, we cannot assume 

that all Member States collect data on the separate articles of the Penal Code and can use this for IPV 

data.  

180. Elena Fries-Tersch Milieu | 07/07/2016, 12:10 CEST (+02:00) 

Sorry, we would like to discuss the specific indicator on sexual violence within IPV. Psychological and 

economic violence will be discussed afterwards.  

The indicator on sexual violence in IPV context is:  

Women victims of sexual violence aged 18 and over by an intimate partner or ex-partner, as a share 

of the total population of women 

Within the scope of this indicator, sexual violence in the context of intimate partner violence should be 

understood as: any sexual act performed on the victim without consent. Sexual violence can take the 

form of rape or sexual assault. 

The indicator could be measured by the following sources and units: 

1.    Source: police records of crimes; units: number of women victims recorded by the police per calendar 

year. 

2.    Source: Hospital and healthcare professionals’ records; units: number of women patients per calendar 

year. 

Source 1 data from all Member States would be very useful, with Source 2 data considered optional, 

given the difficulties in its collection.   

181. Elena Fries-Tersch Milieu | 07/07/2016, 12:11 CEST (+02:00) 

Siusi Casaccia wrote: 

sorry, I have to leave. It's an interesting discussion; problems about collecting and comparing data remain 

so many, expecially to work about daily.  I wish you a fruitful afternoon work 

thank you for your participation! have a nice afternoon! 

182. Jurgita Peciuriene | 07/07/2016, 12:11 CEST (+02:00) 

Maria Guseppina Muratore wrote: 

about physical violence, not considering as prevalence indicators, but only as a count of police report, I 

am afraid that  not serious events are not reported by victims and not registred by police. 

light psysical violence is understimated and not criminalized too. 



data are counted differently by countries, beacuse when cases are continuesly, some countries count as 

one long events, others as more events. 

Furthermore, as I told before, the reporting rate from victims is very different between countries. 

An above all, many countires do not have the victim/perpetrator relationship 

Thank you very much, these are very valid points. However, could you provide us with suggestions how 

to overcome some of these challenges? 

 

183. Tugce Tugran | 07/07/2016, 12:12 CEST (+02:00) 

Daniela Cherubini wrote: 

On the definition of physical violence (indicator n 2) it is not clear to me why manslaughter is included 

here. Risk of overlapping with femicide indicators? 

On the indicators on psychol. and economic violence (indicators n 3 and 4). I understand the difficulties 

related to source n 3 = social services etc, but this is the best administrative source for these kinds of 

violence . Police records could be complementary 

Hello Daniela! Your comment is important so I did not want to let it slide. We agree that for some kinds 

of violence social services are better suited to provide a clearer picture-can you elaborate on what you 

said? Why social services are the best for economic and psy. violence? Because of more reporting? Or 

else? Thank you very much. 

 

184. Elena Fries-Tersch Milieu | 07/07/2016, 12:14 CEST (+02:00) 

Henriette Jansen wrote: 

Elena Fries-Tersch Milieu wrote: 

Federal Office of Justice wrote: 

Henriette Jansen wrote: 

Jurgita Peciuriene wrote: 

Do you have any suggestion on 

how the ratio of the population 

should be calculated? For 

example, should it be number of 

incidences per 1000 women in 

the same age group? 

I do not see how this helps increasing our 

understanding. I think it is better to use the exact 

numbers. 

Sorry, but exact numbers are generally not comparable between MS. 

Therefore statistics should aim to present a ratio next to exact 

numbers. 

Incidences per 1.000 women in the same age group to me sounds 

very plausible. This not only lends comparability to data from 

different MS but also to data from different years with 

populationchanges. 

Of course this data has always to be complemented by information 

on the official population statistics. Ideally the statistics should 

provide data on how many victims are not counted for the population-

statistics (i.e. tourists etc.). 

yes, of course it would be better to present numbers as 'victims per 1.000 women', thank 

you very much for this input! 



please instead of 'victims per 1.000 women' better to phrase as 'number of women reporting to 

police/...xxx per 1.000 women' . (as the actual number of victims is unknown) 

the problem is that we want the indicator to be measurable by several sources, so we cannot have this 

wording. otherwise we always need three different indicators. this is why in the title of the indicators we 

have a general word 'victim' and then in the description we specify the units for each source. but, yes, in 

the description, we can put under 'unit' for police sources: 'number of women reporting to the police' 

185. Maria Guseppina Muratore | 07/07/2016, 12:16 CEST (+02:00) 

Jurgita Peciuriene wrote: 

Maria Guseppina Muratore wrote: 

about physical violence, not considering as prevalence indicators, but only as a count 

of police report, I am afraid that  not serious events are not reported by victims and not 

registred by police. 

light psysical violence is understimated and not criminalized too. 

data are counted differently by countries, beacuse when cases are continuesly, some 

countries count as one long events, others as more events. 

Furthermore, as I told before, the reporting rate from victims is very different between 

countries. 

An above all, many countires do not have the victim/perpetrator relationship 

Thank you very much, these are very valid points. However, could you provide us with suggestions how 

to overcome some of these challenges? 

I think Eige could push a lot countries if collecting administative data along the victim/perpetrator 

relationship at leat for typical gender related crimes.  

othe suggestions<:metadata have to be really really clear about the counting unit: offences/ victims/event 

how to count multiple offences and series of events  

186. Elena Fries-Tersch Milieu | 07/07/2016, 12:20 CEST (+02:00) 

Since we will have a lunch break in 10 minutes, we would like to raise a more general question on the 

indicators for IPV: 

1) Do you think it is important to have separate indicators for the specific types of violence in IPV context 

(as we have it now)? Or would it be more useful to have only one general indicator on IPV ?  

2) We think that the general IPV indicator cannot be a composite (aggregate) of the indicators for specific 

ones, because (as mentioned before), there might be overlaps, so the aggregate would not be the sum of 

cases. However, do you have a different opinion on that?  

187. Marie Valentova | 07/07/2016, 12:22 CEST (+02:00) 

Elena Fries-Tersch Milieu wrote: 

We would now like to move on to the second specific indicator on IPV - sexual violence:  

Women victims of psychological violence aged 18 and over by an intimate partner or ex-partner, as a 

share of the total population of women 

Within the scope of this indicator, psychological violence in the context of intimate partner violence 

should be understood as: Any act or behaviour which causes psychological harm to the partner or 

former partner. Psychological violence can take the form of, among others, coercion, defamation, 

verbal insult or harassment. 

The indicator could be measured by the following sources and units: 

1.     Source: police records of crimes; units: number of women victims recorded by the police per 

calendar year. 

2.     Source: Hospital and healthcare professionals’ records, units: number of women patients per 

calendar year. 



Source 1 data from every Member State would be very useful, with Source 2 data considered optional, 

given the difficulties in its collection.  

1)I mentioned previously, therm ̀ women victimes ` should be reformulated as these are only women who 

reported psychological violance and real number of victims is not known. 

2) is any background information available about cross-country  reporting practices and duties of 

hospitals and health proffesional?Are there differences in reporting practices and during between public 

and private health care establishements? 

 

188. Marie Valentova | 07/07/2016, 12:22 CEST (+02:00) 

Elena Fries-Tersch Milieu wrote: 

We would now like to move on to the second specific indicator on IPV - sexual violence:  

Women victims of psychological violence aged 18 and over by an intimate partner or ex-partner, as a 

share of the total population of women 

Within the scope of this indicator, psychological violence in the context of intimate partner violence 

should be understood as: Any act or behaviour which causes psychological harm to the partner or 

former partner. Psychological violence can take the form of, among others, coercion, defamation, 

verbal insult or harassment. 

The indicator could be measured by the following sources and units: 

1.     Source: police records of crimes; units: number of women victims recorded by the police per 

calendar year. 

2.     Source: Hospital and healthcare professionals’ records, units: number of women patients per 

calendar year. 

Source 1 data from every Member State would be very useful, with Source 2 data considered optional, 

given the difficulties in its collection.  

1)I mentioned previously, therm ̀ women victimes ` should be reformulated as these are only women who 

reported psychological violance and real number of victims is not known. 

2) is any background information available about cross-country  reporting practices and duties of 

hospitals and health proffesional?Are there differences in reporting practices and during between public 

and private health care establishements? 

 

189. Jurgita Peciuriene | 07/07/2016, 12:27 CEST (+02:00) 

Maria Guseppina Muratore wrote: 

Jurgita Peciuriene wrote: 

Maria Guseppina Muratore wrote: 

about physical violence, not considering as prevalence indicators, but 

only as a count of police report, I am afraid that  not serious events 

are not reported by victims and not registred by police. 

light psysical violence is understimated and not criminalized too. 

data are counted differently by countries, beacuse when cases are 

continuesly, some countries count as one long events, others as more 

events. 

Furthermore, as I told before, the reporting rate from victims is very 

different between countries. 

An above all, many countires do not have the victim/perpetrator 

relationship 

Thank you very much, these are very valid points. However, could you provide us with 

suggestions how to overcome some of these challenges? 



I think Eige could push a lot countries if collecting administative data along the victim/perpetrator 

relationship at leat for typical gender related crimes.  

othe suggestions<:metadata have to be really really clear about the counting unit: offences/ victims/event 

how to count multiple offences and series of events  

Thanks a lot. What do you think would be the most effective ways to support Member States in this? 

190. Marie Valentova | 07/07/2016, 12:29 CEST (+02:00) 

Elena Fries-Tersch Milieu wrote: 

Since we will have a lunch break in 10 minutes, we would like to raise a more general question on the 

indicators for IPV: 

1) Do you think it is important to have separate indicators for the specific types of violence in IPV context 

(as we have it now)? Or would it be more useful to have only one general indicator on IPV ?  

2) We think that the general IPV indicator cannot be a composite (aggregate) of the indicators for specific 

ones, because (as mentioned before), there might be overlaps, so the aggregate would not be the sum of 

cases. However, do you have a different opinion on that?  

1) In my view, saparate indicators are better. I reduces a danges of creating a black box general indicator. 

2) Due to already mentioned set of limitaions, I agree that aggregation would even increase the level of 

imprecision. 

It would be advisable to accompany the indicators with some contextualizing information regarding 

particular national contexts. 

191. Elena Fries-Tersch Milieu | 07/07/2016, 12:29 CEST (+02:00) 

Marie Valentova wrote: 

Elena Fries-Tersch Milieu wrote: 

We would now like to move on to the second specific indicator on IPV - sexual 

violence:  

Women victims of psychological violence aged 18 and over by an intimate partner or 

ex-partner, as a share of the total population of women 

Within the scope of this indicator, psychological violence in the context of intimate 

partner violence should be understood as: Any act or behaviour which causes 

psychological harm to the partner or former partner. Psychological violence can take 

the form of, among others, coercion, defamation, verbal insult or harassment. 

The indicator could be measured by the following sources and units: 

1.     Source: police records of crimes; units: number of women victims recorded by the 

police per calendar year. 

2.     Source: Hospital and healthcare professionals’ records, units: number of women 

patients per calendar year. 

Source 1 data from every Member State would be very useful, with Source 2 data 

considered optional, given the difficulties in its collection.  

1)I mentioned previously, therm ̀ women victimes ` should be reformulated as these are only women who 

reported psychological violance and real number of victims is not known. 

2) is any background information available about cross-country  reporting practices and duties of 

hospitals and health proffesional?Are there differences in reporting practices and during between public 

and private health care establishements? 

1) yes, as I mentioned to Henriette, we are trying to use a wording for the indicator that can be applicable 

to several sources; for example, for the health services, 'women reporting' does not apply, neither to the 

social services. Do you have any suggestions for a more general wording? 

2) No, we only looked at data collection in the health sector at national level; we do not have any 

information on differences between private and public sector data collection. What we know is that many 



institutions use ICD-10 codes for data collection; some use the codes of the Injury Database; some health 

sources reported to use legal definitions as a basis for data collection. Furthermore, some countries 

reported that data collected lack reliability because the staff is not filling in the forms correctly - this very 

much depends on the country.  

 

192. Barbora Holubová | 07/07/2016, 12:29 CEST (+02:00) 

Elena Fries-Tersch Milieu wrote: 

Barbora Holubová wrote: 

Elena Fries-Tersch Milieu wrote: 

Regarding the specific indicator on physical violence:   Which 

challenges do you think are likely to arise if these indicators are 

implemented at national level? How can these be overcome? 

The physical violence will probably applay to more articles in Penal Codes. The 

ex/current partner/spouse will be the identifinader. This have to  be very clear for all 

parties. 

yes, the police data often follows the categories of the Penal Code, however in some countries data on 

IPV is collected according to other legislative pieces or special circulars. therefore, we cannot assume 

that all Member States collect data on the separate articles of the Penal Code and can use this for IPV 

data.  

Thank you, Elena, for the commment. I forgot that in some MS, there is a specific legislation on 

VAW/IPV or domestic violence.  Nevetherless, where such legislation is not there, more general 

legislation will be probably used. It could be upon the particular MS  which appropriate legislation  or 

the definition/data will be used. 

193. Henriette Jansen | 07/07/2016, 12:31 CEST (+02:00) 

Federal Statistical Office of Germany wrote: 

Good morning, I am Thomas Baumann, Federal Statistical Office of Germany. 

Each statistical data collection is faced with three basic questions: WHAT is/shall be collected HOW by 

WHOM? 

Following this discussion and reflecting the discussions we had at the Eurostat Working Group on 

Statistics on Crime and Criminal Justice I think there are currently a lot of initiatives (European Council: 

Istanbul convention, UN: Sustainable Development Goal 16, UN-International Crime  Classification for 

statistical purposes, Eurostat-Task Force on gender based violance ....). 

In my opinion it is important to try to avoid too big conceptional discrepances in definitions for the same 

kind of offence 

Hi Thomas. Good points. I would like to add the 4th and 5th basic questions: WHAT is it telling us and 

WHAT is it used for. :) 

194. Elena Fries-Tersch Milieu | 07/07/2016, 12:31 CEST (+02:00) 

Marie Valentova wrote: 

Elena Fries-Tersch Milieu wrote: 

Since we will have a lunch break in 10 minutes, we would like to raise a more general 

question on the indicators for IPV: 

1) Do you think it is important to have separate indicators for the specific types of 

violence in IPV context (as we have it now)? Or would it be more useful to have only 

one general indicator on IPV ?  

2) We think that the general IPV indicator cannot be a composite (aggregate) of the 

indicators for specific ones, because (as mentioned before), there might be overlaps, so 

the aggregate would not be the sum of cases. However, do you have a different opinion 

on that?  



1) In my view, saparate indicators are better. I reduces a danges of creating a black box general indicator. 

2) Due to already mentioned set of limitaions, I agree that aggregation would even increase the level of 

imprecision. 

It would be advisable to accompany the indicators with some contextualizing information regarding 

particular national contexts. 

Thank you very much.  

regarding the national context, what kind of information do you have in mind?  

195. Daniela Cherubini | 07/07/2016, 12:32 CEST (+02:00) 

Tugce Tugran wrote: 

Daniela Cherubini wrote: 

On the definition of physical violence (indicator n 2) it is not clear to me why 

manslaughter is included here. Risk of overlapping with femicide indicators? 

On the indicators on psychol. and economic violence (indicators n 3 and 4). I 

understand the difficulties related to source n 3 = social services etc, but this is the best 

administrative source for these kinds of violence . Police records could be 

complementary 

Hello Daniela! Your comment is important so I did not want to let it slide. We agree that for some kinds 

of violence social services are better suited to provide a clearer picture-can you elaborate on what you 

said? Why social services are the best for economic and psy. violence? Because of more reporting? Or 

else? Thank you very much. 

I thikn that helplines and women's centres (where available) have better definitions of what constitute 

economic or psychological violence, and this may result in more accurate data. Police  and health systems' 

data are more likely to reflect only some forms and the most severe ones, eg. property damage and the 

fact of not complying with alimony (for economic), threats and defamation (for psychological). It is less 

likely that they measure psychological violence from intimate partner when it is not severe and not mixed 

with other forms (eg physical or sexual) - and even when a woman goes to police to report IPV, she is 

likely to report the physical or sexual violence maybe not the psychological one, expecially if she and the 

police system think that it does not constitute a crime. 

196. Daniela Cherubini | 07/07/2016, 12:34 CEST (+02:00) 

Marie Valentova wrote: 

Elena Fries-Tersch Milieu wrote: 

Since we will have a lunch break in 10 minutes, we would like to raise a more general 

question on the indicators for IPV: 

1) Do you think it is important to have separate indicators for the specific types of 

violence in IPV context (as we have it now)? Or would it be more useful to have only 

one general indicator on IPV ?  

2) We think that the general IPV indicator cannot be a composite (aggregate) of the 

indicators for specific ones, because (as mentioned before), there might be overlaps, so 

the aggregate would not be the sum of cases. However, do you have a different opinion 

on that?  

1) In my view, saparate indicators are better. I reduces a danges of creating a black box general indicator. 

2) Due to already mentioned set of limitaions, I agree that aggregation would even increase the level of 

imprecision. 

It would be advisable to accompany the indicators with some contextualizing information regarding 

particular national contexts. 

I agree with these two anwers 

 

197. Tugce Tugran | 07/07/2016, 12:35 CEST (+02:00) 



Daniela Cherubini wrote: 

Tugce Tugran wrote: 

Daniela Cherubini wrote: 

On the definition of physical violence (indicator n 2) it is not clear to 

me why manslaughter is included here. Risk of overlapping with 

femicide indicators? 

On the indicators on psychol. and economic violence (indicators n 3 

and 4). I understand the difficulties related to source n 3 = social 

services etc, but this is the best administrative source for these kinds 

of violence . Police records could be complementary 

Hello Daniela! Your comment is important so I did not want to let it slide. We agree 

that for some kinds of violence social services are better suited to provide a clearer 

picture-can you elaborate on what you said? Why social services are the best for 

economic and psy. violence? Because of more reporting? Or else? Thank you very 

much. 

I thikn that helplines and women's centres (where available) have better definitions of what constitute 

economic or psychological violence, and this may result in more accurate data. Police  and health systems' 

data are more likely to reflect only some forms and the most severe ones, eg. property damage and the 

fact of not complying with alimony (for economic), threats and defamation (for psychological). It is less 

likely that they measure psychological violence from intimate partner when it is not severe and not mixed 

with other forms (eg physical or sexual) - and even when a woman goes to police to report IPV, she is 

likely to report the physical or sexual violence maybe not the psychological one, expecially if she and the 

police system think that it does not constitute a crime. 

Yes; very true, thank you very much for these comments, duly noted. 

198. Nathalie Meurens | 07/07/2016, 12:36 CEST (+02:00) 

Many thanks for all your feedback on the proposed indicators for IPV.  

We have now a lunch break until 13.30. During this time, you are welcome to keep participating and 

commenting. We will reply to you after the break. 

We will continue with IPV after the break for 30 minutes. 

199. Federal Statistical Office of Germany | 07/07/2016, 12:38 CEST (+02:00) 

Henriette Jansen wrote: 

Federal Statistical Office of Germany wrote: 

Good morning, I am Thomas Baumann, Federal Statistical Office of Germany. 

Each statistical data collection is faced with three basic questions: WHAT is/shall be 

collected HOW by WHOM? 

Following this discussion and reflecting the discussions we had at the Eurostat Working 

Group on Statistics on Crime and Criminal Justice I think there are currently a lot of 

initiatives (European Council: Istanbul convention, UN: Sustainable Development 

Goal 16, UN-International Crime  Classification for statistical purposes, Eurostat-Task 

Force on gender based violance ....). 

In my opinion it is important to try to avoid too big conceptional discrepances in 

definitions for the same kind of offence 

Hi Thomas. Good points. I would like to add the 4th and 5th basic questions: WHAT is it telling us and 

WHAT is it used for. :) 

Hello Henriette, 

I agree to your additional questions. 

Regarding the International Crime Classification for statistical purposes (ICCS) I mentioned, the answer 

to your 5th question is "for statistical purposes". That is ICCS is the first global definition framework 



adopted by the UN Statistical Commission. So, in this way it sets a standard and will be implemented in 

the Eurostat/UNODC-CTS-data collection on crime and criminal justice 

 

200. Henriette Jansen | 07/07/2016, 12:42 CEST (+02:00) 

Elena Fries-Tersch Milieu wrote: 

Henriette Jansen wrote: 

Elena Fries-Tersch Milieu wrote: 

Federal Office of Justice wrote: 

Henriette Jansen wrote: 

Jurgita Peciuriene wrote: 

Do you have any suggestion on how the 

ratio of the population should be 

calculated? For example, should it be 

number of incidences per 1000 women in 

the same age group? 

I do not see how this helps 

increasing our understanding. I 

think it is better to use the exact 

numbers. 

Sorry, but exact numbers are generally not 

comparable between MS. Therefore statistics 

should aim to present a ratio next to exact numbers. 

Incidences per 1.000 women in the same age group 

to me sounds very plausible. This not only lends 

comparability to data from different MS but also to 

data from different years with populationchanges. 

Of course this data has always to be complemented 

by information on the official population statistics. 

Ideally the statistics should provide data on how 

many victims are not counted for the population-

statistics (i.e. tourists etc.). 

yes, of course it would be better to present numbers as 'victims per 

1.000 women', thank you very much for this input! 

please instead of 'victims per 1.000 women' better to phrase as 'number of women 

reporting to police/...xxx per 1.000 women' . (as the actual number of victims is 

unknown) 

the problem is that we want the indicator to be measurable by several sources, so we cannot have this 

wording. otherwise we always need three different indicators. this is why in the title of the indicators we 

have a general word 'victim' and then in the description we specify the units for each source. but, yes, in 

the description, we can put under 'unit' for police sources: 'number of women reporting to the police' 

Hi Elena. I do not understand very well what you mean. Tugce mentioned it would be reported separately 

for each source. Moreover the term victim is contentious, and as I said you do not know the number of 

victims which is probably at least 10 times higher than you report. It is better to be descriptive and refer 

to the number reporting the act.  

201. Henriette Jansen | 07/07/2016, 12:48 CEST (+02:00) 

Henriette Jansen wrote: 

Elena Fries-Tersch Milieu wrote: 



Henriette Jansen wrote: 

Elena Fries-Tersch Milieu wrote: 

Federal Office of Justice wrote: 

Henriette Jansen 

wrote: 

Jurgita Peciuriene 

wrote: 

Do you have any 

suggestion on how the 

ratio of the population 

should be calculated? 

For example, should it 

be number of 

incidences per 1000 

women in the same age 

group? 

I do not see 

how this helps 

increasing our 

understanding

. I think it is 

better to use 

the exact 

numbers. 

Sorry, but exact numbers are 

generally not comparable 

between MS. Therefore 

statistics should aim to present a 

ratio next to exact numbers. 

Incidences per 1.000 women in 

the same age group to me sounds 

very plausible. This not only 

lends comparability to data from 

different MS but also to data 

from different years with 

populationchanges. 

Of course this data has always to 

be complemented by 

information on the official 

population statistics. Ideally the 

statistics should provide data on 

how many victims are not 

counted for the population-

statistics (i.e. tourists etc.). 

yes, of course it would be better to present numbers 

as 'victims per 1.000 women', thank you very much 

for this input! 

please instead of 'victims per 1.000 women' better to phrase as 

'number of women reporting to police/...xxx per 1.000 women' . (as 

the actual number of victims is unknown) 

the problem is that we want the indicator to be measurable by several sources, so we 

cannot have this wording. otherwise we always need three different indicators. this is 



why in the title of the indicators we have a general word 'victim' and then in the 

description we specify the units for each source. but, yes, in the description, we can put 

under 'unit' for police sources: 'number of women reporting to the police' 

Hi Elena. I do not understand very well what you mean. Tugce mentioned it would be reported separately 

for each source. Moreover the term victim is contentious, and as I said you do not know the number of 

victims which is probably at least 10 times higher than you report. It is better to be descriptive and refer 

to the number reporting the act.  

Okay everybody, this was very interesting. I will leave you know. Thanks for the great debate!! Good 

continuation later. Bye bye! 

202. Julia Habermann | 07/07/2016, 13:06 CEST (+02:00) 

Elena Fries-Tersch Milieu wrote: 

Federal Office of Justice wrote: 

Although legal definitions vary in different MS, they do also reflect the social attitude 

of the given MS and are therefore valuable indicators. 

Administrative data completed by surveys (at larger intervals; i.e. five years) may be 

helpful even on behalf of prevalence rates. As the ratio of reported incidents to 

unreported once should not be subject to short-term changes (as long as there is no legal 

or social marking-point), the reported cases may very well be an indicator for all IPV. 

yes, it was also our reflection that 'hamornisation' needs to leave some space for differences, because it 

needs to take the cultural or social connotations into account. however, the aim of the study is to develop 

definitions that provide a common denominator or starting point for collecting data. therefore, we 

developed brief definitions with examples, that are however not exhaustive.  

re. the reporting rate, indeed it would be a possibility to include the reporting rate in the calculation of the 

indicator by administrative data, e.g. as a weight. in this way, different reporting rates in different 

countries would be taken into account when comparing figures across MS. however - as you say - we 

would need to be sure that reporting rates do not vary too much from one year to another and that the data 

is reliable.  

Hello to everybody, 

the number of women who reported violence to police or other institutions (e.g. support services) 

(measured by  follow-up questions in a survey), could be too small for further analysis and might not be 

a reliable basic for calculating weights. 

203. Elena Fries-Tersch Milieu | 07/07/2016, 13:24 CEST (+02:00) 

Henriette Jansen wrote: 

Henriette Jansen wrote: 

Elena Fries-Tersch Milieu wrote: 

Henriette Jansen wrote: 

Elena Fries-Tersch Milieu wrote: 

Federal Office of Justice wrote: 

Henriette Jansen wrote: 

Jurgita Peciuriene wrote: 

Do you have any suggestion on how the ratio of the population should be calculated? For example, should it be 

number of incidences per 1000 women in the same age group? 

I do not see how this helps increasing our understanding. I think it is better to use the exact numbers. 

Sorry, but exact numbers are generally not comparable between MS. Therefore statistics should aim to present a 

ratio next to exact numbers. 

Incidences per 1.000 women in the same age group to me sounds very plausible. This not only lends comparability 

to data from different MS but also to data from different years with populationchanges. 



Of course this data has always to be complemented by information on the official population statistics. Ideally the 

statistics should provide data on how many victims are not counted for the population-statistics (i.e. tourists etc.). 

yes, of course it would be better to present numbers as 'victims per 1.000 women', thank you very much for this 

input! 

please instead of 'victims per 1.000 women' better to phrase as 'number of women reporting to police/...xxx per 

1.000 women' . (as the actual number of victims is unknown) 

the problem is that we want the indicator to be measurable by several sources, so we cannot have this wording. 

otherwise we always need three different indicators. this is why in the title of the indicators we have a general 

word 'victim' and then in the description we specify the units for each source. but, yes, in the description, we can 

put under 'unit' for police sources: 'number of women reporting to the police' 

Hi Elena. I do not understand very well what you mean. Tugce mentioned it would be reported separately for each 

source. Moreover the term victim is contentious, and as I said you do not know the number of victims which is 

probably at least 10 times higher than you report. It is better to be descriptive and refer to the number reporting 

the act.  

Okay everybody, this was very interesting. I will leave you know. Thanks for the great debate!! Good continuation 

later. Bye bye! 

Bye and thank you for all your inputs! 

204. Elena Fries-Tersch Milieu | 07/07/2016, 13:24 CEST (+02:00) 

Henriette Jansen wrote: 

Henriette Jansen wrote: 

Elena Fries-Tersch Milieu wrote: 

Henriette Jansen wrote: 

Elena Fries-Tersch Milieu wrote: 

Federal Office of Justice wrote: 

Henriette Jansen wrote: 

Jurgita Peciuriene wrote: 

Do you have any suggestion on how the ratio of the population should be calculated? For example, should it be 

number of incidences per 1000 women in the same age group? 

I do not see how this helps increasing our understanding. I think it is better to use the exact numbers. 

Sorry, but exact numbers are generally not comparable between MS. Therefore statistics should aim to present a 

ratio next to exact numbers. 

Incidences per 1.000 women in the same age group to me sounds very plausible. This not only lends comparability 

to data from different MS but also to data from different years with populationchanges. 

Of course this data has always to be complemented by information on the official population statistics. Ideally the 

statistics should provide data on how many victims are not counted for the population-statistics (i.e. tourists etc.). 

yes, of course it would be better to present numbers as 'victims per 1.000 women', thank you very much for this 

input! 

please instead of 'victims per 1.000 women' better to phrase as 'number of women reporting to police/...xxx per 

1.000 women' . (as the actual number of victims is unknown) 

the problem is that we want the indicator to be measurable by several sources, so we cannot have this wording. 

otherwise we always need three different indicators. this is why in the title of the indicators we have a general 

word 'victim' and then in the description we specify the units for each source. but, yes, in the description, we can 

put under 'unit' for police sources: 'number of women reporting to the police' 

Hi Elena. I do not understand very well what you mean. Tugce mentioned it would be reported separately for each 

source. Moreover the term victim is contentious, and as I said you do not know the number of victims which is 

probably at least 10 times higher than you report. It is better to be descriptive and refer to the number reporting 

the act.  



Okay everybody, this was very interesting. I will leave you know. Thanks for the great debate!! Good continuation 

later. Bye bye! 

Bye and thank you for all your inputs! 

205. Elena Fries-Tersch Milieu | 07/07/2016, 13:32 CEST (+02:00) 

Good afternoon, we would like to resume the discussion. First, we would like to ask you again if anyone 

else has a comment on the two general questions:  

1) Do you think it is important to have separate indicators for the specific types of violence in IPV context 

(as we have it now)? Or would it be more useful to have only one general indicator on IPV ?  

2) We think that the general IPV indicator cannot be a composite (aggregate) of the indicators for specific 

ones, because (as mentioned before), there might be overlaps, so the aggregate would not be the sum of 

cases. However, do you have a different opinion on that? 

206. Jurgita Peciuriene | 07/07/2016, 13:37 CEST (+02:00) 

Welcome back, 

We hope you all had a nice lunch break. We look forward to hearing your further inputs this afternoon. 

EIGE 

207. Elena Fries-Tersch Milieu | 07/07/2016, 13:40 CEST (+02:00) 

Since there are no comments on these issues, we would now like to move on the two last specific 

indicators on IPV: the one on psychological and the one on economic violence.  

The indicator on psychological violence is:  

Women victims of psychological violence aged 18 and over by an intimate partner or ex-partner, as a 

share of the total population of women 

Within the scope of this indicator, psychological violence in the context of intimate partner violence 

should be understood as: Any act or behaviour which causes psychological harm to the partner or 

former partner. Psychological violence can take the form of, among others, coercion, defamation, 

verbal insult or harassment. 

The indicator could be measured by the following sources and units: 

1.     Source: police records of crimes; units: number of women victims recorded by the police per 

calendar year. 

2.     Source: Hospital and healthcare professionals’ records, units: number of women patients per 

calendar year. 

Source 1 data from every Member State would be very useful, with Source 2 data considered optional, 

given the difficulties in its collection.  

Women victims of economic violence aged 18 and over by an intimate partner or ex-partner, as a share 

of the total population of women 

For this indicator, economic violence in the context of intimate partner violence should be understood as: 

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. 

The suggested forms of economic violence correspond to ICCS tags and are in line with the most common 

forms of economic violence recognised across the Member States. 

The indicator could be measured by the following sources and units: 

1.    Source: police records of crimes; units: women victims.  

 

208. Federal Statistical Office of Germany | 07/07/2016, 13:43 CEST (+02:00) 

Elena Fries-Tersch Milieu wrote: 



Good afternoon, we would like to resume the discussion. First, we would like to ask you again if anyone 

else has a comment on the two general questions:  

1) Do you think it is important to have separate indicators for the specific types of violence in IPV context 

(as we have it now)? Or would it be more useful to have only one general indicator on IPV ?  

2) We think that the general IPV indicator cannot be a composite (aggregate) of the indicators for specific 

ones, because (as mentioned before), there might be overlaps, so the aggregate would not be the sum of 

cases. However, do you have a different opinion on that? 

Hello Elena, 

regarding your questions I do not think that a composite indicator in the crime area leads to comparable 

information. 

Defining indicators needs defining criminal acts. The ICCS I mentioned before is a global definition 

framework for criminal acts like intentional homicide, rape and other crimes that are collected in the 

Eurostat/UNODC-CTS-data collection. If definitions in other international data collections do not use 

these standard definitions they produce results different to the CTS-results. In this case it should be made 

clear in metadata which defining elements of ICCS are applied and which not in order to help the data 

users. 

209. Elena Fries-Tersch Milieu | 07/07/2016, 13:43 CEST (+02:00) 

Just to remind you, the questions we would like to discuss also on these indicators are:  

1.     Is the indicator clear? 

2.    Does the indicator cover the most important aspects of the incidence of IPV? 

3.   Which age group makes sense for these indicators? 

4.  Will the indicators help to achieve a comparable measurement of IPV across the EU 28? 

5. In your opinion, which challenges are very likely to arise if these indicators are implemented at national 

level? How can these be overcome? 

210. Observatory on Domestic and Gender Violence of the General Council for the Judiciary [Observatorio 

contra la Violencia Doméstica y de Género del Consejo General del Poder Judicial] | 07/07/2016, 

13:43 CEST (+02:00) 

Julia Habermann wrote: 

Elena Fries-Tersch Milieu wrote: 

Federal Office of Justice wrote: 

Although legal definitions vary in different MS, they do also reflect 

the social attitude of the given MS and are therefore valuable 

indicators. 

Administrative data completed by surveys (at larger intervals; i.e. 

five years) may be helpful even on behalf of prevalence rates. As the 

ratio of reported incidents to unreported once should not be subject 

to short-term changes (as long as there is no legal or social marking-

point), the reported cases may very well be an indicator for all IPV. 

yes, it was also our reflection that 'hamornisation' needs to leave some space for 

differences, because it needs to take the cultural or social connotations into account. 

however, the aim of the study is to develop definitions that provide a common 

denominator or starting point for collecting data. therefore, we developed brief 

definitions with examples, that are however not exhaustive.  

re. the reporting rate, indeed it would be a possibility to include the reporting rate in the 

calculation of the indicator by administrative data, e.g. as a weight. in this way, different 

reporting rates in different countries would be taken into account when comparing 

figures across MS. however - as you say - we would need to be sure that reporting rates 

do not vary too much from one year to another and that the data is reliable.  

Hello to everybody, 



the number of women who reported violence to police or other institutions (e.g. support services) 

(measured by  follow-up questions in a survey), could be too small for further analysis and might not be 

a reliable basic for calculating weights. 

Hi everyone, 

I am working at the General Council for the Judiciary, we collect a lot of GBV data, but of course "the 

starting point" is women who reported violence to the police.  

It is important to analyze and monitor the judicial response to victims, and to answer Henriette it is used 

to "make recommendations to judges, to ask for more specialised courts, specialised training courses, or 

even legal changes... 

But if our aim is to know the real impact GBV has on population, the prevalence, the barriers to access 

the justice, police or social services then we must find a more comprehensive indicator than women who 

reported.  

211. Marta Adiego | 07/07/2016, 13:50 CEST (+02:00) 

Elena Fries-Tersch Milieu wrote: 

Good afternoon, we would like to resume the discussion. First, we would like to ask you again if anyone 

else has a comment on the two general questions:  

1) Do you think it is important to have separate indicators for the specific types of violence in IPV context 

(as we have it now)? Or would it be more useful to have only one general indicator on IPV ?  

2) We think that the general IPV indicator cannot be a composite (aggregate) of the indicators for specific 

ones, because (as mentioned before), there might be overlaps, so the aggregate would not be the sum of 

cases. However, do you have a different opinion on that? 

We think it is important to have the disaggregated indicators besides the general one 

212. Elke Moons | 07/07/2016, 13:54 CEST (+02:00) 

Marta Adiego wrote: 

Elena Fries-Tersch Milieu wrote: 

Good afternoon, we would like to resume the discussion. First, we would like to ask 

you again if anyone else has a comment on the two general questions:  

1) Do you think it is important to have separate indicators for the specific types of 

violence in IPV context (as we have it now)? Or would it be more useful to have only 

one general indicator on IPV ?  

2) We think that the general IPV indicator cannot be a composite (aggregate) of the 

indicators for specific ones, because (as mentioned before), there might be overlaps, so 

the aggregate would not be the sum of cases. However, do you have a different opinion 

on that? 

We think it is important to have the disaggregated indicators besides the general one 

We agree. I think you cannot go without a general indicator, since that might beb the only thing that 

some MS are registering. But if possible, the goal should be to aim at different disaggregated indicators. 

 

213. Nathalie Meurens | 07/07/2016, 13:54 CEST (+02:00) 

Federal Statistical Office of Germany wrote: 

Elena Fries-Tersch Milieu wrote: 

Good afternoon, we would like to resume the discussion. First, we would like to ask 

you again if anyone else has a comment on the two general questions:  

1) Do you think it is important to have separate indicators for the specific types of 

violence in IPV context (as we have it now)? Or would it be more useful to have only 

one general indicator on IPV ?  



2) We think that the general IPV indicator cannot be a composite (aggregate) of the 

indicators for specific ones, because (as mentioned before), there might be overlaps, so 

the aggregate would not be the sum of cases. However, do you have a different opinion 

on that? 

Hello Elena, 

regarding your questions I do not think that a composite indicator in the crime area leads to comparable 

information. 

Defining indicators needs defining criminal acts. The ICCS I mentioned before is a global definition 

framework for criminal acts like intentional homicide, rape and other crimes that are collected in the 

Eurostat/UNODC-CTS-data collection. If definitions in other international data collections do not use 

these standard definitions they produce results different to the CTS-results. In this case it should be made 

clear in metadata which defining elements of ICCS are applied and which not in order to help the data 

users. 

Thanks for your useful comment. We based the indicators and their definitions on existing national 

definitions taking into account the international ones (Istanbul Convention and ICCS) to the extent 

possible. However, an exact match across the board is not possible. 

It is a good point to mention the relevant ICCS tags in the metadata so to support the data users. In the 

background note, we have not detailed which ICCS tags we used for the definitions but we will add this 

information in the metadata. 

214. Elke Moons | 07/07/2016, 13:56 CEST (+02:00) 

Elena Fries-Tersch Milieu wrote: 

Just to remind you, the questions we would like to discuss also on these indicators are:  

1.     Is the indicator clear? 

2.    Does the indicator cover the most important aspects of the incidence of IPV? 

3.   Which age group makes sense for these indicators? 

4.  Will the indicators help to achieve a comparable measurement of IPV across the EU 28? 

5. In your opinion, which challenges are very likely to arise if these indicators are implemented at national 

level? How can these be overcome? 

Again, as before, we think the lower age group - especially for psychological violence - should not be 

dsicarded, so better to start from 15 years onwards. 

215. Observatory on Domestic and Gender Violence of the General Council for the Judiciary [Observatorio 

contra la Violencia Doméstica y de Género del Consejo General del Poder Judicial] | 07/07/2016, 

13:56 CEST (+02:00) 

Federal Statistical Office of Germany wrote: 

Elena Fries-Tersch Milieu wrote: 

Good afternoon, we would like to resume the discussion. First, we would like to ask 

you again if anyone else has a comment on the two general questions:  

1) Do you think it is important to have separate indicators for the specific types of 

violence in IPV context (as we have it now)? Or would it be more useful to have only 

one general indicator on IPV ?  

2) We think that the general IPV indicator cannot be a composite (aggregate) of the 

indicators for specific ones, because (as mentioned before), there might be overlaps, so 

the aggregate would not be the sum of cases. However, do you have a different opinion 

on that? 

Hello Elena, 

regarding your questions I do not think that a composite indicator in the crime area leads to comparable 

information. 



Defining indicators needs defining criminal acts. The ICCS I mentioned before is a global definition 

framework for criminal acts like intentional homicide, rape and other crimes that are collected in the 

Eurostat/UNODC-CTS-data collection. If definitions in other international data collections do not use 

these standard definitions they produce results different to the CTS-results. In this case it should be made 

clear in metadata which defining elements of ICCS are applied and which not in order to help the data 

users. 

I absolutely agree. Moreover, thinking in What is the data used for. Criminal data is often used to draw 

up social and preventive policies, that means that it is compulsory to have separate indicators regarding 

the GBV types or forms.  

 

216. Federal Statistical Office of Germany | 07/07/2016, 13:58 CEST (+02:00) 

Nathalie Meurens wrote: 

Federal Statistical Office of Germany wrote: 

Elena Fries-Tersch Milieu wrote: 

Good afternoon, we would like to resume the discussion. First, we 

would like to ask you again if anyone else has a comment on the two 

general questions:  

1) Do you think it is important to have separate indicators for the 

specific types of violence in IPV context (as we have it now)? Or 

would it be more useful to have only one general indicator on IPV ?  

2) We think that the general IPV indicator cannot be a composite 

(aggregate) of the indicators for specific ones, because (as mentioned 

before), there might be overlaps, so the aggregate would not be the 

sum of cases. However, do you have a different opinion on that? 

Hello Elena, 

regarding your questions I do not think that a composite indicator in the crime area 

leads to comparable information. 

Defining indicators needs defining criminal acts. The ICCS I mentioned before is a 

global definition framework for criminal acts like intentional homicide, rape and other 

crimes that are collected in the Eurostat/UNODC-CTS-data collection. If definitions in 

other international data collections do not use these standard definitions they produce 

results different to the CTS-results. In this case it should be made clear in metadata 

which defining elements of ICCS are applied and which not in order to help the data 

users. 

Thanks for your useful comment. We based the indicators and their definitions on existing national 

definitions taking into account the international ones (Istanbul Convention and ICCS) to the extent 

possible. However, an exact match across the board is not possible. 

It is a good point to mention the relevant ICCS tags in the metadata so to support the data users. In the 

background note, we have not detailed which ICCS tags we used for the definitions but we will add this 

information in the metadata. 

Dear Nathalie, 

I agree with you that your starting point are the national legal codes which are then compared to the 

international standards. We do at national level the same task when we apply the ICCS via so-called 

correspondence tables from national legal codes to the behavioural codes in the ICCS. It could be usefull 

to compare these correspondence tables within european countries. 

 

217. Nathalie Meurens | 07/07/2016, 13:59 CEST (+02:00) 

Elke Moons wrote: 

Elena Fries-Tersch Milieu wrote: 



Just to remind you, the questions we would like to discuss also on these indicators 

are:  

1.     Is the indicator clear? 

2.    Does the indicator cover the most important aspects of the incidence of IPV? 

3.   Which age group makes sense for these indicators? 

4.  Will the indicators help to achieve a comparable measurement of IPV across the EU 

28? 

5. In your opinion, which challenges are very likely to arise if these indicators are 

implemented at national level? How can these be overcome? 

Again, as before, we think the lower age group - especially for psychological violence - should not be 

dsicarded, so better to start from 15 years onwards. 

Thanks Elke. My question would be then why 15 and not 14 for example? And would a lower age group 

also be relevant for economic violence? 

218. Hana Spanikova | 07/07/2016, 14:04 CEST (+02:00) 

Observatory on Domestic and Gender Violence of the General Council for the Judiciary [Observatorio 

contra la Violencia Doméstica y de Género del Consejo General del Poder Judicial wrote: 

] 

Julia Habermann wrote: 

Elena Fries-Tersch Milieu wrote: 

Federal Office of Justice wrote: 

Although legal definitions vary in different MS, they do also reflect 

the social attitude of the given MS and are therefore valuable 

indicators. 

Administrative data completed by surveys (at larger intervals; i.e. 

five years) may be helpful even on behalf of prevalence rates. As the 

ratio of reported incidents to unreported once should not be subject 

to short-term changes (as long as there is no legal or social marking-

point), the reported cases may very well be an indicator for all IPV. 

yes, it was also our reflection that 'hamornisation' needs to leave some space for 

differences, because it needs to take the cultural or social connotations into account. 

however, the aim of the study is to develop definitions that provide a common 

denominator or starting point for collecting data. therefore, we developed brief 

definitions with examples, that are however not exhaustive.  

re. the reporting rate, indeed it would be a possibility to include the reporting rate in the 

calculation of the indicator by administrative data, e.g. as a weight. in this way, different 

reporting rates in different countries would be taken into account when comparing 

figures across MS. however - as you say - we would need to be sure that reporting rates 

do not vary too much from one year to another and that the data is reliable.  

Hello to everybody, 

the number of women who reported violence to police or other institutions (e.g. support services) 

(measured by  follow-up questions in a survey), could be too small for further analysis and might not be 

a reliable basic for calculating weights. 

Hi everyone, 

I am working at the General Council for the Judiciary, we collect a lot of GBV data, but of course "the 

starting point" is women who reported violence to the police.  

It is important to analyze and monitor the judicial response to victims, and to answer Henriette it is used 

to "make recommendations to judges, to ask for more specialised courts, specialised training courses, or 

even legal changes... 



But if our aim is to know the real impact GBV has on population, the prevalence, the barriers to access 

the justice, police or social services then we must find a more comprehensive indicator than women who 

reported.  

Hello, could you maybe give us an example of the more comprehensive indicator? 

219. Rossitsa Rangelova Pavlova | 07/07/2016, 14:05 CEST (+02:00) 

Excuse me, may be I do not follow strictly the topics, but I would like to note that the more separate 

indicators for the specific types of violence in IVP context the better for the analyses. Moreover they (at 

least most of them) can not be aggregated in a sum because they are different by nature. 

220. Elke Moons | 07/07/2016, 14:07 CEST (+02:00) 

Nathalie Meurens wrote: 

Elke Moons wrote: 

Elena Fries-Tersch Milieu wrote: 

Just to remind you, the questions we would like to discuss also on 

these indicators are:  

1.     Is the indicator clear? 

2.    Does the indicator cover the most important aspects of the 

incidence of IPV? 

3.   Which age group makes sense for these indicators? 

4.  Will the indicators help to achieve a comparable measurement of 

IPV across the EU 28? 

5. In your opinion, which challenges are very likely to arise if these 

indicators are implemented at national level? How can these be 

overcome? 

Again, as before, we think the lower age group - especially for psychological violence 

- should not be dsicarded, so better to start from 15 years onwards. 

Thanks Elke. My question would be then why 15 and not 14 for example? And would a lower age group 

also be relevant for economic violence? 

For us, 15 would be usefull, since this is also the lower age group for our national victimisation survey 

and hence figures could be compared, but as such I have no particular preference for any age limit, I only 

think that 18 is somewhat too late to start. 

I'm still in doubt on the lower age limit concerning economic violence... Perhaps, for the ease 

of  collection purposes, it is more convenient to have the same age limits for all kinds of IPV? 

221. Inger Lövkrona | 07/07/2016, 14:11 CEST (+02:00) 

Elke Moons wrote: 

Nathalie Meurens wrote: 

Elke Moons wrote: 

Elena Fries-Tersch Milieu wrote: 

Just to remind you, the questions we would like to 

discuss also on these indicators are:  

1.     Is the indicator clear? 

2.    Does the indicator cover the most important 

aspects of the incidence of IPV? 

3.   Which age group makes sense for these 

indicators? 

4.  Will the indicators help to achieve a comparable 

measurement of IPV across the EU 28? 



5. In your opinion, which challenges are very 

likely to arise if these indicators are implemented 

at national level? How can these be overcome? 

Again, as before, we think the lower age group - especially for 

psychological violence - should not be dsicarded, so better to start 

from 15 years onwards. 

Thanks Elke. My question would be then why 15 and not 14 for example? And would 

a lower age group also be relevant for economic violence? 

For us, 15 would be usefull, since this is also the lower age group for our national victimisation survey 

and hence figures could be compared, but as such I have no particular preference for any age limit, I only 

think that 18 is somewhat too late to start. 

I'm still in doubt on the lower age limit concerning economic violence... Perhaps, for the ease 

of  collection purposes, it is more convenient to have the same age limits for all kinds of IPV? 

I agree on both issues. 

222. Nathalie Meurens | 07/07/2016, 14:13 CEST (+02:00) 

Federal Statistical Office of Germany wrote: 

Nathalie Meurens wrote: 

Federal Statistical Office of Germany wrote: 

Elena Fries-Tersch Milieu wrote: 

Good afternoon, we would like to resume the 

discussion. First, we would like to ask you again 

if anyone else has a comment on the two general 

questions:  

1) Do you think it is important to have separate 

indicators for the specific types of violence in IPV 

context (as we have it now)? Or would it be more 

useful to have only one general indicator on IPV ?  

2) We think that the general IPV indicator cannot 

be a composite (aggregate) of the indicators for 

specific ones, because (as mentioned before), there 

might be overlaps, so the aggregate would not be 

the sum of cases. However, do you have a different 

opinion on that? 

Hello Elena, 

regarding your questions I do not think that a composite indicator in 

the crime area leads to comparable information. 

Defining indicators needs defining criminal acts. The ICCS I 

mentioned before is a global definition framework for criminal acts 

like intentional homicide, rape and other crimes that are collected in 

the Eurostat/UNODC-CTS-data collection. If definitions in other 

international data collections do not use these standard definitions 

they produce results different to the CTS-results. In this case it should 

be made clear in metadata which defining elements of ICCS are 

applied and which not in order to help the data users. 

Thanks for your useful comment. We based the indicators and their definitions on 

existing national definitions taking into account the international ones (Istanbul 

Convention and ICCS) to the extent possible. However, an exact match across the board 

is not possible. 

It is a good point to mention the relevant ICCS tags in the metadata so to support the 

data users. In the background note, we have not detailed which ICCS tags we used for 

the definitions but we will add this information in the metadata. 



Dear Nathalie, 

I agree with you that your starting point are the national legal codes which are then compared to the 

international standards. We do at national level the same task when we apply the ICCS via so-called 

correspondence tables from national legal codes to the behavioural codes in the ICCS. It could be usefull 

to compare these correspondence tables within european countries. 

Indeed, this would be a very useful exercise. We have not looked at the correspondence tables. Would it 

possible to send us a copy at violenceagainstwomen@milieu.be ? 

223. Nathalie Meurens | 07/07/2016, 14:16 CEST (+02:00) 

Thanks a lot for your feedback on the IPV indicators. We will now proceed with the suggested indicator 

on rape: 

Women victims of rape aged 18 and over, as a share of the population of women aged 18 and over 

Within the scope of this indicator, rape should be understood as: sexual penetration, whether vaginal, 

anal or oral, through the use of an object or body parts, without consent, using force or by taking 

advantage of the vulnerability of the victim. 

The indicator could be measured by the following sources and units: 

1.    Source: police records of crimes (cases reported to the police); units: number of women victims 

recorded by the police per calendar year. 

2.    Source: Hospital and healthcare professionals’ records; units: number of women patients per calendar 

year. 

Source 1 figures from every Member State would be very useful, while source 2 data could remain 

optional, given the difficulties in its collection. 

224. Elke Moons | 07/07/2016, 14:16 CEST (+02:00) 

Nathalie Meurens wrote: 

Federal Statistical Office of Germany wrote: 

Nathalie Meurens wrote: 

Federal Statistical Office of Germany wrote: 

Elena Fries-Tersch Milieu 

wrote: 

Good afternoon, we would like 

to resume the discussion. First, 

we would like to ask you again 

if anyone else has a comment on 

the two general questions:  

1) Do you think it is important to 

have separate indicators for the 

specific types of violence in IPV 

context (as we have it now)? Or 

would it be more useful to have 

only one general indicator on 

IPV ?  

2) We think that the general IPV 

indicator cannot be a composite 

(aggregate) of the indicators for 

specific ones, because (as 

mentioned before), there might 

be overlaps, so the aggregate 

would not be the sum of cases. 

However, do you have a 

different opinion on that? 

Hello Elena, 



regarding your questions I do not think that a 

composite indicator in the crime area leads to 

comparable information. 

Defining indicators needs defining criminal acts. 

The ICCS I mentioned before is a global definition 

framework for criminal acts like intentional 

homicide, rape and other crimes that are collected 

in the Eurostat/UNODC-CTS-data collection. If 

definitions in other international data collections 

do not use these standard definitions they produce 

results different to the CTS-results. In this case it 

should be made clear in metadata which defining 

elements of ICCS are applied and which not in 

order to help the data users. 

Thanks for your useful comment. We based the indicators and their 

definitions on existing national definitions taking into account the 

international ones (Istanbul Convention and ICCS) to the extent 

possible. However, an exact match across the board is not possible. 

It is a good point to mention the relevant ICCS tags in the metadata 

so to support the data users. In the background note, we have not 

detailed which ICCS tags we used for the definitions but we will add 

this information in the metadata. 

Dear Nathalie, 

I agree with you that your starting point are the national legal codes which are then 

compared to the international standards. We do at national level the same task when we 

apply the ICCS via so-called correspondence tables from national legal codes to the 

behavioural codes in the ICCS. It could be usefull to compare these correspondence 

tables within european countries. 

Indeed, this would be a very useful exercise. We have not looked at the correspondence tables. Would it 

possible to send us a copy at violenceagainstwomen@milieu.be ? 

We are planning to do the same at Statistics Netherlands, so we would also welcome a copy 

(e.moons@cbs.nl). We can send the results back as soon as we have finished the exercise here, if you 

want. 

225. Nathalie Meurens | 07/07/2016, 14:17 CEST (+02:00) 

Regarding the proposed rape indicator: 

1. Is the proposed indicator clear? 

2. Does it cover the most important aspects of the incidence of rape of women? 

226. Elena Fries-Tersch Milieu | 07/07/2016, 14:17 CEST (+02:00) 

Federal Statistical Office of Germany wrote: 

Nathalie Meurens wrote: 

Federal Statistical Office of Germany wrote: 

Elena Fries-Tersch Milieu wrote: 

Good afternoon, we would like to resume the 

discussion. First, we would like to ask you again if 

anyone else has a comment on the two general 

questions:  

1) Do you think it is important to have separate 

indicators for the specific types of violence in IPV 

context (as we have it now)? Or would it be more 

useful to have only one general indicator on IPV ?  



2) We think that the general IPV indicator cannot 

be a composite (aggregate) of the indicators for 

specific ones, because (as mentioned before), there 

might be overlaps, so the aggregate would not be 

the sum of cases. However, do you have a different 

opinion on that? 

Hello Elena, 

regarding your questions I do not think that a composite indicator in 

the crime area leads to comparable information. 

Defining indicators needs defining criminal acts. The ICCS I 

mentioned before is a global definition framework for criminal acts 

like intentional homicide, rape and other crimes that are collected in 

the Eurostat/UNODC-CTS-data collection. If definitions in other 

international data collections do not use these standard definitions 

they produce results different to the CTS-results. In this case it should 

be made clear in metadata which defining elements of ICCS are 

applied and which not in order to help the data users. 

Thanks for your useful comment. We based the indicators and their definitions on 

existing national definitions taking into account the international ones (Istanbul 

Convention and ICCS) to the extent possible. However, an exact match across the board 

is not possible. 

It is a good point to mention the relevant ICCS tags in the metadata so to support the 

data users. In the background note, we have not detailed which ICCS tags we used for 

the definitions but we will add this information in the metadata. 

Dear Nathalie, 

I agree with you that your starting point are the national legal codes which are then compared to the 

international standards. We do at national level the same task when we apply the ICCS via so-called 

correspondence tables from national legal codes to the behavioural codes in the ICCS. It could be usefull 

to compare these correspondence tables within european countries. 

Hello, just a question maybe you know the answer: is the ICCS 'method' based on the assumption that 

Member States collect data on each of the articles in their Criminal Codes? Do you happen to know if 

this is the case EU-wide?  

 

227. Federal Statistical Office of Germany | 07/07/2016, 14:21 CEST (+02:00) 

Nathalie Meurens wrote: 

Federal Statistical Office of Germany wrote: 

Nathalie Meurens wrote: 

Federal Statistical Office of Germany wrote: 

Elena Fries-Tersch Milieu 

wrote: 

Good afternoon, we would like 

to resume the discussion. First, 

we would like to ask you again 

if anyone else has a comment on 

the two general questions:  

1) Do you think it is important to 

have separate indicators for the 

specific types of violence in IPV 

context (as we have it now)? Or 

would it be more useful to have 

only one general indicator on 

IPV ?  



2) We think that the general IPV 

indicator cannot be a composite 

(aggregate) of the indicators for 

specific ones, because (as 

mentioned before), there might 

be overlaps, so the aggregate 

would not be the sum of cases. 

However, do you have a 

different opinion on that? 

Hello Elena, 

regarding your questions I do not think that a 

composite indicator in the crime area leads to 

comparable information. 

Defining indicators needs defining criminal acts. 

The ICCS I mentioned before is a global definition 

framework for criminal acts like intentional 

homicide, rape and other crimes that are collected 

in the Eurostat/UNODC-CTS-data collection. If 

definitions in other international data collections 

do not use these standard definitions they produce 

results different to the CTS-results. In this case it 

should be made clear in metadata which defining 

elements of ICCS are applied and which not in 

order to help the data users. 

Thanks for your useful comment. We based the indicators and their 

definitions on existing national definitions taking into account the 

international ones (Istanbul Convention and ICCS) to the extent 

possible. However, an exact match across the board is not possible. 

It is a good point to mention the relevant ICCS tags in the metadata 

so to support the data users. In the background note, we have not 

detailed which ICCS tags we used for the definitions but we will add 

this information in the metadata. 

Dear Nathalie, 

I agree with you that your starting point are the national legal codes which are then 

compared to the international standards. We do at national level the same task when we 

apply the ICCS via so-called correspondence tables from national legal codes to the 

behavioural codes in the ICCS. It could be usefull to compare these correspondence 

tables within european countries. 

Indeed, this would be a very useful exercise. We have not looked at the correspondence tables. Would it 

possible to send us a copy at violenceagainstwomen@milieu.be ? 

The implementation process of the ICCS has started this year with the first meeting of the UNODC-

Technical Advisory Group on the ICCS implementation. We started it with homicide, but as far as I know 

there are other countries who already worked on sexual violence. So, we are interested in their work as 

well. I think an exchange of experiences at european level could be an issue in the Eurostat Working 

Group on Statistics on Criminal Justice you attend as well. 

 

228. Shalva Weil | 07/07/2016, 14:22 CEST (+02:00) 

Good afternoon! I am the Chair of the COST Action on "Femicide across Europe" bringing together 30 

countries (www.femicide.net). 

The issue of age is crucial, both with IPV indicators and rape. It is a cultural issue. What is "young" in 

one culture, is of age in another. Statutory rape also varies from country to country.  

The indicators have to be particularly sensitive to migrant populations.  

What about IPV and rape under 18 or at first puberty?  



 

229. Federal Office of Justice | 07/07/2016, 14:23 CEST (+02:00) 

Elke Moons wrote: 

For us, 15 would be usefull, since this is also the lower age group for our national victimisation survey 

and hence figures could be compared, but as such I have no particular preference for any age limit, I only 

think that 18 is somewhat too late to start. 

I'm still in doubt on the lower age limit concerning economic violence... Perhaps, for the ease 

of  collection purposes, it is more convenient to have the same age limits for all kinds of IPV? 

May I once again ask, if other statistics concerning IPV already use an age limit of 15 years (or do they 

use 14, 18, ?? years)? 

Please take care to aim at comparability to other statistical data as well. As the Federal Statistical Office 

of Germany already has pointed out on behalf of definitions, this applies to population as well. 

The same age limit for all IPV indicators should be a matter of course, as everything else would need 

some very good explanation. 

Coming back to Danielas remark before the break: 

"I thikn that helplines and women's centres (where available) have better definitions of what constitute 

economic or psychological violence, and this may result in more accurate data." 

I really would object to that, as those "better" definitions would most likely be influenced by the 

(subjective) interests of those helplines or centers and would really tend to not be the same from one 

helpline to the other. Thus generating an even more diverse amount of definitions. 

230. Irene Rosales | 07/07/2016, 14:23 CEST (+02:00) 

Nathalie Meurens wrote: 

Thanks a lot for your feedback on the IPV indicators. We will now proceed with the suggested indicator 

on rape: 

Women victims of rape aged 18 and over, as a share of the population of women aged 18 and over 

Within the scope of this indicator, rape should be understood as: sexual penetration, whether vaginal, 

anal or oral, through the use of an object or body parts, without consent, using force or by taking 

advantage of the vulnerability of the victim. 

The indicator could be measured by the following sources and units: 

1.    Source: police records of crimes (cases reported to the police); units: number of women victims 

recorded by the police per calendar year. 

2.    Source: Hospital and healthcare professionals’ records; units: number of women patients per calendar 

year. 

Source 1 figures from every Member State would be very useful, while source 2 data could remain 

optional, given the difficulties in its collection. 

Hello! Here, I don't understand why you are including the "using of force" in the definition when it was 

not the case of the the definition of "sexual violence in the context of intimate partner violence". Although 

I acknowledge that certain legal definitions in the EU can still be based in the use of force, I think we 

should follow Istanbul Convention standards. Even if this is a definition for statistical purposes, it might 

set some guidance on how to address the issue of rape.  

231. Jurgita Peciuriene | 07/07/2016, 14:26 CEST (+02:00) 

Observatory on Domestic and Gender Violence of the General Council for the Judiciary [Observatorio 

contra la Violencia Doméstica y de Género del Consejo General del Poder Judicial wrote: 

] 

Julia Habermann wrote: 

Elena Fries-Tersch Milieu wrote: 

Federal Office of Justice wrote: 



Although legal definitions vary in different MS, they do also reflect 

the social attitude of the given MS and are therefore valuable 

indicators. 

Administrative data completed by surveys (at larger intervals; i.e. 

five years) may be helpful even on behalf of prevalence rates. As the 

ratio of reported incidents to unreported once should not be subject 

to short-term changes (as long as there is no legal or social marking-

point), the reported cases may very well be an indicator for all IPV. 

yes, it was also our reflection that 'hamornisation' needs to leave some space for 

differences, because it needs to take the cultural or social connotations into account. 

however, the aim of the study is to develop definitions that provide a common 

denominator or starting point for collecting data. therefore, we developed brief 

definitions with examples, that are however not exhaustive.  

re. the reporting rate, indeed it would be a possibility to include the reporting rate in the 

calculation of the indicator by administrative data, e.g. as a weight. in this way, different 

reporting rates in different countries would be taken into account when comparing 

figures across MS. however - as you say - we would need to be sure that reporting rates 

do not vary too much from one year to another and that the data is reliable.  

Hello to everybody, 

the number of women who reported violence to police or other institutions (e.g. support services) 

(measured by  follow-up questions in a survey), could be too small for further analysis and might not be 

a reliable basic for calculating weights. 

Hi everyone, 

I am working at the General Council for the Judiciary, we collect a lot of GBV data, but of course "the 

starting point" is women who reported violence to the police.  

It is important to analyze and monitor the judicial response to victims, and to answer Henriette it is used 

to "make recommendations to judges, to ask for more specialised courts, specialised training courses, or 

even legal changes... 

But if our aim is to know the real impact GBV has on population, the prevalence, the barriers to access 

the justice, police or social services then we must find a more comprehensive indicator than women who 

reported.  

Thank you for the suggestion. When presenting data on GBV it is always important to contextualise it. 

Therefore, the reasons why women do not report play an important role. Accurate and informative 

metadata is very much needed as mentioned by other participants. For now we are trying to develop EU 

wide indicators on administrative data on GBV on order to have comparable administrative data at least 

on certain forms of violence. Any recommendation in this regard are very much appreciated. 

 

232. Elena Fries-Tersch Milieu | 07/07/2016, 14:28 CEST (+02:00) 

Federal Office of Justice wrote: 

Elke Moons wrote: 

For us, 15 would be usefull, since this is also the lower age group for our national 

victimisation survey and hence figures could be compared, but as such I have no 

particular preference for any age limit, I only think that 18 is somewhat too late to start. 

I'm still in doubt on the lower age limit concerning economic violence... Perhaps, for 

the ease of  collection purposes, it is more convenient to have the same age limits for 

all kinds of IPV? 

May I once again ask, if other statistics concerning IPV already use an age limit of 15 years (or do they 

use 14, 18, ?? years)? 

Please take care to aim at comparability to other statistical data as well. As the Federal Statistical Office 

of Germany already has pointed out on behalf of definitions, this applies to population as well. 



The same age limit for all IPV indicators should be a matter of course, as everything else would need 

some very good explanation. 

Coming back to Danielas remark before the break: 

"I thikn that helplines and women's centres (where available) have better definitions of what constitute 

economic or psychological violence, and this may result in more accurate data." 

I really would object to that, as those "better" definitions would most likely be influenced by the 

(subjective) interests of those helplines or centers and would really tend to not be the same from one 

helpline to the other. Thus generating an even more diverse amount of definitions. 

Could you please clarify what 'other statistics' you refer to in your first and second paragraph? thank you! 

233. Elke Moons | 07/07/2016, 14:28 CEST (+02:00) 

I am sorry, I have to leave the discussion for now (other meetings). 

Good luck and thank you all for the fruitful discussions. 

234. Jurgita Peciuriene | 07/07/2016, 14:30 CEST (+02:00) 

Federal Statistical Office of Germany wrote: 

Elena Fries-Tersch Milieu wrote: 

Good afternoon, we would like to resume the discussion. First, we would like to ask 

you again if anyone else has a comment on the two general questions:  

1) Do you think it is important to have separate indicators for the specific types of 

violence in IPV context (as we have it now)? Or would it be more useful to have only 

one general indicator on IPV ?  

2) We think that the general IPV indicator cannot be a composite (aggregate) of the 

indicators for specific ones, because (as mentioned before), there might be overlaps, so 

the aggregate would not be the sum of cases. However, do you have a different opinion 

on that? 

Hello Elena, 

regarding your questions I do not think that a composite indicator in the crime area leads to comparable 

information. 

Defining indicators needs defining criminal acts. The ICCS I mentioned before is a global definition 

framework for criminal acts like intentional homicide, rape and other crimes that are collected in the 

Eurostat/UNODC-CTS-data collection. If definitions in other international data collections do not use 

these standard definitions they produce results different to the CTS-results. In this case it should be made 

clear in metadata which defining elements of ICCS are applied and which not in order to help the data 

users. 

We share your concern that it will be very challenging to find the balance between requirements and 

available data. Could you provide some suggestions how to address those concerns? 

We are cooperating very closely with Eurostat and we will take their work into account, including ICCS 

(International classification of crimes for statistical purposes) and we will share the result of our project 

with Eurostat as well. However, we need to base what is possible and available at Member States level in 

order to get comparable indicators. 

235. Tugce Tugran | 07/07/2016, 14:30 CEST (+02:00) 

Elke Moons wrote: 

I am sorry, I have to leave the discussion for now (other meetings). 

Good luck and thank you all for the fruitful discussions. 

Thank you very much for your inputs Elke; looking forward to more collaboration in the future. 

 

236. Elena Fries-Tersch Milieu | 07/07/2016, 14:30 CEST (+02:00) 



Federal Statistical Office of Germany wrote: 

Nathalie Meurens wrote: 

Federal Statistical Office of Germany wrote: 

Nathalie Meurens wrote: 

Federal Statistical Office of Germany wrote: 

Elena Fries-Tersch Milieu wrote: 

Good afternoon, we would like to resume the discussion. First, we would like 

to ask you again if anyone else has a comment on the two general questions:  

1) Do you think it is important to have separate indicators for the specific types 

of violence in IPV context (as we have it now)? Or would it be more useful to 

have only one general indicator on IPV ?  

2) We think that the general IPV indicator cannot be a composite (aggregate) 

of the indicators for specific ones, because (as mentioned before), there might 

be overlaps, so the aggregate would not be the sum of cases. However, do you 

have a different opinion on that? 

Hello Elena, 

regarding your questions I do not think that a composite indicator in the crime 

area leads to comparable information. 

Defining indicators needs defining criminal acts. The ICCS I mentioned 

before is a global definition framework for criminal acts like intentional 

homicide, rape and other crimes that are collected in the Eurostat/UNODC-

CTS-data collection. If definitions in other international data collections do 

not use these standard definitions they produce results different to the CTS-

results. In this case it should be made clear in metadata which defining 

elements of ICCS are applied and which not in order to help the data users. 

Thanks for your useful comment. We based the indicators and their definitions 

on existing national definitions taking into account the international ones 

(Istanbul Convention and ICCS) to the extent possible. However, an exact 

match across the board is not possible. 

It is a good point to mention the relevant ICCS tags in the metadata so to 

support the data users. In the background note, we have not detailed which 

ICCS tags we used for the definitions but we will add this information in the 

metadata. 

Dear Nathalie, 

I agree with you that your starting point are the national legal codes 

which are then compared to the international standards. We do at 

national level the same task when we apply the ICCS via so-called 

correspondence tables from national legal codes to the behavioural 

codes in the ICCS. It could be usefull to compare these 

correspondence tables within european countries. 

Indeed, this would be a very useful exercise. We have not looked at the correspondence 

tables. Would it possible to send us a copy at violenceagainstwomen@milieu.be ? 

The implementation process of the ICCS has started this year with the first meeting of the UNODC-

Technical Advisory Group on the ICCS implementation. We started it with homicide, but as far as I know 

there are other countries who already worked on sexual violence. So, we are interested in their work as 

well. I think an exchange of experiences at european level could be an issue in the Eurostat Working 

Group on Statistics on Criminal Justice you attend as well. 



Does 'implementation of ICCS' mean that you actually change the categories of data collection, for 

example in the coding protocols the police use? As far as I know, the codes they use are in line with the 

Criminal Code articles, so will they be changed to match ICCS? How can you otherwise re-assign data 

to match the ICCS codes?  

237. Elena Fries-Tersch Milieu | 07/07/2016, 14:34 CEST (+02:00) 

Shalva Weil wrote: 

Good afternoon! I am the Chair of the COST Action on "Femicide across Europe" bringing together 30 

countries (www.femicide.net). 

The issue of age is crucial, both with IPV indicators and rape. It is a cultural issue. What is "young" in 

one culture, is of age in another. Statutory rape also varies from country to country.  

The indicators have to be particularly sensitive to migrant populations.  

What about IPV and rape under 18 or at first puberty?  

Regarding the age group, yes, it is true that connotations and legal definitions of 'statutory rape' vary from 

country to country, but we need to provide a suggestion in the indicator and then, if Member States 

definition deviate from this, they will need to flag it.  

Regarding migrant populations, yes, this is a crucial issue. However at the moment, we left it aside, 

because if we try and include the variable citizenship, data availability will be even more limited.  

238. Rossitsa Rangelova Pavlova | 07/07/2016, 14:35 CEST (+02:00) 

Concerning the sources of data for those indicators, I think the police are more relevant than health care 

services. And yet we know that the precentage of cases of violence reached the police, and even more to 

health services is not great. This is for many reasons like: tolerance of the vicitms, shame to declare the 

act of violence, not to disturb other relatives and so on. In this respect, there are studies, I guess of recently 

completed projects like the research review "Policies and debate against sexual harassment in 28 

European Member States" or " Attitudes Towards Violence Against Women in the EU', conducted by the 

ENEGE. 

Anyway, collecting and presenting indicators it should always be commented the reliability of the data. 

239. Jurgita Peciuriene | 07/07/2016, 14:35 CEST (+02:00) 

Federal Statistical Office of Germany wrote: 

Nathalie Meurens wrote: 

Federal Statistical Office of Germany wrote: 

Nathalie Meurens wrote: 

Federal Statistical Office of Germany wrote: 

Elena Fries-Tersch Milieu wrote: 

Good afternoon, we would like to resume the discussion. First, we would like 

to ask you again if anyone else has a comment on the two general questions:  

1) Do you think it is important to have separate indicators for the specific types 

of violence in IPV context (as we have it now)? Or would it be more useful to 

have only one general indicator on IPV ?  

2) We think that the general IPV indicator cannot be a composite (aggregate) 

of the indicators for specific ones, because (as mentioned before), there might 

be overlaps, so the aggregate would not be the sum of cases. However, do you 

have a different opinion on that? 

Hello Elena, 

regarding your questions I do not think that a composite indicator in the crime 

area leads to comparable information. 



Defining indicators needs defining criminal acts. The ICCS I mentioned 

before is a global definition framework for criminal acts like intentional 

homicide, rape and other crimes that are collected in the Eurostat/UNODC-

CTS-data collection. If definitions in other international data collections do 

not use these standard definitions they produce results different to the CTS-

results. In this case it should be made clear in metadata which defining 

elements of ICCS are applied and which not in order to help the data users. 

Thanks for your useful comment. We based the indicators and their definitions 

on existing national definitions taking into account the international ones 

(Istanbul Convention and ICCS) to the extent possible. However, an exact 

match across the board is not possible. 

It is a good point to mention the relevant ICCS tags in the metadata so to 

support the data users. In the background note, we have not detailed which 

ICCS tags we used for the definitions but we will add this information in the 

metadata. 

Dear Nathalie, 

I agree with you that your starting point are the national legal codes 

which are then compared to the international standards. We do at 

national level the same task when we apply the ICCS via so-called 

correspondence tables from national legal codes to the behavioural 

codes in the ICCS. It could be usefull to compare these 

correspondence tables within european countries. 

Indeed, this would be a very useful exercise. We have not looked at the correspondence 

tables. Would it possible to send us a copy at violenceagainstwomen@milieu.be ? 

The implementation process of the ICCS has started this year with the first meeting of the UNODC-

Technical Advisory Group on the ICCS implementation. We started it with homicide, but as far as I know 

there are other countries who already worked on sexual violence. So, we are interested in their work as 

well. I think an exchange of experiences at european level could be an issue in the Eurostat Working 

Group on Statistics on Criminal Justice you attend as well. 

EIGE is an observer at the Eurostat Working Group and we do participate in the meetings but we believe 

more regular meetings would be more beneficial. 

 

240. Council of Europe | 07/07/2016, 14:36 CEST (+02:00) 

Irene Rosales wrote: 

Nathalie Meurens wrote: 

Thanks a lot for your feedback on the IPV indicators. We will now proceed with the 

suggested indicator on rape: 

Women victims of rape aged 18 and over, as a share of the population of women 

aged 18 and over 

Within the scope of this indicator, rape should be understood as: sexual penetration, 

whether vaginal, anal or oral, through the use of an object or body parts, without 

consent, using force or by taking advantage of the vulnerability of the victim. 

The indicator could be measured by the following sources and units: 

1.    Source: police records of crimes (cases reported to the police); units: number of 

women victims recorded by the police per calendar year. 

2.    Source: Hospital and healthcare professionals’ records; units: number of women 

patients per calendar year. 

Source 1 figures from every Member State would be very useful, while source 2 data 

could remain optional, given the difficulties in its collection. 



Hello! Here, I don't understand why you are including the "using of force" in the definition when it was 

not the case of the the definition of "sexual violence in the context of intimate partner violence". Although 

I acknowledge that certain legal definitions in the EU can still be based in the use of force, I think we 

should follow Istanbul Convention standards. Even if this is a definition for statistical purposes, it might 

set some guidance on how to address the issue of rape.  

I would support the idea of being consistent. If the definition of sexual violence is based on consent for 

sexual violence related to IPV, it should be the same for sexual violence in other contexts. More and more 

countries are moving towards the Istanbul Convention standard, for example Austria, and Germany just 

adopted a similar rape provision today. 

 

241. Daniela Cherubini | 07/07/2016, 14:36 CEST (+02:00) 

Nathalie Meurens wrote: 

Regarding the proposed rape indicator: 

1. Is the proposed indicator clear? 

2. Does it cover the most important aspects of the incidence of rape of women? 

the indicator seems clear. It order to cover the most important aspects it should be explained that it 

includes marital/intimate partner rape, date rape, clients' rape (for sexual workers), among other kinds. It 

is good to rely on ICCS tags described in the background paper,  however, again it should be analysed in 

which cases data collected by the different national systems include or not include these typologies. 

 

242. Inger Lövkrona | 07/07/2016, 14:37 CEST (+02:00) 

Nathalie Meurens wrote: 

Thanks a lot for your feedback on the IPV indicators. We will now proceed with the suggested indicator 

on rape: 

Women victims of rape aged 18 and over, as a share of the population of women aged 18 and over 

Within the scope of this indicator, rape should be understood as: sexual penetration, whether vaginal, 

anal or oral, through the use of an object or body parts, without consent, using force or by taking 

advantage of the vulnerability of the victim. 

The indicator could be measured by the following sources and units: 

1.    Source: police records of crimes (cases reported to the police); units: number of women victims 

recorded by the police per calendar year. 

2.    Source: Hospital and healthcare professionals’ records; units: number of women patients per calendar 

year. 

Source 1 figures from every Member State would be very useful, while source 2 data could remain 

optional, given the difficulties in its collection. 

this indicator, as I understand it, refers to rape by an unknown or losely aquainted person, not an IPV 

context. There is today other similar cases with sexual assaults (not rape in this sense) against young 

women by a (young) man or a group of (young) men (concerts) that will not be covered by this indicator. 

Also not the sexual harrassments on the net by unknown men. How do you cover these situations? 

243. Nathalie Meurens | 07/07/2016, 14:38 CEST (+02:00) 

Irene Rosales wrote: 

Nathalie Meurens wrote: 

Thanks a lot for your feedback on the IPV indicators. We will now proceed with the 

suggested indicator on rape: 

Women victims of rape aged 18 and over, as a share of the population of women 

aged 18 and over 



Within the scope of this indicator, rape should be understood as: sexual penetration, 

whether vaginal, anal or oral, through the use of an object or body parts, without 

consent, using force or by taking advantage of the vulnerability of the victim. 

The indicator could be measured by the following sources and units: 

1.    Source: police records of crimes (cases reported to the police); units: number of 

women victims recorded by the police per calendar year. 

2.    Source: Hospital and healthcare professionals’ records; units: number of women 

patients per calendar year. 

Source 1 figures from every Member State would be very useful, while source 2 data 

could remain optional, given the difficulties in its collection. 

Hello! Here, I don't understand why you are including the "using of force" in the definition when it was 

not the case of the the definition of "sexual violence in the context of intimate partner violence". Although 

I acknowledge that certain legal definitions in the EU can still be based in the use of force, I think we 

should follow Istanbul Convention standards. Even if this is a definition for statistical purposes, it might 

set some guidance on how to address the issue of rape.  

We used both the Istanbul Convention and national definitions. The use of force is a circumstance where 

the lack of consent can be presumed. Since it is difficult to prove the lack of consent as such most 

definitions often use the use of force as presumption of lack of consent. As a matter of fact, 27 out of the 

28 Member States refer to 'use of force' in their definitions. Since we wanted indicators that could be 

populated by existing national data, we wanted to reflect elements of definitions that are largely used 

across the EU while taking into account the Istanbul Convention and the ICCS (basically using the best 

of both worlds).  

244. Elena Fries-Tersch Milieu | 07/07/2016, 14:38 CEST (+02:00) 

Elena Fries-Tersch Milieu wrote: 

Shalva Weil wrote: 

Good afternoon! I am the Chair of the COST Action on "Femicide across Europe" 

bringing together 30 countries (www.femicide.net). 

The issue of age is crucial, both with IPV indicators and rape. It is a cultural issue. What 

is "young" in one culture, is of age in another. Statutory rape also varies from country 

to country.  

The indicators have to be particularly sensitive to migrant populations.  

What about IPV and rape under 18 or at first puberty?  

Regarding the age group, yes, it is true that connotations and legal definitions of 'statutory rape' vary from 

country to country, but we need to provide a suggestion in the indicator and then, if Member States 

definition deviate from this, they will need to flag it.  

Regarding migrant populations, yes, this is a crucial issue. However at the moment, we left it aside, 

because if we try and include the variable citizenship, data availability will be even more limited.  

add. regarding age: in the morning, several other participants suggested to include all ages from 15 and 

above, because it was considered important to also include 15 to 18-year-olds.  

 

245. Federal Office of Justice | 07/07/2016, 14:38 CEST (+02:00) 

Elena Fries-Tersch Milieu wrote: 

Could you please clarify what 'other statistics' you refer to in your first and second paragraph? thank you! 

Ok, maybe the wording "statistics" does not exactly cover what I meant. 

I referred for example to Deirdre Brennans post (11:14h): 

"Women's Aid Femicide Census currently in development includes women from 14 years and older." 

and other sources like victim surveys or the indicators you refer to as complementary in your background 

paper. One should strive to minimize the differences between all those indicators/data sources. 



246. Jurgita Peciuriene | 07/07/2016, 14:43 CEST (+02:00) 

Federal Office of Justice wrote: 

Elke Moons wrote: 

For us, 15 would be usefull, since this is also the lower age group for our national 

victimisation survey and hence figures could be compared, but as such I have no 

particular preference for any age limit, I only think that 18 is somewhat too late to start. 

I'm still in doubt on the lower age limit concerning economic violence... Perhaps, for 

the ease of  collection purposes, it is more convenient to have the same age limits for 

all kinds of IPV? 

May I once again ask, if other statistics concerning IPV already use an age limit of 15 years (or do they 

use 14, 18, ?? years)? 

Please take care to aim at comparability to other statistical data as well. As the Federal Statistical Office 

of Germany already has pointed out on behalf of definitions, this applies to population as well. 

The same age limit for all IPV indicators should be a matter of course, as everything else would need 

some very good explanation. 

Coming back to Danielas remark before the break: 

"I thikn that helplines and women's centres (where available) have better definitions of what constitute 

economic or psychological violence, and this may result in more accurate data." 

I really would object to that, as those "better" definitions would most likely be influenced by the 

(subjective) interests of those helplines or centers and would really tend to not be the same from one 

helpline to the other. Thus generating an even more diverse amount of definitions. 

Sorry, you could you repeat your concerns regarding the minimum age for the IPV indicators? And could 

you tell us, what is the minimum age in Germany? 

247. Elena Fries-Tersch Milieu | 07/07/2016, 14:45 CEST (+02:00) 

Federal Office of Justice wrote: 

Elena Fries-Tersch Milieu wrote: 

Could you please clarify what 'other statistics' you refer to in your first and second 

paragraph? thank you! 

Ok, maybe the wording "statistics" does not exactly cover what I meant. 

I referred for example to Deirdre Brennans post (11:14h): 

"Women's Aid Femicide Census currently in development includes women from 14 years and older." 

and other sources like victim surveys or the indicators you refer to as complementary in your background 

paper. One should strive to minimize the differences between all those indicators/data sources. 

yes, it is a good input that the data from administrative sources should be comparable to survey data and 

other population data. however at the moment we are focusing on developing defininitions that cover a 

wide range of administrative data ACROSS EU Member States. If on top of that we start to see if the data 

can be compared WITHIN a country to other sources, the approach will get too complicated. So, yes, we 

will try and align the indicators to other EU-WIDE sources, such as the FRA and ICVS surveys.  

248. Irene Rosales | 07/07/2016, 14:45 CEST (+02:00) 

Nathalie Meurens wrote: 

Irene Rosales wrote: 

Nathalie Meurens wrote: 

Thanks a lot for your feedback on the IPV indicators. We will now 

proceed with the suggested indicator on rape: 

Women victims of rape aged 18 and over, as a share of the 

population of women aged 18 and over 



Within the scope of this indicator, rape should be understood as: 

sexual penetration, whether vaginal, anal or oral, through the use 

of an object or body parts, without consent, using force or by taking 

advantage of the vulnerability of the victim. 

The indicator could be measured by the following sources and units: 

1.    Source: police records of crimes (cases reported to the police); 

units: number of women victims recorded by the police per calendar 

year. 

2.    Source: Hospital and healthcare professionals’ records; units: 

number of women patients per calendar year. 

Source 1 figures from every Member State would be very useful, 

while source 2 data could remain optional, given the difficulties in its 

collection. 

Hello! Here, I don't understand why you are including the "using of force" in the 

definition when it was not the case of the the definition of "sexual violence in the 

context of intimate partner violence". Although I acknowledge that certain legal 

definitions in the EU can still be based in the use of force, I think we should follow 

Istanbul Convention standards. Even if this is a definition for statistical purposes, it 

might set some guidance on how to address the issue of rape.  

We used both the Istanbul Convention and national definitions. The use of force is a circumstance where 

the lack of consent can be presumed. Since it is difficult to prove the lack of consent as such most 

definitions often use the use of force as presumption of lack of consent. As a matter of fact, 27 out of the 

28 Member States refer to 'use of force' in their definitions. Since we wanted indicators that could be 

populated by existing national data, we wanted to reflect elements of definitions that are largely used 

across the EU while taking into account the Istanbul Convention and the ICCS (basically using the best 

of both worlds).  

Thanks for the clarification. However, Having 14 EU MS states that have ratified the Istanbul Convention 

and 14 that have signed, and having the EC proposal for the EU to sign and ratify, we should be providing 

a consistent definition when looking at this issue. 

249. Nathalie Meurens | 07/07/2016, 14:47 CEST (+02:00) 

Inger Lövkrona wrote: 

Nathalie Meurens wrote: 

Thanks a lot for your feedback on the IPV indicators. We will now proceed with the 

suggested indicator on rape: 

Women victims of rape aged 18 and over, as a share of the population of women 

aged 18 and over 

Within the scope of this indicator, rape should be understood as: sexual penetration, 

whether vaginal, anal or oral, through the use of an object or body parts, without 

consent, using force or by taking advantage of the vulnerability of the victim. 

The indicator could be measured by the following sources and units: 

1.    Source: police records of crimes (cases reported to the police); units: number of 

women victims recorded by the police per calendar year. 

2.    Source: Hospital and healthcare professionals’ records; units: number of women 

patients per calendar year. 

Source 1 figures from every Member State would be very useful, while source 2 data 

could remain optional, given the difficulties in its collection. 

this indicator, as I understand it, refers to rape by an unknown or losely aquainted person, not an IPV 

context. There is today other similar cases with sexual assaults (not rape in this sense) against young 

women by a (young) man or a group of (young) men (concerts) that will not be covered by this indicator. 

Also not the sexual harrassments on the net by unknown men. How do you cover these situations? 



I agree an indicator on sexual assault would be useful. The reason it is not included is because the study 

for which this discusssion takes place is focused (as a start) on rape, IPV and femicide as they are the 

most serious forms of violence.  

250. Federal Statistical Office of Germany | 07/07/2016, 14:48 CEST (+02:00) 

Elena Fries-Tersch Milieu wrote: 

Federal Statistical Office of Germany wrote: 

Nathalie Meurens wrote: 

Federal Statistical Office of Germany wrote: 

Nathalie Meurens wrote: 

Federal Statistical Office of Germany wrote: 

Elena Fries-Tersch Milieu wrote: 

Good afternoon, we would like to resume the discussion. 

First, we would like to ask you again if anyone else has a 

comment on the two general questions:  

1) Do you think it is important to have separate indicators 

for the specific types of violence in IPV context (as we have 

it now)? Or would it be more useful to have only one general 

indicator on IPV ?  

2) We think that the general IPV indicator cannot be a 

composite (aggregate) of the indicators for specific ones, 

because (as mentioned before), there might be overlaps, so 

the aggregate would not be the sum of cases. However, do 

you have a different opinion on that? 

Hello Elena, 

regarding your questions I do not think that a composite 

indicator in the crime area leads to comparable information. 

Defining indicators needs defining criminal acts. The ICCS 

I mentioned before is a global definition framework for 

criminal acts like intentional homicide, rape and other 

crimes that are collected in the Eurostat/UNODC-CTS-data 

collection. If definitions in other international data 

collections do not use these standard definitions they 

produce results different to the CTS-results. In this case it 

should be made clear in metadata which defining elements 

of ICCS are applied and which not in order to help the data 

users. 

Thanks for your useful comment. We based the indicators 

and their definitions on existing national definitions taking 

into account the international ones (Istanbul Convention and 

ICCS) to the extent possible. However, an exact match 

across the board is not possible. 

It is a good point to mention the relevant ICCS tags in the 

metadata so to support the data users. In the background 

note, we have not detailed which ICCS tags we used for the 

definitions but we will add this information in the metadata. 

Dear Nathalie, 

I agree with you that your starting point are the 

national legal codes which are then compared to 

the international standards. We do at national level 

the same task when we apply the ICCS via so-

called correspondence tables from national legal 



codes to the behavioural codes in the ICCS. It 

could be usefull to compare these correspondence 

tables within european countries. 

Indeed, this would be a very useful exercise. We have not looked at 

the correspondence tables. Would it possible to send us a copy at 

violenceagainstwomen@milieu.be ? 

The implementation process of the ICCS has started this year with the first meeting of 

the UNODC-Technical Advisory Group on the ICCS implementation. We started it 

with homicide, but as far as I know there are other countries who already worked on 

sexual violence. So, we are interested in their work as well. I think an exchange of 

experiences at european level could be an issue in the Eurostat Working Group on 

Statistics on Criminal Justice you attend as well. 

Does 'implementation of ICCS' mean that you actually change the categories of data collection, for 

example in the coding protocols the police use? As far as I know, the codes they use are in line with the 

Criminal Code articles, so will they be changed to match ICCS? How can you otherwise re-assign data 

to match the ICCS codes?  

At international level in the CTS-questionnaire the catagories will be definied according to ICCS. At 

national level we change the data provision to CTS as far as possible according to ICCS using 

correspondence tables as a tool. In them the codes of national statistical classifications of police and of 

justice are related to ICCS codes. 

251. Elena Fries-Tersch Milieu | 07/07/2016, 14:49 CEST (+02:00) 

Federal Statistical Office of Germany wrote: 

Elena Fries-Tersch Milieu wrote: 

Federal Statistical Office of Germany wrote: 

Nathalie Meurens wrote: 

Federal Statistical Office of Germany wrote: 

Nathalie Meurens wrote: 

Federal Statistical Office of Germany wrote: 

Elena Fries-Tersch Milieu wrote: 

Good afternoon, we would like to resume the discussion. First, we would like 

to ask you again if anyone else has a comment on the two general questions:  

1) Do you think it is important to have separate indicators for the specific types 

of violence in IPV context (as we have it now)? Or would it be more useful to 

have only one general indicator on IPV ?  

2) We think that the general IPV indicator cannot be a composite (aggregate) 

of the indicators for specific ones, because (as mentioned before), there might 

be overlaps, so the aggregate would not be the sum of cases. However, do you 

have a different opinion on that? 

Hello Elena, 

regarding your questions I do not think that a composite indicator in the crime 

area leads to comparable information. 

Defining indicators needs defining criminal acts. The ICCS I mentioned 

before is a global definition framework for criminal acts like intentional 

homicide, rape and other crimes that are collected in the Eurostat/UNODC-

CTS-data collection. If definitions in other international data collections do 



not use these standard definitions they produce results different to the CTS-

results. In this case it should be made clear in metadata which defining 

elements of ICCS are applied and which not in order to help the data users. 

Thanks for your useful comment. We based the indicators and their definitions 

on existing national definitions taking into account the international ones 

(Istanbul Convention and ICCS) to the extent possible. However, an exact 

match across the board is not possible. 

It is a good point to mention the relevant ICCS tags in the metadata so to 

support the data users. In the background note, we have not detailed which 

ICCS tags we used for the definitions but we will add this information in the 

metadata. 

Dear Nathalie, 

I agree with you that your starting point are the national legal codes which are 

then compared to the international standards. We do at national level the same 

task when we apply the ICCS via so-called correspondence tables from 

national legal codes to the behavioural codes in the ICCS. It could be usefull 

to compare these correspondence tables within european countries. 

Indeed, this would be a very useful exercise. We have not looked at the 

correspondence tables. Would it possible to send us a copy at 

violenceagainstwomen@milieu.be ? 

The implementation process of the ICCS has started this year with 

the first meeting of the UNODC-Technical Advisory Group on the 

ICCS implementation. We started it with homicide, but as far as I 

know there are other countries who already worked on sexual 

violence. So, we are interested in their work as well. I think an 

exchange of experiences at european level could be an issue in the 

Eurostat Working Group on Statistics on Criminal Justice you attend 

as well. 

Does 'implementation of ICCS' mean that you actually change the categories of data 

collection, for example in the coding protocols the police use? As far as I know, the 

codes they use are in line with the Criminal Code articles, so will they be changed to 

match ICCS? How can you otherwise re-assign data to match the ICCS codes?  

At international level in the CTS-questionnaire the catagories will be definied according to ICCS. At 

national level we change the data provision to CTS as far as possible according to ICCS using 

correspondence tables as a tool. In them the codes of national statistical classifications of police and of 

justice are related to ICCS codes. 

alright thank you.  

252. Elena Fries-Tersch Milieu | 07/07/2016, 14:51 CEST (+02:00) 

Elena Fries-Tersch Milieu wrote: 

Federal Statistical Office of Germany wrote: 

Elena Fries-Tersch Milieu wrote: 

Federal Statistical Office of Germany wrote: 

Nathalie Meurens wrote: 

Federal Statistical Office of Germany wrote: 

Nathalie Meurens wrote: 

Federal Statistical Office of Germany wrote: 



Elena Fries-Tersch Milieu wrote: 

Good afternoon, we would like to resume the discussion. First, we would like to ask you again 

if anyone else has a comment on the two general questions:  

1) Do you think it is important to have separate indicators for the specific types of violence in 

IPV context (as we have it now)? Or would it be more useful to have only one general indicator 

on IPV ?  

2) We think that the general IPV indicator cannot be a composite (aggregate) of the indicators 

for specific ones, because (as mentioned before), there might be overlaps, so the aggregate would 

not be the sum of cases. However, do you have a different opinion on that? 

Hello Elena, 

regarding your questions I do not think that a composite indicator in the crime area leads to 

comparable information. 

Defining indicators needs defining criminal acts. The ICCS I mentioned before is a global 

definition framework for criminal acts like intentional homicide, rape and other crimes that are 

collected in the Eurostat/UNODC-CTS-data collection. If definitions in other international data 

collections do not use these standard definitions they produce results different to the CTS-results. 

In this case it should be made clear in metadata which defining elements of ICCS are applied 

and which not in order to help the data users. 

Thanks for your useful comment. We based the indicators and their definitions on existing 

national definitions taking into account the international ones (Istanbul Convention and ICCS) 

to the extent possible. However, an exact match across the board is not possible. 

It is a good point to mention the relevant ICCS tags in the metadata so to support the data users. 

In the background note, we have not detailed which ICCS tags we used for the definitions but 

we will add this information in the metadata. 

Dear Nathalie, 

I agree with you that your starting point are the national legal codes which are then compared to 

the international standards. We do at national level the same task when we apply the ICCS via 

so-called correspondence tables from national legal codes to the behavioural codes in the ICCS. 

It could be usefull to compare these correspondence tables within european countries. 

Indeed, this would be a very useful exercise. We have not looked at the correspondence tables. 

Would it possible to send us a copy at violenceagainstwomen@milieu.be ? 

The implementation process of the ICCS has started this year with the first meeting of the 

UNODC-Technical Advisory Group on the ICCS implementation. We started it with homicide, 

but as far as I know there are other countries who already worked on sexual violence. So, we are 

interested in their work as well. I think an exchange of experiences at european level could be 

an issue in the Eurostat Working Group on Statistics on Criminal Justice you attend as well. 

Does 'implementation of ICCS' mean that you actually change the categories of data collection, 

for example in the coding protocols the police use? As far as I know, the codes they use are in 

line with the Criminal Code articles, so will they be changed to match ICCS? How can you 

otherwise re-assign data to match the ICCS codes?  

At international level in the CTS-questionnaire the catagories will be definied 

according to ICCS. At national level we change the data provision to CTS as far as 

possible according to ICCS using correspondence tables as a tool. In them the codes of 

national statistical classifications of police and of justice are related to ICCS codes. 

alright thank you.  

so, theoretically, when providing data on IPV, this could also be done via correspondence tables 

indicating which national codes are included in physical, psychological, sexual and economic violence? 

(according to the our definitions and our suggestions on which ICCS codes these refer to) 



 

253. Nathalie Meurens | 07/07/2016, 14:52 CEST (+02:00) 

Irene Rosales wrote: 

Nathalie Meurens wrote: 

Irene Rosales wrote: 

Nathalie Meurens wrote: 

Thanks a lot for your feedback on the IPV 

indicators. We will now proceed with the 

suggested indicator on rape: 

Women victims of rape aged 18 and over, as a 

share of the population of women aged 18 and 

over 

Within the scope of this indicator, rape should be 

understood as: sexual penetration, whether 

vaginal, anal or oral, through the use of an object 

or body parts, without consent, using force or by 

taking advantage of the vulnerability of the 

victim. 

The indicator could be measured by the following 

sources and units: 

1.    Source: police records of crimes (cases 

reported to the police); units: number of women 

victims recorded by the police per calendar year. 

2.    Source: Hospital and healthcare professionals’ 

records; units: number of women patients per 

calendar year. 

Source 1 figures from every Member State would 

be very useful, while source 2 data could remain 

optional, given the difficulties in its collection. 

Hello! Here, I don't understand why you are including the "using of 

force" in the definition when it was not the case of the the definition 

of "sexual violence in the context of intimate partner violence". 

Although I acknowledge that certain legal definitions in the EU can 

still be based in the use of force, I think we should follow Istanbul 

Convention standards. Even if this is a definition for statistical 

purposes, it might set some guidance on how to address the issue of 

rape.  

We used both the Istanbul Convention and national definitions. The use of force is a 

circumstance where the lack of consent can be presumed. Since it is difficult to prove 

the lack of consent as such most definitions often use the use of force as presumption 

of lack of consent. As a matter of fact, 27 out of the 28 Member States refer to 'use of 

force' in their definitions. Since we wanted indicators that could be populated by 

existing national data, we wanted to reflect elements of definitions that are largely used 

across the EU while taking into account the Istanbul Convention and the ICCS 

(basically using the best of both worlds).  

Thanks for the clarification. However, Having 14 EU MS states that have ratified the Istanbul Convention 

and 14 that have signed, and having the EC proposal for the EU to sign and ratify, we should be providing 

a consistent definition when looking at this issue. 

Our definition do mention "without consent". Therefore, we included also the essential elements of the 

Istanbul Convention. We added the use of force in order to be more thorough and inclusive taking into 

account national contexts. So the definition is just more comprehensive than the Convention one. 



I'm not sure that all the Member States will change their definitions to align with the Convention since it 

implies changing criminal legislation.  

254. Elena Fries-Tersch Milieu | 07/07/2016, 14:52 CEST (+02:00) 

Federal Statistical Office of Germany wrote: 

Elena Fries-Tersch Milieu wrote: 

Federal Statistical Office of Germany wrote: 

Nathalie Meurens wrote: 

Federal Statistical Office of Germany wrote: 

Nathalie Meurens wrote: 

Federal Statistical Office of Germany wrote: 

Elena Fries-Tersch Milieu wrote: 

Good afternoon, we would like to resume the discussion. First, we would like to ask you again 

if anyone else has a comment on the two general questions:  

1) Do you think it is important to have separate indicators for the specific types of violence in 

IPV context (as we have it now)? Or would it be more useful to have only one general indicator 

on IPV ?  

2) We think that the general IPV indicator cannot be a composite (aggregate) of the indicators 

for specific ones, because (as mentioned before), there might be overlaps, so the aggregate would 

not be the sum of cases. However, do you have a different opinion on that? 

Hello Elena, 

regarding your questions I do not think that a composite indicator in the crime area leads to 

comparable information. 

Defining indicators needs defining criminal acts. The ICCS I mentioned before is a global 

definition framework for criminal acts like intentional homicide, rape and other crimes that are 

collected in the Eurostat/UNODC-CTS-data collection. If definitions in other international data 

collections do not use these standard definitions they produce results different to the CTS-results. 

In this case it should be made clear in metadata which defining elements of ICCS are applied 

and which not in order to help the data users. 

Thanks for your useful comment. We based the indicators and their definitions on existing 

national definitions taking into account the international ones (Istanbul Convention and ICCS) 

to the extent possible. However, an exact match across the board is not possible. 

It is a good point to mention the relevant ICCS tags in the metadata so to support the data users. 

In the background note, we have not detailed which ICCS tags we used for the definitions but 

we will add this information in the metadata. 

Dear Nathalie, 

I agree with you that your starting point are the national legal codes which are then compared to 

the international standards. We do at national level the same task when we apply the ICCS via 

so-called correspondence tables from national legal codes to the behavioural codes in the ICCS. 

It could be usefull to compare these correspondence tables within european countries. 

Indeed, this would be a very useful exercise. We have not looked at the correspondence tables. 

Would it possible to send us a copy at violenceagainstwomen@milieu.be ? 



The implementation process of the ICCS has started this year with the first meeting of the 

UNODC-Technical Advisory Group on the ICCS implementation. We started it with homicide, 

but as far as I know there are other countries who already worked on sexual violence. So, we are 

interested in their work as well. I think an exchange of experiences at european level could be 

an issue in the Eurostat Working Group on Statistics on Criminal Justice you attend as well. 

Does 'implementation of ICCS' mean that you actually change the categories of data 

collection, for example in the coding protocols the police use? As far as I know, the 

codes they use are in line with the Criminal Code articles, so will they be changed to 

match ICCS? How can you otherwise re-assign data to match the ICCS codes?  

At international level in the CTS-questionnaire the catagories will be definied according to ICCS. At 

national level we change the data provision to CTS as far as possible according to ICCS using 

correspondence tables as a tool. In them the codes of national statistical classifications of police and of 

justice are related to ICCS codes. 

so, theoretically, when providing data on IPV, this could also be done via correspondence tables 

indicating which national codes are included in physical, psychological, sexual and economic violence? 

(according to the our definitions and our suggestions on which ICCS codes these refer to) 

 

255. Council of Europe | 07/07/2016, 14:52 CEST (+02:00) 

Irene Rosales wrote: 

Nathalie Meurens wrote: 

Irene Rosales wrote: 

Nathalie Meurens wrote: 

Thanks a lot for your feedback on the IPV 

indicators. We will now proceed with the 

suggested indicator on rape: 

Women victims of rape aged 18 and over, as a 

share of the population of women aged 18 and 

over 

Within the scope of this indicator, rape should be 

understood as: sexual penetration, whether 

vaginal, anal or oral, through the use of an object 

or body parts, without consent, using force or by 

taking advantage of the vulnerability of the 

victim. 

The indicator could be measured by the following 

sources and units: 

1.    Source: police records of crimes (cases 

reported to the police); units: number of women 

victims recorded by the police per calendar year. 

2.    Source: Hospital and healthcare professionals’ 

records; units: number of women patients per 

calendar year. 

Source 1 figures from every Member State would 

be very useful, while source 2 data could remain 

optional, given the difficulties in its collection. 

Hello! Here, I don't understand why you are including the "using of 

force" in the definition when it was not the case of the the definition 

of "sexual violence in the context of intimate partner violence". 

Although I acknowledge that certain legal definitions in the EU can 

still be based in the use of force, I think we should follow Istanbul 

Convention standards. Even if this is a definition for statistical 



purposes, it might set some guidance on how to address the issue of 

rape.  

We used both the Istanbul Convention and national definitions. The use of force is a 

circumstance where the lack of consent can be presumed. Since it is difficult to prove 

the lack of consent as such most definitions often use the use of force as presumption 

of lack of consent. As a matter of fact, 27 out of the 28 Member States refer to 'use of 

force' in their definitions. Since we wanted indicators that could be populated by 

existing national data, we wanted to reflect elements of definitions that are largely used 

across the EU while taking into account the Istanbul Convention and the ICCS 

(basically using the best of both worlds).  

Thanks for the clarification. However, Having 14 EU MS states that have ratified the Istanbul Convention 

and 14 that have signed, and having the EC proposal for the EU to sign and ratify, we should be providing 

a consistent definition when looking at this issue. 

Yes, more and more EU states are ratifying the Istanbul Convention and are actually moving towards 

changes in their definitions of rape. Like I said, Germany and Austria do now, England and Wales have a 

rape provision on the basis of consent and more will certainly follow. France is discussing moving 

towards a consent-based solution. It would be important to take this developments into account and ensure 

consistency and keep definitions in line with the Istanbul Convention.   

 

256. Nathalie Meurens | 07/07/2016, 14:54 CEST (+02:00) 

We have two more questions for which we would like your feedback on the rape indicator: 

1. In your opinion, what challenges are likely to arise if this indicator is implemented at national 

level? How can these be overcome?  

2. Do you think that the indicators should be worded to apply to ANY data collection sector 

(crime, justice, health and social services) or should they be tailored to the sector? 

 

257. Jurgita Peciuriene | 07/07/2016, 14:56 CEST (+02:00) 

Thank you for sharing your comment with us and pointing to additional resources. We agree that the 

reliabilty of data is a crucial issue. 

 

258. Inger Lövkrona | 07/07/2016, 15:00 CEST (+02:00) 

Nathalie Meurens wrote: 

Inger Lövkrona wrote: 

Nathalie Meurens wrote: 

Thanks a lot for your feedback on the IPV indicators. We will now 

proceed with the suggested indicator on rape: 

Women victims of rape aged 18 and over, as a share of the 

population of women aged 18 and over 

Within the scope of this indicator, rape should be understood as: 

sexual penetration, whether vaginal, anal or oral, through the use 

of an object or body parts, without consent, using force or by taking 

advantage of the vulnerability of the victim. 

The indicator could be measured by the following sources and units: 

1.    Source: police records of crimes (cases reported to the police); 

units: number of women victims recorded by the police per calendar 

year. 

2.    Source: Hospital and healthcare professionals’ records; units: 

number of women patients per calendar year. 



Source 1 figures from every Member State would be very useful, 

while source 2 data could remain optional, given the difficulties in 

its collection. 

this indicator, as I understand it, refers to rape by an unknown or losely aquainted 

person, not an IPV context. There is today other similar cases with sexual assaults (not 

rape in this sense) against young women by a (young) man or a group of (young) men 

(concerts) that will not be covered by this indicator. Also not the sexual harrassments 

on the net by unknown men. How do you cover these situations? 

I agree an indicator on sexual assault would be useful. The reason it is not included is because the study 

for which this discusssion takes place is focused (as a start) on rape, IPV and femicide as they are the 

most serious forms of violence.  

All forms of  violence to women are serious, at least from the point of view of the woman, I believe. The 

forms of violence I mentioned will most likely increase and information about them would be useful for 

the future and for policy development. . 

 

259. Shalva Weil | 07/07/2016, 15:02 CEST (+02:00) 

Should the Istanbul Convention be the standard? 

With respect to your 2nd question, there are different sectors in different countries. Usually, crime and 

justice go together (although you have separated them). Sometimes police is different from home 

security. It would be easy to collect all the relevant sectors in each country and then standardize.  

 

260. Federal Office of Justice | 07/07/2016, 15:02 CEST (+02:00) 

Elena Fries-Tersch Milieu wrote: 

yes, it is a good input that the data from administrative sources should be comparable to survey data and 

other population data. however at the moment we are focusing on developing defininitions that cover a 

wide range of administrative data ACROSS EU Member States. If on top of that we start to see if the data 

can be compared WITHIN a country to other sources, the approach will get too complicated. So, yes, we 

will try and align the indicators to other EU-WIDE sources, such as the FRA and ICVS surveys.  

I always was referring to EU-WIDE sources. Sorry if that was not clear. And on that level the "data 

production" should really be as uniform/standardised as possible. 

On behalf of the age limit: as far as I know police statistics in Germany, they should be able to supply 

data for any given age limit, be it 14, 15, 16 or 18 years. 

Therefore the setting of the age-limit for the IPV indicators by EIGE is the crucial point, at least for 

Germany. 

261. Elena Fries-Tersch Milieu | 07/07/2016, 15:03 CEST (+02:00) 

We would like to ask Andrada from the WAVE network specifically: do you think the indicators on 

IPV (the general one and possibly also the specific ones) could be populated with social services data? 

How do you see the potential of social services data for this? Our research showed that quite a few 

Member States collect data from social services nation-wide, but there is of course the problem that they 

have different types of social services and different target groups. Do you have any suggestions for 

adaptation of the indicator for social services' data?  

THANK YOU! 

262. Elena Fries-Tersch Milieu | 07/07/2016, 15:06 CEST (+02:00) 

Federal Office of Justice wrote: 

Elena Fries-Tersch Milieu wrote: 

yes, it is a good input that the data from administrative sources should be comparable 

to survey data and other population data. however at the moment we are focusing on 

developing defininitions that cover a wide range of administrative data ACROSS EU 

Member States. If on top of that we start to see if the data can be compared WITHIN a 



country to other sources, the approach will get too complicated. So, yes, we will try and 

align the indicators to other EU-WIDE sources, such as the FRA and ICVS surveys.  

I always was referring to EU-WIDE sources. Sorry if that was not clear. And on that level the "data 

production" should really be as uniform/standardised as possible. 

On behalf of the age limit: as far as I know police statistics in Germany, they should be able to supply 

data for any given age limit, be it 14, 15, 16 or 18 years. 

Therefore the setting of the age-limit for the IPV indicators by EIGE is the crucial point, at least for 

Germany. 

alright, thank you. The thing is really that there is not that much EU-wide coordinated data collection on 

VAW. But if you have any other suggestions for such statistics, please let us know.  

 

263. Daniela Cherubini | 07/07/2016, 15:06 CEST (+02:00) 

Inger Lövkrona wrote: 

Nathalie Meurens wrote: 

Thanks a lot for your feedback on the IPV indicators. We will now proceed with the 

suggested indicator on rape: 

Women victims of rape aged 18 and over, as a share of the population of women 

aged 18 and over 

Within the scope of this indicator, rape should be understood as: sexual penetration, 

whether vaginal, anal or oral, through the use of an object or body parts, without 

consent, using force or by taking advantage of the vulnerability of the victim. 

The indicator could be measured by the following sources and units: 

1.    Source: police records of crimes (cases reported to the police); units: number of 

women victims recorded by the police per calendar year. 

2.    Source: Hospital and healthcare professionals’ records; units: number of women 

patients per calendar year. 

Source 1 figures from every Member State would be very useful, while source 2 data 

could remain optional, given the difficulties in its collection. 

this indicator, as I understand it, refers to rape by an unknown or losely aquainted person, not an IPV 

context. There is today other similar cases with sexual assaults (not rape in this sense) against young 

women by a (young) man or a group of (young) men (concerts) that will not be covered by this indicator. 

Also not the sexual harrassments on the net by unknown men. How do you cover these situations? 

In my opinion, Inger you raise a relevant concern: there is the risk that this definition of rape could be 

understood as concerning only rape by strangers and as not encompassing IPV - due to the dominant 

cultural representations on the issue. for this reason, I suggested to explicitly include in the definition that 

it actually refers to all cases of rape, including marital rape etc. We know that, but the operational 

definition should be  clear . On the other hand, I do not agree on the fact that indicator on rape should 

cover sexual assaults. We can choose to put the effort in identifying other kinds of indicators (eg. 

indicators of sexual violence, on rape and sexual assaults etc), but when the decision of focusing on rape 

as defined by istambul convention is taken, the proposed definition seems to work well. 

 

264. Nathalie Meurens | 07/07/2016, 15:06 CEST (+02:00) 

Council of Europe wrote: 

Irene Rosales wrote: 

Nathalie Meurens wrote: 

Irene Rosales wrote: 

Nathalie Meurens wrote: 



Thanks a lot for your feedback 

on the IPV indicators. We will 

now proceed with the suggested 

indicator on rape: 

Women victims of rape aged 

18 and over, as a share of the 

population of women aged 18 

and over 

Within the scope of this 

indicator, rape should be 

understood as: sexual 

penetration, whether vaginal, 

anal or oral, through the use of 

an object or body parts, without 

consent, using force or by 

taking advantage of the 

vulnerability of the victim. 

The indicator could be measured 

by the following sources and 

units: 

1.    Source: police records of 

crimes (cases reported to the 

police); units: number of women 

victims recorded by the police 

per calendar year. 

2.    Source: Hospital and 

healthcare professionals’ 

records; units: number of 

women patients per calendar 

year. 

Source 1 figures from every 

Member State would be very 

useful, while source 2 data could 

remain optional, given the 

difficulties in its collection. 

Hello! Here, I don't understand why you are 

including the "using of force" in the definition 

when it was not the case of the the definition of 

"sexual violence in the context of intimate partner 

violence". Although I acknowledge that certain 

legal definitions in the EU can still be based in the 

use of force, I think we should follow Istanbul 

Convention standards. Even if this is a definition 

for statistical purposes, it might set some guidance 

on how to address the issue of rape.  

We used both the Istanbul Convention and national definitions. The 

use of force is a circumstance where the lack of consent can be 

presumed. Since it is difficult to prove the lack of consent as such 

most definitions often use the use of force as presumption of lack of 

consent. As a matter of fact, 27 out of the 28 Member States refer to 

'use of force' in their definitions. Since we wanted indicators that 

could be populated by existing national data, we wanted to reflect 

elements of definitions that are largely used across the EU while 

taking into account the Istanbul Convention and the ICCS (basically 

using the best of both worlds).  



Thanks for the clarification. However, Having 14 EU MS states that have ratified the 

Istanbul Convention and 14 that have signed, and having the EC proposal for the EU 

to sign and ratify, we should be providing a consistent definition when looking at this 

issue. 

Yes, more and more EU states are ratifying the Istanbul Convention and are actually moving towards 

changes in their definitions of rape. Like I said, Germany and Austria do now, England and Wales have a 

rape provision on the basis of consent and more will certainly follow. France is discussing moving 

towards a consent-based solution. It would be important to take this developments into account and ensure 

consistency and keep definitions in line with the Istanbul Convention.   

When developing the definitions, the consistency with the Istanbul Convention was crucial to us. 

I copy pasted both the Istanbul Convention definition and the indicator definition for easier reference here 

below. As you see the same elements are reflected in both, with the addition of use of force and taking 

advantage of vulnerability that are also present in the indicator definition. 

Istanbul Convention: engaging in non-consensual vaginal, anal or oral penetration of a sexual nature of 

the body of another person with any bodily part or object; 

Indicator definition: sexual penetration, whether vaginal, anal or oral, through the use of an object or 

body parts, without consent, using force or by taking advantage of the vulnerability of the victim. 

 

265. Elena Fries-Tersch Milieu | 07/07/2016, 15:10 CEST (+02:00) 

Shalva Weil wrote: 

Should the Istanbul Convention be the standard? 

With respect to your 2nd question, there are different sectors in different countries. Usually, crime and 

justice go together (although you have separated them). Sometimes police is different from home security. 

It would be easy to collect all the relevant sectors in each country and then standardize.  

the reason why we differentiated police and justice is because they use entirely different units of 

measurement and sometimes also different categories. Furthermore, justice data focuses on the 

perpetrator and often not even the gender of the victim is recorded.  

Even within one sector (e.g. police), Member States record different units or record data at different stages 

(before, during or after investigation) - so, standardisation even within one sector is highly problematic, 

no to speak of the different categories and definitions used.  

 

266. Elena Fries-Tersch Milieu | 07/07/2016, 15:12 CEST (+02:00) 

Again, we would like to raise the following question regarding the indicator on rape:  

Do you think that the indicators should be worded to apply to ANY data collection sector (crime, 

justice, health and social services) or should they be tailored to the sector? 

Thank you! 

 

267. Federal Office of Justice | 07/07/2016, 15:12 CEST (+02:00) 

Jurgita Peciuriene wrote: 

Sorry, you could you repeat your concerns regarding the minimum age for the IPV indicators? And could 

you tell us, what is the minimum age in Germany? 

My concern ist just, that every survey, statistics or indicator developed on an EU-WIDE level uses 

different age limits, rendering the resulting data incomparable. 

Police Crime Statistics as it stands, uses two different tables: 

one covering victim-offender-relationships (differentiating by the kind of relationship (for example 

spouse or registered partnership) 

another one covering victims differentiated by age. 



As far as I know Police could produce a table mixing those variables. 

 

268. Tugce Tugran | 07/07/2016, 15:13 CEST (+02:00) 

Daniela Cherubini wrote: 

Inger Lövkrona wrote: 

Nathalie Meurens wrote: 

Thanks a lot for your feedback on the IPV indicators. We will now 

proceed with the suggested indicator on rape: 

Women victims of rape aged 18 and over, as a share of the 

population of women aged 18 and over 

Within the scope of this indicator, rape should be understood as: 

sexual penetration, whether vaginal, anal or oral, through the use 

of an object or body parts, without consent, using force or by taking 

advantage of the vulnerability of the victim. 

The indicator could be measured by the following sources and units: 

1.    Source: police records of crimes (cases reported to the police); 

units: number of women victims recorded by the police per calendar 

year. 

2.    Source: Hospital and healthcare professionals’ records; units: 

number of women patients per calendar year. 

Source 1 figures from every Member State would be very useful, 

while source 2 data could remain optional, given the difficulties in its 

collection. 

this indicator, as I understand it, refers to rape by an unknown or losely aquainted 

person, not an IPV context. There is today other similar cases with sexual assaults (not 

rape in this sense) against young women by a (young) man or a group of (young) men 

(concerts) that will not be covered by this indicator. Also not the sexual harrassments 

on the net by unknown men. How do you cover these situations? 

In my opinion, Inger you raise a relevant concern: there is the risk that this definition of rape could be 

understood as concerning only rape by strangers and as not encompassing IPV - due to the dominant 

cultural representations on the issue. for this reason, I suggested to explicitly include in the definition that 

it actually refers to all cases of rape, including marital rape etc. We know that, but the operational 

definition should be  clear . On the other hand, I do not agree on the fact that indicator on rape should 

cover sexual assaults. We can choose to put the effort in identifying other kinds of indicators (eg. 

indicators of sexual violence, on rape and sexual assaults etc), but when the decision of focusing on rape 

as defined by istambul convention is taken, the proposed definition seems to work well. 

Yes, we agree, there are overlaps between different categories, we try to be as inclusive as possible. For 

instance, the definition we use for rape does not specify any relation so it includes both known and 

unknown perpetrators. We also cover rape within the sexual violence in the context of IPV. This way we 

do not leave out anything.  

 

269. Tim de Jong Atria Institute on Gender Equality and Women's History | 07/07/2016, 15:15 CEST 

(+02:00) 

Nathalie Meurens wrote: 

Council of Europe wrote: 

Irene Rosales wrote: 

Nathalie Meurens wrote: 



Irene Rosales wrote: 

Nathalie Meurens wrote: 

Thanks a lot for your feedback on the IPV indicators. We will now proceed with the suggested indicator on rape: 

Women victims of rape aged 18 and over, as a share of the population of women aged 18 and over 

Within the scope of this indicator, rape should be understood as: sexual penetration, whether vaginal, anal or oral, 

through the use of an object or body parts, without consent, using force or by taking advantage of the vulnerability 

of the victim. 

The indicator could be measured by the following sources and units: 

1.    Source: police records of crimes (cases reported to the police); units: number of women victims recorded by 

the police per calendar year. 

2.    Source: Hospital and healthcare professionals’ records; units: number of women patients per calendar year. 

Source 1 figures from every Member State would be very useful, while source 2 data could remain optional, given 

the difficulties in its collection. 

Hello! Here, I don't understand why you are including the "using of force" in the definition when it was not the 

case of the the definition of "sexual violence in the context of intimate partner violence". Although I acknowledge 

that certain legal definitions in the EU can still be based in the use of force, I think we should follow Istanbul 

Convention standards. Even if this is a definition for statistical purposes, it might set some guidance on how to 

address the issue of rape.  

We used both the Istanbul Convention and national definitions. The use of force is a circumstance where the lack 

of consent can be presumed. Since it is difficult to prove the lack of consent as such most definitions often use the 

use of force as presumption of lack of consent. As a matter of fact, 27 out of the 28 Member States refer to 'use of 

force' in their definitions. Since we wanted indicators that could be populated by existing national data, we wanted 

to reflect elements of definitions that are largely used across the EU while taking into account the Istanbul 

Convention and the ICCS (basically using the best of both worlds).  

Thanks for the clarification. However, Having 14 EU MS states that have ratified the Istanbul Convention and 14 

that have signed, and having the EC proposal for the EU to sign and ratify, we should be providing a consistent 

definition when looking at this issue. 

Yes, more and more EU states are ratifying the Istanbul Convention and are actually moving towards changes in 

their definitions of rape. Like I said, Germany and Austria do now, England and Wales have a rape provision on 

the basis of consent and more will certainly follow. France is discussing moving towards a consent-based 

solution. It would be important to take this developments into account and ensure consistency and keep definitions 

in line with the Istanbul Convention.   

When developing the definitions, the consistency with the Istanbul Convention was crucial to us. 

I copy pasted both the Istanbul Convention definition and the indicator definition for easier reference here below. 

As you see the same elements are reflected in both, with the addition of use of force and taking advantage of 

vulnerability that are also present in the indicator definition. 

Istanbul Convention: engaging in non-consensual vaginal, anal or oral penetration of a sexual nature of the body 

of another person with any bodily part or object; 

Indicator definition: sexual penetration, whether vaginal, anal or oral, through the use of an object or body parts, 

without consent, using force or by taking advantage of the vulnerability of the victim. 

A question about 'without consent': is this aspect clear enough? Does consent mean verbalised consent? Or 

verbalised non-consent? Also: consent can be withdrawn at some point during sexual activity. 

270. Jurgita Peciuriene | 07/07/2016, 15:20 CEST (+02:00) 

Federal Office of Justice wrote: 



Jurgita Peciuriene wrote: 

Sorry, you could you repeat your concerns regarding the minimum age for the IPV 

indicators? And could you tell us, what is the minimum age in Germany? 

My concern ist just, that every survey, statistics or indicator developed on an EU-WIDE level uses 

different age limits, rendering the resulting data incomparable. 

Police Crime Statistics as it stands, uses two different tables: 

one covering victim-offender-relationships (differentiating by the kind of relationship (for example 

spouse or registered partnership) 

another one covering victims differentiated by age. 

As far as I know Police could produce a table mixing those variables. 

Thank you for clarifying. EIGE aims to standardise the age limit for EU-wide data collection. 

 

271. Barbora Holubová | 07/07/2016, 15:21 CEST (+02:00) 

Elena Fries-Tersch Milieu wrote: 

Again, we would like to raise the following question regarding the indicator on rape:  

Do you think that the indicators should be worded to apply to ANY data collection sector (crime, 

justice, health and social services) or should they be tailored to the sector? 

Thank you! 

Wouldn't it be possible to have both options? The MS could then decide on their own which 

sector(s)´data they choose according to their reliability. The metadata will then reveale the source(s). 

272. Inger Lövkrona | 07/07/2016, 15:23 CEST (+02:00) 

Daniela Cherubini wrote: 

Inger Lövkrona wrote: 

Nathalie Meurens wrote: 

Thanks a lot for your feedback on the IPV indicators. We will now 

proceed with the suggested indicator on rape: 

Women victims of rape aged 18 and over, as a share of the 

population of women aged 18 and over 

Within the scope of this indicator, rape should be understood as: 

sexual penetration, whether vaginal, anal or oral, through the use 

of an object or body parts, without consent, using force or by taking 

advantage of the vulnerability of the victim. 

The indicator could be measured by the following sources and units: 

1.    Source: police records of crimes (cases reported to the police); 

units: number of women victims recorded by the police per calendar 

year. 

2.    Source: Hospital and healthcare professionals’ records; units: 

number of women patients per calendar year. 

Source 1 figures from every Member State would be very useful, 

while source 2 data could remain optional, given the difficulties in its 

collection. 

this indicator, as I understand it, refers to rape by an unknown or losely aquainted 

person, not an IPV context. There is today other similar cases with sexual assaults (not 

rape in this sense) against young women by a (young) man or a group of (young) men 

(concerts) that will not be covered by this indicator. Also not the sexual harrassments 

on the net by unknown men. How do you cover these situations? 



In my opinion, Inger you raise a relevant concern: there is the risk that this definition of rape could be 

understood as concerning only rape by strangers and as not encompassing IPV - due to the dominant 

cultural representations on the issue. for this reason, I suggested to explicitly include in the definition that 

it actually refers to all cases of rape, including marital rape etc. We know that, but the operational 

definition should be  clear . On the other hand, I do not agree on the fact that indicator on rape should 

cover sexual assaults. We can choose to put the effort in identifying other kinds of indicators (eg. 

indicators of sexual violence, on rape and sexual assaults etc), but when the decision of focusing on rape 

as defined by istambul convention is taken, the proposed definition seems to work well. 

Thanks Daniela, this is a little confusing. As I read the indicator 3.1.4 Sexual violence, marital rape is 

included in that indicator and not in indicator 3.2. Or? And marital rape must be defined in the same way 

as is "rape" in 3.2. This  needs to be clarified. 

273. Nathalie Meurens | 07/07/2016, 15:25 CEST (+02:00) 

Tim de Jong Atria Institute on Gender Equality and Women&#39;s History wrote: 

Nathalie Meurens wrote: 

Council of Europe wrote: 

Irene Rosales wrote: 

Nathalie Meurens wrote: 

Irene Rosales wrote: 

Nathalie Meurens wrote: 

Thanks a lot for your feedback on the IPV indicators. We will now proceed with the suggested indicator on rape: 

Women victims of rape aged 18 and over, as a share of the population of women aged 18 and 

over 

Within the scope of this indicator, rape should be understood as: sexual penetration, whether 

vaginal, anal or oral, through the use of an object or body parts, without consent, using force or 

by taking advantage of the vulnerability of the victim. 

The indicator could be measured by the following sources and units: 

1.    Source: police records of crimes (cases reported to the police); units: number of women 

victims recorded by the police per calendar year. 

2.    Source: Hospital and healthcare professionals’ records; units: number of women patients 

per calendar year. 

Source 1 figures from every Member State would be very useful, while source 2 data could 

remain optional, given the difficulties in its collection. 

Hello! Here, I don't understand why you are including the "using of force" in the definition when 

it was not the case of the the definition of "sexual violence in the context of intimate partner 

violence". Although I acknowledge that certain legal definitions in the EU can still be based in 

the use of force, I think we should follow Istanbul Convention standards. Even if this is a 

definition for statistical purposes, it might set some guidance on how to address the issue of 

rape.  

We used both the Istanbul Convention and national definitions. The use of force is a 

circumstance where the lack of consent can be presumed. Since it is difficult to prove the lack 

of consent as such most definitions often use the use of force as presumption of lack of consent. 

As a matter of fact, 27 out of the 28 Member States refer to 'use of force' in their definitions. 

Since we wanted indicators that could be populated by existing national data, we wanted to 

reflect elements of definitions that are largely used across the EU while taking into account the 

Istanbul Convention and the ICCS (basically using the best of both worlds).  



Thanks for the clarification. However, Having 14 EU MS states that have ratified the Istanbul 

Convention and 14 that have signed, and having the EC proposal for the EU to sign and ratify, 

we should be providing a consistent definition when looking at this issue. 

Yes, more and more EU states are ratifying the Istanbul Convention and are actually moving 

towards changes in their definitions of rape. Like I said, Germany and Austria do now, England 

and Wales have a rape provision on the basis of consent and more will certainly follow. France 

is discussing moving towards a consent-based solution. It would be important to take this 

developments into account and ensure consistency and keep definitions in line with the Istanbul 

Convention.   

When developing the definitions, the consistency with the Istanbul Convention was 

crucial to us. 

I copy pasted both the Istanbul Convention definition and the indicator definition for 

easier reference here below. As you see the same elements are reflected in both, with 

the addition of use of force and taking advantage of vulnerability that are also present 

in the indicator definition. 

Istanbul Convention: engaging in non-consensual vaginal, anal or oral penetration of 

a sexual nature of the body of another person with any bodily part or object; 

Indicator definition: sexual penetration, whether vaginal, anal or oral, through the use 

of an object or body parts, without consent, using force or by taking advantage of the 

vulnerability of the victim. 

A question about 'without consent': is this aspect clear enough? Does consent mean verbalised consent? 

Or verbalised non-consent? Also: consent can be withdrawn at some point during sexual activity. 

You raise a good point. Consent can be very difficult to define and issues of consent can arise at different 

points into the violence. It is also hard to provide evidence of the lack of consent, whether verbalised or 

not. This is why many national definitions also include use of force and taking advantage of vulnerability.  

However, for the data collection purpose, I am not sure this is so relevant to specify further the concept 

of consent. How would this affect the data collection to specify whether the concept needs verbalising 

or not?  

274. Nathalie Meurens | 07/07/2016, 15:26 CEST (+02:00) 

Thank you for all the useful feedback on rape. We will now discuss the suggested indicator on 

femicide: 

Women victims of intimate femicide aged 18 and over committed by an intimate partner as a share of 

the women victims of homicide aged 18 and over 

Alternative title: Women victims of intimate femicide aged 18 and over as a share of women victims of 

homicide aged 18 and over 

Within the scope of this indicator, femicide should be understood as: the killing of a woman by an 

intimate partner and death of a woman as a result of a practice that is harmful to women. Intimate 

partner is understood as former or current spouses or partners, whether or not the victim shares or has 

shared a residence with the perpetrator. 

The indicator could be measured by the following sources and units: 

1.    Source: police records of crimes; units: number of women victims. 

2.    Source: hospital and healthcare professionals’ records, units: number of women victims; death 

records of women 

275. Nathalie Meurens | 07/07/2016, 15:27 CEST (+02:00) 

1. Is the proposed indicator of femicide clear? 

276. Hana Spanikova | 07/07/2016, 15:30 CEST (+02:00) 

As femicide is not defined in any Member States, collecting data on femicide is challenging. In terms of 

data collection, homicide data can be reviewed to gain a picture of femicide prevalence in the EU. 

However, the reliability and accuracy of homicide data must be ensured. 



277. Federal Office of Justice | 07/07/2016, 15:32 CEST (+02:00) 

Elena Fries-Tersch Milieu wrote: 

Again, we would like to raise the following question regarding the indicator on rape:  

Do you think that the indicators should be worded to apply to ANY data collection sector (crime, justice, 

health and social services) or should they be tailored to the sector? 

Thank you! 

Well, how do you intend to receive comparable data using different definitions (or wordings) for the 

indicators. Or is comparability between those different sectors irrelevant. 

I guess, that there will be more than enough comparability issues without adding another one by using 

taylored wordings. 

If you really just refer to the wording as a means of adjusting it to the recipients jargon, there will 

always be the problem to really avoid slightly differend meanings. In my opinion the indicators should 

be worded identical while taking care to be equally understood by all sectors and not to use the special 

jargon of one sector. 

278. Council of Europe | 07/07/2016, 15:33 CEST (+02:00) 

Elena Fries-Tersch Milieu wrote: 

Again, we would like to raise the following question regarding the indicator on rape:  

Do you think that the indicators should be worded to apply to ANY data collection sector (crime, justice, 

health and social services) or should they be tailored to the sector? 

Thank you! 

It would seem to me that certain elements of the indicator should always be the same such as the issue of 

age. If 15 is decided, that should be what is asked of all sectors. 

For other elements of the indicator, for example the issue of consent in rape, there might have to be 

variations. The crime and justice sector all use legal definitions for data collection and will continue to 

do so, I imagine, whereas the health sector may not. 

279. Federal Statistical Office of Germany | 07/07/2016, 15:33 CEST (+02:00) 

Elena Fries-Tersch Milieu wrote: 

Federal Statistical Office of Germany wrote: 

Elena Fries-Tersch Milieu wrote: 

Federal Statistical Office of Germany wrote: 

Nathalie Meurens wrote: 

Federal Statistical Office of Germany wrote: 

Nathalie Meurens wrote: 

Federal Statistical Office of Germany wrote: 

Elena Fries-Tersch Milieu wrote: 

Good afternoon, we would like to resume the discussion. 

First, we would like to ask you again if anyone else has a 

comment on the two general questions:  

1) Do you think it is important to have separate indicators 

for the specific types of violence in IPV context (as we have 

it now)? Or would it be more useful to have only one general 

indicator on IPV ?  



2) We think that the general IPV indicator cannot be a 

composite (aggregate) of the indicators for specific ones, 

because (as mentioned before), there might be overlaps, so 

the aggregate would not be the sum of cases. However, do 

you have a different opinion on that? 

Hello Elena, 

regarding your questions I do not think that a composite 

indicator in the crime area leads to comparable information. 

Defining indicators needs defining criminal acts. The ICCS 

I mentioned before is a global definition framework for 

criminal acts like intentional homicide, rape and other 

crimes that are collected in the Eurostat/UNODC-CTS-data 

collection. If definitions in other international data 

collections do not use these standard definitions they 

produce results different to the CTS-results. In this case it 

should be made clear in metadata which defining elements 

of ICCS are applied and which not in order to help the data 

users. 

Thanks for your useful comment. We based the indicators 

and their definitions on existing national definitions taking 

into account the international ones (Istanbul Convention and 

ICCS) to the extent possible. However, an exact match 

across the board is not possible. 

It is a good point to mention the relevant ICCS tags in the 

metadata so to support the data users. In the background 

note, we have not detailed which ICCS tags we used for the 

definitions but we will add this information in the metadata. 

Dear Nathalie, 

I agree with you that your starting point are the national 

legal codes which are then compared to the international 

standards. We do at national level the same task when we 

apply the ICCS via so-called correspondence tables from 

national legal codes to the behavioural codes in the ICCS. It 

could be usefull to compare these correspondence tables 

within european countries. 

Indeed, this would be a very useful exercise. We have not 

looked at the correspondence tables. Would it possible to 

send us a copy at violenceagainstwomen@milieu.be ? 

The implementation process of the ICCS has started this 

year with the first meeting of the UNODC-Technical 

Advisory Group on the ICCS implementation. We started it 

with homicide, but as far as I know there are other countries 

who already worked on sexual violence. So, we are 

interested in their work as well. I think an exchange of 

experiences at european level could be an issue in the 

Eurostat Working Group on Statistics on Criminal Justice 

you attend as well. 

Does 'implementation of ICCS' mean that you actually change the 

categories of data collection, for example in the coding protocols the 

police use? As far as I know, the codes they use are in line with the 

Criminal Code articles, so will they be changed to match ICCS? How 

can you otherwise re-assign data to match the ICCS codes?  



At international level in the CTS-questionnaire the catagories will be definied 

according to ICCS. At national level we change the data provision to CTS as far as 

possible according to ICCS using correspondence tables as a tool. In them the codes of 

national statistical classifications of police and of justice are related to ICCS codes. 

so, theoretically, when providing data on IPV, this could also be done via correspondence tables 

indicating which national codes are included in physical, psychological, sexual and economic violence? 

(according to the our definitions and our suggestions on which ICCS codes these refer to) 

Regarding your question I think yes. Correspondence tables could be usefull for each data collection at 

international level. At national level it is a working tool in order to optimize and standardize the coding 

process for CTS data collection. But if you have any other data collection at international level on the 

same kinds of offences using ICCS as well then you can use the CTS- correspondence tables again. 

If you have an international data collection on homicide, rape cts. outside CTS and without exactly the 

same ICCS terms of definition and the same elements of inclusion and exclusion then in a correspondence 

table you can define those differences to CTS in order to help data users. 

280. Shalva Weil | 07/07/2016, 15:34 CEST (+02:00) 

Femicide is the killing of women because they are women.The latter part of the sentence is important. 

Femicide is not necessarily restricted to over 18s. It is not necessarily perpetrated by intimate partners. It 

could be a misogynist act. Femicide is not just the murder of women.An indicator on femicide has to be 

explicit.  

281. Deirdre Brennan | 07/07/2016, 15:35 CEST (+02:00) 

Nathalie Meurens wrote: 

1. Is the proposed indicator of femicide clear? 

Hi Nathalie, 

I'm joining you from the Women's Aid Federation of England, working as the research officer for their 

Femicide Census. I am struggling with the second half of definition of femicide "death of a woman as a 

result of a practice that is harmful to women".  

Clarity at a very early stage on your inclusion/exclsuion criteria for cases is essential. Intricate and 

extremely complex cases come up time and time again where the definition of femicide we use is 

challenged. The definition here speaks only to practices, which will make inclusion of cases of "mercy 

killings" tricky, as an example. 

In regards to the latter half of the indicator "as a share of the women victims of homicide", it could be 

more straight forward, e.g. all women killed. Which will help cases where a charge of manslaughter or 

neglect is brought against the perpetrator. 

282. Inger Lövkrona | 07/07/2016, 15:36 CEST (+02:00) 

Nathalie Meurens wrote: 

1. Is the proposed indicator of femicide clear? 

I find we have a similar problem  here as with the rape-indicator, it is covered by two indicators. 

Femicide (here called manslaughter)  within an IPV context is covered by de indicator 2, physical 

violence. Gender-based femicide takes place also outside an IPV context, alike rape. 

283. Shalva Weil | 07/07/2016, 15:43 CEST (+02:00) 

I should point out that in the COST Action "Femicide across Europe", we set up a Working Group on 

Definitions and for three years, representatives of 30 European countries have been comparing notes. 

There is great variation in the definition of femicide/feminicado and some EU countries do not know the 

word at all. Therefore, it is a tall order to set up indicators on this tricky subject. However, there is 

agreement by all that it is a murder of a woman because she is a woman, so even if she had suffered 

violence, it might not be because she is a woman.  

284. Nathalie Meurens | 07/07/2016, 15:45 CEST (+02:00) 

Shalva Weil wrote: 



Femicide is the killing of women because they are women.The latter part of the sentence is important. 

Femicide is not necessarily restricted to over 18s. It is not necessarily perpetrated by intimate partners. 

It could be a misogynist act. Femicide is not just the murder of women.An indicator on femicide has to 

be explicit.  

We agree with your point on the definition of killing of women becasue they are women. In terms of data 

collection, this definition raises issues as it implies a specific intent, which usually can only be established 

by courts and therefore limit data availability. This is why, as a starting point, we focused on the killing 

of women within IPV because it is difficult to obtain data on other forms of femicide. The only other 

forms for which a number of EU Member States have offences (and possibly collect data on) are FGM 

related death and death as a result of unsafe abortion. That is why the definition also include death of 

women as a result of harmful practices to women. 

Would you have any other suggestions in terms of forms of femicide prevalent in the EU for which data 

collection is feasible based on current administrative data practices (police and justice sector or social 

service sector)? 

285. Tugce Tugran | 07/07/2016, 15:46 CEST (+02:00) 

Inger Lövkrona wrote: 

Nathalie Meurens wrote: 

1. Is the proposed indicator of femicide clear? 

I find we have a similar problem  here as with the rape-indicator, it is covered by two indicators. Femicide 

(here called manslaughter)  within an IPV context is covered by de indicator 2, physical violence. Gender-

based femicide takes place also outside an IPV context, alike rape. 

Yes as I said also earlier, there are overlaps between the different categories. We try to clarify these 

overlaps as much as possible, also as the data will not be aggregated between these indicators- these 

double counts should not be an issue.  

286. Barbora Holubová | 07/07/2016, 15:47 CEST (+02:00) 

Nathalie Meurens wrote: 

1. Is the proposed indicator of femicide clear? 

May be it was mentioned above, but does the definition of femicide iclude also an attemt of killing a 

women? Futher I do not understand why is  the definition nerrowed to  intimate partner. Killing of 

women by her brother/father cause of "honour" is according to my opinion also a femicide. 

287. Elena Fries-Tersch Milieu | 07/07/2016, 15:47 CEST (+02:00) 

Deirdre Brennan wrote: 

Nathalie Meurens wrote: 

1. Is the proposed indicator of femicide clear? 

Hi Nathalie, 

I'm joining you from the Women's Aid Federation of England, working as the research officer for their 

Femicide Census. I am struggling with the second half of definition of femicide "death of a woman as a 

result of a practice that is harmful to women".  

Clarity at a very early stage on your inclusion/exclsuion criteria for cases is essential. Intricate and 

extremely complex cases come up time and time again where the definition of femicide we use is 

challenged. The definition here speaks only to practices, which will make inclusion of cases of "mercy 

killings" tricky, as an example. 

In regards to the latter half of the indicator "as a share of the women victims of homicide", it could be 

more straight forward, e.g. all women killed. Which will help cases where a charge of manslaughter or 

neglect is brought against the perpetrator. 

regarding the definition of femicide, please see Nathalie's reply to Shalva (will be posted in a bit).  

Regarding the part 'as a share of women victims of homicide', this is again to make it a value relative to 

population size, because if we only compare total numbers of women killed, we cannot compare the 

figures. However we do acknowledge that it will be biased by the homicide rate in a country. So maybe 



it would be better, again, to divide the number of women suffered from femicide by all women in the age 

group in the population and present it as incidents in 1,000.  

Furthermore, I would like to ask you specifically on the possibilities of social services to provide data on 

these indicators? We did not include social services as a source for femicide data, for example, because 

we think it is not that relevant. Do you disagree? And for IPV and rape what are in your opinion the main 

challenges to feed the indicators with social services data? thank you! 

288. Daniela Cherubini | 07/07/2016, 15:48 CEST (+02:00) 

Irene Rosales wrote: 

Nathalie Meurens wrote: 

1. Is the proposed indicator of femicide clear? 

I think that if it is only covering intimate femicide, the title 3.3 should be changed: "indicators for data 

collection on intimate femicide", as not all the expectrum is being covered. 

I agree tiwh Irene. if at the end it is decided to focus just on femicide in intimate relationship this should 

be worded  clearer 

289. Hana Spanikova | 07/07/2016, 15:52 CEST (+02:00) 

It would be useful to create a femicide index that would require sex disaggregating current homicide 

data, alongside harmonising the breakdown ‘relationship between victim and offender’ and creating 

coding for ‘female homicide by intimate partner’, what do you think? 

290. Dovile Stoskeviciute | 07/07/2016, 15:53 CEST (+02:00) 

Hello, I represent Lithuania and I do agree with the comment of Hanna hereinabove. Definition of 

femicide as such does not exist in all legal systems of MS. Therefore, if keep collecting data separatelly 

on such indicator I believe  it will always remain confusing and complicated to ensure correctness of EU 

data overall collected on such offenses. Lithuanian criminal code does not provide femicide as a separate 

crime unfotunatelly, therefore, of course Lithuanian data regarding this indicator will never be accurate 

and cannot be deemed fully reliable when assessing EU statistics.   

291. Deirdre Brennan | 07/07/2016, 15:58 CEST (+02:00) 

Shalva Weil wrote: 

I should point out that in the COST Action "Femicide across Europe", we set up a Working Group on 

Definitions and for three years, representatives of 30 European countries have been comparing notes. 

There is great variation in the definition of femicide/feminicado and some EU countries do not know the 

word at all. Therefore, it is a tall order to set up indicators on this tricky subject. However, there is 

agreement by all that it is a murder of a woman because she is a woman, so even if she had suffered 

violence, it might not be because she is a woman.  

Hi Shalva, 

I believe it is important to widen the definition slightly from "because she is a woman", for the reasons 

mentioned already in regard to proving intent. Looking at female homicide victims allows us to 

understand structural causes of fatal violence such that women are far more likely to be killed by a man 

than a woman. 

In response to the other query about collecting data from social services, I believe this would be time 

consuming and have some major holes in the data. Our approach is the submission of Freedom of 

Information Act requests to the police, for a list of all women killed in their police force area, including 

other stats such as: age, method of killing, relationship to perp. 

292. Nathalie Meurens | 07/07/2016, 15:59 CEST (+02:00) 

Regarding the femicide indicator, do you believe it would be relevant to provide comparable age 

disaggregation (+15, 15-49, 49, other?) and to provide disaggregation for nationality/country of birth? 

293. Deirdre Brennan | 07/07/2016, 16:04 CEST (+02:00) 

Nathalie Meurens wrote: 

Regarding the femicide indicator, do you believe it would be relevant to provide comparable age 

disaggregation (+15, 15-49, 49, other?) and to provide disaggregation for nationality/country of birth? 



Hi Nathalie, 

Yes I do believe disaggregating by age is crucial, more discussion and understanding is needed on IPV 

and Child-Parent killings of women over 65. And having the stats to prove this is an issue is a great place 

to start. 

Country of birth, is definitely useful also. I would add to that ethnicity where possible. 

Nationality status may be more complicated to collect.  

294. Dovile Stoskeviciute | 07/07/2016, 16:06 CEST (+02:00) 

As concerns an intimate partner definition, Lithuanian police has welcomed it as to bring certain clarity 

within domestic violence offenses as currenty, data pertaining domestic violences, does not refer to just 

intimate partner and includes also family members, even cohabitors, therefore, there is no correct statistics 

pertainin IPV in Lithuania as such definition is not established by Lithuanian criminal code or other type 

of applicable laws. However, police in charge of collecting the data also expressed their concern that at 

times it might be complicated to establish what type of relationship exist between victim and perpetrator 

if it is not explicitily disclosed and identified. Therefore, submitting such data will depend on assessment 

of police officer which might not always appear correct as well. 

295. Nathalie Meurens | 07/07/2016, 16:12 CEST (+02:00) 

Deirdre Brennan wrote: 

Nathalie Meurens wrote: 

Regarding the femicide indicator, do you believe it would be relevant to provide 

comparable age disaggregation (+15, 15-49, 49, other?) and to provide disaggregation 

for nationality/country of birth? 

Hi Nathalie, 

Yes I do believe disaggregating by age is crucial, more discussion and understanding is needed on IPV 

and Child-Parent killings of women over 65. And having the stats to prove this is an issue is a great place 

to start. 

Country of birth, is definitely useful also. I would add to that ethnicity where possible. 

Nationality status may be more complicated to collect.  

Thanks for your feedback. Indeed, those disagregation would be very useful. In terms of age groups, 

which age groups would you suggest? 

In terms of ethnicity, it is difficult to have EU wide data as a number of countries cannot collect such data 

by law as they are considered sensitive.  

296. Council of Europe | 07/07/2016, 16:12 CEST (+02:00) 

The questionnaire developed to monitor the Istanbul Convention might be helpful for this discussion. 

The type of data it requests from state parties in relation to femicide is: 

- the number of deaths of women, the number of such cases in which the authorities had prior 

knowledge of the woman's exposure to violence, the number of perpetrators convicted in relation to 

these cases and the number of type of sanctions. All of this to be broken down by sex, age, and 

relationship of the perpetrator to the victim. 

- the same information for attempted murders of women, ie cases that didn't lead to the death of a 

woman. 

This covers all of the different forms of femicide without using the term, because the crime and justice 

sector doesn't operate on this terminology. 

You can find the questionnaire on our website 

www.coe.int/conventionviolence under GREVIO/evaluations 

297. Federal Office of Justice | 07/07/2016, 16:15 CEST (+02:00) 

Nathalie Meurens wrote: 



Regarding the femicide indicator, do you believe it would be relevant to provide comparable age 

disaggregation (+15, 15-49, 49, other?) and to provide disaggregation for nationality/country of birth? 

First I would like to support the "Femicide Index" as presented by Hana. As Dovile already wrote on 

behalf of Lithuania, there is no special femicide crime in Germany as well. 

Comparable age disaggregation seems to me to be a desireable concept, as long as that kind of data can 

be obtained from the MS; I even would opt for more disaggregation like 15-20, 21-30, 31-40, 41-50, 51-

60, 60+ 

Disaggregation for nationality/country of birth on the other hand seems to be more problematic, as it 

might be less likely that this kind of data is already collected. In addition I get the feeling, that there is a 

presumption of a cultural/religious prevalence at the bottom of this indicator. Therfore the information 

about the nationality/country of birth for the offender would be as much if not more important to know; 

and that seems to me to be overloading this indicator. 

And if you disaggregate by nationality for femicide, this would be appropriate for the other indicators as 

well. 

298. Daniela Cherubini | 07/07/2016, 16:18 CEST (+02:00) 

Hana Spanikova wrote: 

It would be useful to create a femicide index that would require sex disaggregating current homicide 

data, alongside harmonising the breakdown ‘relationship between victim and offender’ and creating 

coding for ‘female homicide by intimate partner’, what do you think? 

I would suggest to further discuss the decision of taking into accunt just femicide in intimate relationships. 

Or, to further explain and share the reasons that led you to the decision.  I understand the pragmatic 

rationale of the idea, but I am not sure on the political opportunity to do that. Honour crimes, femicide 

commited by family members, other crime hates, as well as sexual workers femicides by clients, are also 

important to detect. 

Hana, is your proposal meant to be an alternative way to tackle the issue? To have a femicide index 

instead of just the indicator of intimate femicide? 

299. Nathalie Meurens | 07/07/2016, 16:18 CEST (+02:00) 

Council of Europe wrote: 

The questionnaire developed to monitor the Istanbul Convention might be helpful for this discussion. The 

type of data it requests from state parties in relation to femicide is: 

- the number of deaths of women, the number of such cases in which the authorities had prior knowledge 

of the woman's exposure to violence, the number of perpetrators convicted in relation to these cases and 

the number of type of sanctions. All of this to be broken down by sex, age, and relationship of the 

perpetrator to the victim. 

- the same information for attempted murders of women, ie cases that didn't lead to the death of a woman. 

This covers all of the different forms of femicide without using the term, because the crime and justice 

sector doesn't operate on this terminology. 

You can find the questionnaire on our website 

www.coe.int/conventionviolence under GREVIO/evaluations 

Thank you for your feedback. We agree on taking on board the disaggregations proposed by the GREVIO 

questionnaire. 

I have a question: would you therefore have attempt murder falling within the scope of femicide rather 

than IPV? 

300. Council of Europe | 07/07/2016, 16:24 CEST (+02:00) 

Nathalie Meurens wrote: 

Council of Europe wrote: 

The questionnaire developed to monitor the Istanbul Convention might be helpful for 

this discussion. The type of data it requests from state parties in relation to femicide is: 



- the number of deaths of women, the number of such cases in which the authorities 

had prior knowledge of the woman's exposure to violence, the number of perpetrators 

convicted in relation to these cases and the number of type of sanctions. All of this to 

be broken down by sex, age, and relationship of the perpetrator to the victim. 

- the same information for attempted murders of women, ie cases that didn't lead to the 

death of a woman. 

This covers all of the different forms of femicide without using the term, because the 

crime and justice sector doesn't operate on this terminology. 

You can find the questionnaire on our website 

www.coe.int/conventionviolence under GREVIO/evaluations 

Thank you for your feedback. We agree on taking on board the disaggregations proposed by the GREVIO 

questionnaire. 

I have a question: would you therefore have attempt murder falling within the scope of femicide rather 

than IPV? 

Yes, the choice was between the two but it was decided in favour of linking attempted murder to femicide 

instead of IPV. For the same reasons as have been raised in this discussion: although some IPV cases 

might lead to the death of a woman, not all women that are murdered are victims of their partners. It 

seemed more useful and less restrictive to link it to the issue of women being murdered for reasons of 

their gender rather than IPV. 

301. Maria Guseppina Muratore | 07/07/2016, 16:24 CEST (+02:00) 

Sorry, I was out for a problem at work. 

I 'll try to follow you again  

302. Dovile Stoskeviciute | 07/07/2016, 16:25 CEST (+02:00) 

Yes I would agree that taking murder within the scose of femicide could lead to certain unification of 

definitions and would allow to gather more accurate data on such offences. 

303. Elena Fries-Tersch Milieu | 07/07/2016, 16:29 CEST (+02:00) 

Federal Office of Justice wrote: 

Nathalie Meurens wrote: 

Regarding the femicide indicator, do you believe it would be relevant to provide 

comparable age disaggregation (+15, 15-49, 49, other?) and to provide disaggregation 

for nationality/country of birth? 

First I would like to support the "Femicide Index" as presented by Hana. As Dovile already wrote on 

behalf of Lithuania, there is no special femicide crime in Germany as well. 

Comparable age disaggregation seems to me to be a desireable concept, as long as that kind of data can 

be obtained from the MS; I even would opt for more disaggregation like 15-20, 21-30, 31-40, 41-50, 51-

60, 60+ 

Disaggregation for nationality/country of birth on the other hand seems to be more problematic, as it 

might be less likely that this kind of data is already collected. In addition I get the feeling, that there is a 

presumption of a cultural/religious prevalence at the bottom of this indicator. Therfore the information 

about the nationality/country of birth for the offender would be as much if not more important to know; 

and that seems to me to be overloading this indicator. 

And if you disaggregate by nationality for femicide, this would be appropriate for the other indicators as 

well. 

regarding the age groups: yes, normally this should be possible, but we do not have information for all 

countries whether they collect the data with the precise age OR birth date. We could imagine that police 

at least collects this kind of data, no? However, for social services, this is unlikely to be the case. They 

might only use broader categories for recording.  

re. nationality/country of birth: yes, it really does not seem feasible at this stage, although very relevant, 

especially for harmful practices; furthermore, in some countries admin data is collected on ethnic 



background and not by nationality, while for other countries it is the other way round. We think that this 

may be introduced at a later stage as an additional tag.  

304. Daniela Cherubini | 07/07/2016, 16:29 CEST (+02:00) 

I am sorry, I have to leave the discussion. Thank you very much, I hope my contributions have been of 

any help. I'll check tomorrow the discussion, answering for direct questions or clarifications. 

I'll put here some comments for the last question, which you are going to discuss later: whether the 

proposed indicators are sufficients to support politcy develpment 

Looking at the indicators you are focusing on, we have 1) indicator on IPV, 2) indicator on rape and 3) 

intimate femicide. This means that we have just one indicator that also cover some forms of violence 

outside intimate partnership, covering just the more severe form of sexual violence. I see the point, since 

the IPV is the most common, and the less culturally sanctioned form of GBV. Therefore we need policies 

that address it. However, the most common does not mean that 99% of gbv is intimate partner violence - 

there are many experiences and many subjects who will be not included in these indicators. Risk of 

neglection is high. This could be corrected either transforming the last indicator (indicator of femicide 

instead of intimate femicide), and/or further expanding this effort and including new indicators int he near 

future (eg. sexual harrasment, or sexual harrasment at work). 

Thank you for your work. 

305. Nathalie Meurens | 07/07/2016, 16:29 CEST (+02:00) 

Daniela Cherubini wrote: 

Hana Spanikova wrote: 

It would be useful to create a femicide index that would require sex disaggregating 

current homicide data, alongside harmonising the breakdown ‘relationship between 

victim and offender’ and creating coding for ‘female homicide by intimate partner’, 

what do you think? 

I would suggest to further discuss the decision of taking into accunt just femicide in intimate relationships. 

Or, to further explain and share the reasons that led you to the decision.  I understand the pragmatic 

rationale of the idea, but I am not sure on the political opportunity to do that. Honour crimes, femicide 

commited by family members, other crime hates, as well as sexual workers femicides by clients, are also 

important to detect. 

Hana, is your proposal meant to be an alternative way to tackle the issue? To have a femicide index 

instead of just the indicator of intimate femicide? 

Thanks for raising this. Yes, ideally we would have a very encompassing scope for femicide. However, 

our goal was to have an indicator which could be populated by existing data. We made the choice to focus 

on forms for which data was sufficiently available as a starting point.  

306. Tugce Tugran | 07/07/2016, 16:31 CEST (+02:00) 

Daniela Cherubini wrote: 

I am sorry, I have to leave the discussion. Thank you very much, I hope my contribution have been of 

any help. I'll check tomorrow the discussion, answering for direct questions or clarifications. 

I'll put here some comments for the last question, which you are going to discuss later: whether the 

proposed indicators are sufficients to support politcy develpment 

Looking at the indicators you are focusing on, we have 1) indicator on IPV, 2) indicator on rape and 3) 

intimate femicide. This means that we have just one indicator that also cover some forms of violence 

outside intimate partnership, covering just the more severe form of sexual violence. I see the point, since 

the IPV is the most common, and the less culturally sanctioned form of GBV. Therefore we need policies 

that address it. However, the most common does not mean that 99% of gbv is intimate partner violence - 

there are many experiences and many subjects who will be not included in these indicators. Risk of 

neglection is high. This could be corrected either transforming the last indicator (indicator of femicide 

instead of intimate femicide), and/or further expanding this effort and including new indicators int he near 

future (eg. sexual harrasment, or sexual harrasment at work). 

Thank you for your work. 



Thank you very much Daniela for being active and useful contributions. Looking forward to collaborate 

further in the future.  

307. Nathalie Meurens | 07/07/2016, 16:34 CEST (+02:00) 

In your opinion, what challenges are likely to arise if this femicide indicator is implemented at national 

level? How can these be overcome? 

308. Daniela Cherubini | 07/07/2016, 16:34 CEST (+02:00) 

Tugce Tugran wrote: 

Daniela Cherubini wrote: 

I am sorry, I have to leave the discussion. Thank you very much, I hope my contribution 

have been of any help. I'll check tomorrow the discussion, answering for direct 

questions or clarifications. 

I'll put here some comments for the last question, which you are going to discuss later: 

whether the proposed indicators are sufficients to support politcy develpment 

Looking at the indicators you are focusing on, we have 1) indicator on IPV, 2) indicator 

on rape and 3) intimate femicide. This means that we have just one indicator that also 

cover some forms of violence outside intimate partnership, covering just the more 

severe form of sexual violence. I see the point, since the IPV is the most common, and 

the less culturally sanctioned form of GBV. Therefore we need policies that address it. 

However, the most common does not mean that 99% of gbv is intimate partner violence 

- there are many experiences and many subjects who will be not included in these 

indicators. Risk of neglection is high. This could be corrected either transforming the 

last indicator (indicator of femicide instead of intimate femicide), and/or further 

expanding this effort and including new indicators int he near future (eg. sexual 

harrasment, or sexual harrasment at work). 

Thank you for your work. 

Thank you very much Daniela for being active and useful contributions. Looking forward to collaborate 

further in the future.  

thanks to you and all the participants 

309. Elena Fries-Tersch Milieu | 07/07/2016, 16:40 CEST (+02:00) 

Dovile Stoskeviciute wrote: 

As concerns an intimate partner definition, Lithuanian police has welcomed it as to bring certain clarity 

within domestic violence offenses as currenty, data pertaining domestic violences, does not refer to just 

intimate partner and includes also family members, even cohabitors, therefore, there is no correct statistics 

pertainin IPV in Lithuania as such definition is not established by Lithuanian criminal code or other type 

of applicable laws. However, police in charge of collecting the data also expressed their concern that at 

times it might be complicated to establish what type of relationship exist between victim and perpetrator 

if it is not explicitily disclosed and identified. Therefore, submitting such data will depend on assessment 

of police officer which might not always appear correct as well. 

alright, but regarding the identification of victim-partner-relationship by the police, are there any 

possibilities of improvements? how could it be improved? 

310. Jurgita Peciuriene | 07/07/2016, 16:41 CEST (+02:00) 

Elena Fries-Tersch Milieu wrote: 

Dovile Stoskeviciute wrote: 

As concerns an intimate partner definition, Lithuanian police has welcomed it as to 

bring certain clarity within domestic violence offenses as currenty, data pertaining 

domestic violences, does not refer to just intimate partner and includes also family 

members, even cohabitors, therefore, there is no correct statistics pertainin IPV in 

Lithuania as such definition is not established by Lithuanian criminal code or other type 

of applicable laws. However, police in charge of collecting the data also expressed their 

concern that at times it might be complicated to establish what type of relationship exist 



between victim and perpetrator if it is not explicitily disclosed and identified. 

Therefore, submitting such data will depend on assessment of police officer which 

might not always appear correct as well. 

alright, but regarding the identification of victim-partner-relationship by the police, are there any 

possibilities of improvements? how could it be improved? 

And what are the main challenges? 

311. Elena Fries-Tersch Milieu | 07/07/2016, 16:42 CEST (+02:00) 

If there are no more comments on femicide we would like to raise a general question related to all 

indicators:  

Do you think that the proposed indicators are sufficient to support policy development? 

312. Andrada Filip | 07/07/2016, 16:50 CEST (+02:00) 

Elena Fries-Tersch Milieu wrote: 

We would like to ask Andrada from the WAVE network specifically: do you think the indicators on 

IPV (the general one and possibly also the specific ones) could be populated with social services data? 

How do you see the potential of social services data for this? Our research showed that quite a few 

Member States collect data from social services nation-wide, but there is of course the problem that they 

have different types of social services and different target groups. Do you have any suggestions for 

adaptation of the indicator for social services' data?  

THANK YOU! 

Apologies for the late reply but I have been caught up with work at the office. In any case I have consulted 

my colleagues, and this would be our suggestions:  

For the general indicator, we envision the following challenges and some ways to mitigate them: 

1.       Social services would have to be defined more narrowly and I imagine a coordinating body would 

have to be in charge of collecting these data from a pre-defined number of social services. Important to 

consider would be whether general services such as legal aid offices or employment agencies, or specialist 

services like national women’s helplines, shelters. 

2.       One should be careful with the “as a share of the total population of women” because it may lead 

to troublesome interpretation, when comparison between countries is attempted. If a smaller percent 

accesses services in Romania as opposed to in another country, it may be indicative of a lack of awareness 

about services, the times the services are available (e.g. 24/7, not 24/7), availability of staff, among others. 

A helpline in a country with similar population may have significantly different number of callers 

depending on staffing and opening times. Furthermore, shelter capacity differs per country, in terms of 

the number of beds or family places available, the stay allowance (e.g. some shelters allow for up to 12 

months, while others only 3 months), which will all impact the number of victims that are supported, and 

distort the ability for clean comparison. 

3.       The method of service provision may impact numbers. For example, some helplines may provide 

telephone service and also chat or advice via e-mail. Some centres conduct outreach, whereas others 

require victims to physically visit the establishment. 

4.       For a helpline, which is by nature and according to international standards required to be 

confidential, it is not likely that data on age will be collected. 

5.       Specialist women’s services are not always funded in a stable fashion to make sure they operate 

continuously. Not only can the hours of operation for a helpline change from one year to the next, shelters 

and centres can also close year to year, and new ones can open. In some cases, in one year, within a 

network of women’s shelters in any given country, the number of shelters feeding national level data may 

change. 

6.       Always keep in mind that services deal with repeat clients, but due to confidentiality this may not 

always be recorded. 

7.       It will be important to allow for quantitative data to be supported with some qualitative feedback 

to provide the context within which service provision exists, to allow for some preliminary explanation 

for the data.   



The number of incidents reported to anyone varies due to cultural differences – e.g. in some countries it 

is easier to admit to IPV than in others, this distorts the picture of “what is really going on”.  And 

differences in legal frameworks can also impact e.g. some countries have Emergency Barring Orders 

which allow some women to deal with IPV in a different way and how the police use the legislation on 

Emergency Barring Orders varies enormously (see page 86 of WAVE 2015 Report).  This could impact 

on how many women approach a shelter for accommodation, how could this variation be allowed 

for.  Finally, the amount of resources a woman has impacts on how she can cope with IPV e.g. if she is 

able to rent private accommodation and pay for a therapist, she may never approach any social services 

for help.  Similarly, if she has an extensive support network she may not approach any social 

services.  Just counting who approaches services shifts the focus of the picture towards women with fewer 

resources (poorer women & possibly migrant women). 

313. Maria Guseppina Muratore | 07/07/2016, 16:50 CEST (+02:00) 

About femicide, I think that the only indicator useful it is femicide that is a very complex concept to be 

definied and operazionalized from a  statistical point of view, but the female homicide by 

victim/perpetrator relationship. 

Recently in Vienna (UNODC), we had a meeting on this issue and what emerged is the difficulty to 

transalte femicide in data. 

What it is possibile is to identify women killed by a partner/ former partner, as well by other family 

members, or the homicide of prostitutes or of the honour killing and so on. 

The clear problem was that very few countries had statistics on this topic and also for latin america 

countries, that has the law agasint femicide, data are not easy to be collected 

at the end of the meeting, the decision was to start collecting the victim/perpetrato relationship. 

About age, I agree about the classes of age comparison, starting from before 18 years old.    

314. Deirdre Brennan | 07/07/2016, 16:51 CEST (+02:00) 

Nathalie Meurens wrote: 

Deirdre Brennan wrote: 

Nathalie Meurens wrote: 

Regarding the femicide indicator, do you believe it would be relevant 

to provide comparable age disaggregation (+15, 15-49, 49, other?) 

and to provide disaggregation for nationality/country of birth? 

Hi Nathalie, 

Yes I do believe disaggregating by age is crucial, more discussion and understanding 

is needed on IPV and Child-Parent killings of women over 65. And having the stats to 

prove this is an issue is a great place to start. 

Country of birth, is definitely useful also. I would add to that ethnicity where possible. 

Nationality status may be more complicated to collect.  

Thanks for your feedback. Indeed, those disagregation would be very useful. In terms of age groups, 

which age groups would you suggest? 

In terms of ethnicity, it is difficult to have EU wide data as a number of countries cannot collect such 

data by law as they are considered sensitive.  

If it helps the age groups we use are as follows: 

Under 18 

18-25 

26-35 

36-45 

46-55 

56-65 



66+ 

If there is scope then it is also worth identifying the age band of the perpetrator which the police will 

also have on file. 

315. Dovile Stoskeviciute | 07/07/2016, 16:55 CEST (+02:00) 

Currently when gathering data on committed offences, Lithuanian police mainly identifies if there are 

any close family relations between victim and perpetrator. In respect to domestic violence offfences, it 

can be also identified if two people of cohabitants. The process could improve if an intimate partner 

definition would be introduced and established on the national level in Lithuanian as well, as for a 

moment, we officially dont have even a civil partnership as a legal status between two cohabitting people 

and the only indicator which could be actually identified pertaining these offenses is if victim-perpetrator 

are spouses.  

316. Barbora Holubová | 07/07/2016, 16:58 CEST (+02:00) 

Elena Fries-Tersch Milieu wrote: 

If there are no more comments on femicide we would like to raise a general question related to all 

indicators:  

Do you think that the proposed indicators are sufficient to support policy development? 

I think that a great job was done and many issues were /or will be taken into the consideration, 

including  some suggestions from this discussion. Despite of the limits, this would  be definitelly a 

progress. 

Good-buy and thank you for the opportunity for discussion. 

Barbora Holubova 

317. Tugce Tugran | 07/07/2016, 17:00 CEST (+02:00) 

Maria Guseppina Muratore wrote: 

About femicide, I think that the only indicator useful it is femicide that is a very complex concept to be 

definied and operazionalized from a  statistical point of view, but the female homicide by 

victim/perpetrator relationship. 

Recently in Vienna (UNODC), we had a meeting on this issue and what emerged is the difficulty to 

transalte femicide in data. 

What it is possibile is to identify women killed by a partner/ former partner, as well by other family 

members, or the homicide of prostitutes or of the honour killing and so on. 

The clear problem was that very few countries had statistics on this topic and also for latin america 

countries, that has the law agasint femicide, data are not easy to be collected 

at the end of the meeting, the decision was to start collecting the victim/perpetrato relationship. 

About age, I agree about the classes of age comparison, starting from before 18 years old.    

Thank you very much that is quite useful actually. We will take that into consideration. 

318. Federal Statistical Office of Germany | 07/07/2016, 17:00 CEST (+02:00) 

Maria Guseppina Muratore wrote: 

About femicide, I think that the only indicator useful it is femicide that is a very complex concept to be 

definied and operazionalized from a  statistical point of view, but the female homicide by 

victim/perpetrator relationship. 

Recently in Vienna (UNODC), we had a meeting on this issue and what emerged is the difficulty to 

transalte femicide in data. 

What it is possibile is to identify women killed by a partner/ former partner, as well by other family 

members, or the homicide of prostitutes or of the honour killing and so on. 

The clear problem was that very few countries had statistics on this topic and also for latin america 

countries, that has the law agasint femicide, data are not easy to be collected 

at the end of the meeting, the decision was to start collecting the victim/perpetrato relationship. 



About age, I agree about the classes of age comparison, starting from before 18 years old.    

In the ICCS femicide is an inclusion element of the definition of intentional homicide and attempted 

femicide is an inclusion element of the definition of attempted intentional homicide. However, as Maria 

Guseppina mentioned it is a problem to collect detailled data on it. 

319. Nathalie Meurens | 07/07/2016, 17:01 CEST (+02:00) 

Daniela Cherubini wrote: 

I am sorry, I have to leave the discussion. Thank you very much, I hope my contributions have been of 

any help. I'll check tomorrow the discussion, answering for direct questions or clarifications. 

I'll put here some comments for the last question, which you are going to discuss later: whether the 

proposed indicators are sufficients to support politcy develpment 

Looking at the indicators you are focusing on, we have 1) indicator on IPV, 2) indicator on rape and 3) 

intimate femicide. This means that we have just one indicator that also cover some forms of violence 

outside intimate partnership, covering just the more severe form of sexual violence. I see the point, 

since the IPV is the most common, and the less culturally sanctioned form of GBV. Therefore we need 

policies that address it. However, the most common does not mean that 99% of gbv is intimate partner 

violence - there are many experiences and many subjects who will be not included in these indicators. 

Risk of neglection is high. This could be corrected either transforming the last indicator (indicator of 

femicide instead of intimate femicide), and/or further expanding this effort and including new indicators 

int he near future (eg. sexual harrasment, or sexual harrasment at work). 

Thank you for your work. 

Indeed, femicide covers many more forms of violence than those proposed in the indicators. We made a 

first analysis at national level to understand what forms would be covered in terms of definitions or 

specific criminal offences; including honour killing and dowry-related death etc. We could not find 

Member States covering those forms as specific offences. Since, as said above, we focused as a starting 

point on what is currently collected in terms of data by administrative sources, those forms were not 

included in the scope. Of course, you are right to point out that with this approach specific forms of 

femicide would be neglected, but then the issue is data availability of these forms of femicide and how 

can this be addressed as they are not always specific criminal acts (and therefore would fall under the 

wider category of homicide, with or without aggravating circumstances)? 

 

320. Nathalie Meurens | 07/07/2016, 17:03 CEST (+02:00) 

Barbora Holubová wrote: 

Elena Fries-Tersch Milieu wrote: 

If there are no more comments on femicide we would like to raise a general question 

related to all indicators:  

Do you think that the proposed indicators are sufficient to support policy development? 

I think that a great job was done and many issues were /or will be taken into the consideration, 

including  some suggestions from this discussion. Despite of the limits, this would  be definitelly a 

progress. 

Good-buy and thank you for the opportunity for discussion. 

Barbora Holubova 

Thank you very much for your contributions to this discussion! 

321. Inger Lövkrona | 07/07/2016, 17:04 CEST (+02:00) 

Elena Fries-Tersch Milieu wrote: 

If there are no more comments on femicide we would like to raise a general question related to all 

indicators:  

Do you think that the proposed indicators are sufficient to support policy development? 



As to develop policies to collect information on GBV in order to get a picture of prevalence and forms of 

GBV in a country, the indicators could be supportive. However, as has been discussed, some clarifications 

regarding the contexts of sexual assault, rape and femicide are necessary. I think it also would be worth 

considering, as proposed, a definition of the concept "intimate partner". It is also important to cover IPV 

cases with other family perpertrators. 

I also find the indicators supportive to policies on planning for health care, social service support, e g the 

societies support to the victims. 

As to policies to erase, stop, men´s violences, which is the overarching goal för EU:s work on GBV, the 

indicators are less usefull. To be frank, you cannot combat violence with numbers and definitions. In 

order to stop the violence you have to address  gender-power structures - and the perpertrators, e g the 

men. 

Gender equality achievements will empower women, however there is no reearch that confirms that 

gender equality will stop men´s violence.  Sweden is an example of this - we have a very high ranking on 

the global gender equality scale, but the vilence against women is not decreasing. 

322. Elena Fries-Tersch Milieu | 07/07/2016, 17:05 CEST (+02:00) 

Andrada Filip wrote: 

Elena Fries-Tersch Milieu wrote: 

We would like to ask Andrada from the WAVE network specifically: do you think 

the indicators on IPV (the general one and possibly also the specific ones) could be 

populated with social services data? How do you see the potential of social services 

data for this? Our research showed that quite a few Member States collect data from 

social services nation-wide, but there is of course the problem that they have different 

types of social services and different target groups. Do you have any suggestions for 

adaptation of the indicator for social services' data?  

THANK YOU! 

Apologies for the late reply but I have been caught up with work at the office. In any case I have consulted 

my colleagues, and this would be our suggestions:  

For the general indicator, we envision the following challenges and some ways to mitigate them: 

1.       Social services would have to be defined more narrowly and I imagine a coordinating body would 

have to be in charge of collecting these data from a pre-defined number of social services. Important to 

consider would be whether general services such as legal aid offices or employment agencies, or specialist 

services like national women’s helplines, shelters. 

2.       One should be careful with the “as a share of the total population of women” because it may lead 

to troublesome interpretation, when comparison between countries is attempted. If a smaller percent 

accesses services in Romania as opposed to in another country, it may be indicative of a lack of awareness 

about services, the times the services are available (e.g. 24/7, not 24/7), availability of staff, among others. 

A helpline in a country with similar population may have significantly different number of callers 

depending on staffing and opening times. Furthermore, shelter capacity differs per country, in terms of 

the number of beds or family places available, the stay allowance (e.g. some shelters allow for up to 12 

months, while others only 3 months), which will all impact the number of victims that are supported, and 

distort the ability for clean comparison. 

3.       The method of service provision may impact numbers. For example, some helplines may provide 

telephone service and also chat or advice via e-mail. Some centres conduct outreach, whereas others 

require victims to physically visit the establishment. 

4.       For a helpline, which is by nature and according to international standards required to be 

confidential, it is not likely that data on age will be collected. 

5.       Specialist women’s services are not always funded in a stable fashion to make sure they operate 

continuously. Not only can the hours of operation for a helpline change from one year to the next, shelters 

and centres can also close year to year, and new ones can open. In some cases, in one year, within a 

network of women’s shelters in any given country, the number of shelters feeding national level data may 

change. 



6.       Always keep in mind that services deal with repeat clients, but due to confidentiality this may not 

always be recorded. 

7.       It will be important to allow for quantitative data to be supported with some qualitative feedback 

to provide the context within which service provision exists, to allow for some preliminary explanation 

for the data.   

The number of incidents reported to anyone varies due to cultural differences – e.g. in some countries it 

is easier to admit to IPV than in others, this distorts the picture of “what is really going on”.  And 

differences in legal frameworks can also impact e.g. some countries have Emergency Barring Orders 

which allow some women to deal with IPV in a different way and how the police use the legislation on 

Emergency Barring Orders varies enormously (see page 86 of WAVE 2015 Report).  This could impact 

on how many women approach a shelter for accommodation, how could this variation be allowed 

for.  Finally, the amount of resources a woman has impacts on how she can cope with IPV e.g. if she is 

able to rent private accommodation and pay for a therapist, she may never approach any social services 

for help.  Similarly, if she has an extensive support network she may not approach any social 

services.  Just counting who approaches services shifts the focus of the picture towards women with fewer 

resources (poorer women & possibly migrant women). 

thank you very much for this very informative reply! probably some of these biases are also true for police 

and especially for health services (accessibility, number of staff, funding etc.) but it sounds like social 

services data cannot really be used for cross-country comparisons, neither to be interpreted as proxy for 

prevalence nor as support performances - or at least, a lot of effort and improvement will need to be done 

in order to retrieve comparable data?? 

do you have any suggestions for specific types of social services that exist in many Member States, in 

order to narrow down the term? would 'national helplines' and 'women's shelters' be better types? 

 

323. Andrada Filip | 07/07/2016, 17:05 CEST (+02:00) 

A discussion on femicide took place in Vienna during the UNODC Commission on Crime Prevention 

and Criminal Justice. Experts from the UNODC statistics department indicated that there is currently no 

operational definition on femicide. Offences which can be classified as femicides are punished by 

different laws under various legal frameworks. The term is not used in many countries, neither is it 

included in legislation. What statisticians currently have available are proxies on femicide, such as 

intimate partner homicide. Another one could be the killing of prostitutes. Indeed, the relationship 

between the victim and the offender is of crucial importance and this aspect must not be overlooked 

during any data collection exercise.  

 

324. Jurgita Peciuriene | 07/07/2016, 17:10 CEST (+02:00) 

Andrada Filip wrote: 

A discussion on femicide took place in Vienna during the UNODC Commission on Crime Prevention 

and Criminal Justice. Experts from the UNODC statistics department indicated that there is currently no 

operational definition on femicide. Offences which can be classified as femicides are punished by 

different laws under various legal frameworks. The term is not used in many countries, neither is it 

included in legislation. What statisticians currently have available are proxies on femicide, such as 

intimate partner homicide. Another one could be the killing of prostitutes. Indeed, the relationship 

between the victim and the offender is of crucial importance and this aspect must not be overlooked 

during any data collection exercise.  

This is exactly the reason why EIGE is working on a femicide definition and indicator to support the 

improvement of the ICCS. It would also support the UNODC/Eurostat efforts on improvement of data 

collection. 

325. Maria Guseppina Muratore | 07/07/2016, 17:13 CEST (+02:00) 

Coming back to other indicators: 

about psychological violence there is a point  on page 8, in which is cited "harassment". I have not 

understood what you mean. Since this word is also on the SDG indicator and it is not clear at all, I think 

it can be better to clarify it in the contect of psychological violence. 



Perhaps you already said it, but I think that this indicator is not opportune  from administrative surveys. 

The topic is so huge, so complex, that it risks to be banalized if studied from police statistics. DAta from 

shelters, can be useful indeed but athe same time, not really comoarable at the moment. 

Anyway, according to ICCS definition it is possible to calculate rate for female victims of defamations, 

verbal insults.... But as previosusly said, not many countries are able to disaggregate data for acts 

perpetrated by partners. 

About sexual violence indicators: 

this indictaor is not clear. The problem is that the definition of sexual violence is so wide. 

For instance in Italy it is  comprehensive of rape, attenpted rape, sexual assault, sexual harassment (with 

touching). 

 Not considering the prevalence indicators, that it is not good from police statistics and only looking at 

incidents reported, the international comprability can be a problem. 

The reporting behaviour changes a lot among countries and it increases according to the raising in women 

awareness. 

Furthermore data the reporting rate it is also very different according to the perpetratop typology, if a 

partner or an unknown people for instance. 

I think the same observation can be considered for the all indicators. 

I agree about the disaggregation by citizenship and age 

326. Tim de Jong Atria Institute on Gender Equality and Women's History | 07/07/2016, 17:14 CEST 

(+02:00) 

I'm sorry I have to leave by now. 

Thanks everyone for the inspiring discussions! 

bye bye 

327. Tugce Tugran | 07/07/2016, 17:18 CEST (+02:00) 

Inger Lövkrona wrote: 

Elena Fries-Tersch Milieu wrote: 

If there are no more comments on femicide we would like to raise a general question 

related to all indicators:  

Do you think that the proposed indicators are sufficient to support policy 

development? 

As to develop policies to collect information on GBV in order to get a picture of prevalence and forms of 

GBV in a country, the indicators could be supportive. However, as has been discussed, some clarifications 

regarding the contexts of sexual assault, rape and femicide are necessary. I think it also would be worth 

considering, as proposed, a definition of the concept "intimate partner". It is also important to cover IPV 

cases with other family perpertrators. 

I also find the indicators supportive to policies on planning for health care, social service support, e g the 

societies support to the victims. 

As to policies to erase, stop, men´s violences, which is the overarching goal för EU:s work on GBV, the 

indicators are less usefull. To be frank, you cannot combat violence with numbers and definitions. In 

order to stop the violence you have to address  gender-power structures - and the perpertrators, e g the 

men. 

Gender equality achievements will empower women, however there is no reearch that confirms that 

gender equality will stop men´s violence.  Sweden is an example of this - we have a very high ranking on 

the global gender equality scale, but the vilence against women is not decreasing. 

Dear Inger, I agree with you, of course the problem is much wider and deeply anchored in societal 

structures, power relations between victims and perpetrators. The numbers, data is a way among others 

to fight this phenomenon that is unfortunately common in every country, every culture. We are hoping to 

advance things incrementally on every front.Hence this study.  About the issue of equality and violence, 



one can also argue that in Sweden the incidence is higher not because there is more violence against 

women but Swedish women are less afraid to report incidences, and there is a higher awareness about the 

issue. We can only hope that policies aiming to reduce inequality between men and women will also 

contribute to fight the violence.   quote=Inger Lövkrona] 

328. Andrada Filip | 07/07/2016, 17:22 CEST (+02:00) 

Elena Fries-Tersch Milieu wrote: 

Andrada Filip wrote: 

Elena Fries-Tersch Milieu wrote: 

We would like to ask Andrada from the WAVE network 

specifically: do you think the indicators on IPV (the general one and 

possibly also the specific ones) could be populated with social 

services data? How do you see the potential of social services data 

for this? Our research showed that quite a few Member States collect 

data from social services nation-wide, but there is of course the 

problem that they have different types of social services and different 

target groups. Do you have any suggestions for adaptation of the 

indicator for social services' data?  

THANK YOU! 

Apologies for the late reply but I have been caught up with work at the office. In any 

case I have consulted my colleagues, and this would be our suggestions:  

For the general indicator, we envision the following challenges and some ways to 

mitigate them: 

1.       Social services would have to be defined more narrowly and I imagine a 

coordinating body would have to be in charge of collecting these data from a pre-

defined number of social services. Important to consider would be whether general 

services such as legal aid offices or employment agencies, or specialist services like 

national women’s helplines, shelters. 

2.       One should be careful with the “as a share of the total population of women” 

because it may lead to troublesome interpretation, when comparison between countries 

is attempted. If a smaller percent accesses services in Romania as opposed to in another 

country, it may be indicative of a lack of awareness about services, the times the 

services are available (e.g. 24/7, not 24/7), availability of staff, among others. A 

helpline in a country with similar population may have significantly different number 

of callers depending on staffing and opening times. Furthermore, shelter capacity 

differs per country, in terms of the number of beds or family places available, the stay 

allowance (e.g. some shelters allow for up to 12 months, while others only 3 months), 

which will all impact the number of victims that are supported, and distort the ability 

for clean comparison. 

3.       The method of service provision may impact numbers. For example, some 

helplines may provide telephone service and also chat or advice via e-mail. Some 

centres conduct outreach, whereas others require victims to physically visit the 

establishment. 

4.       For a helpline, which is by nature and according to international standards 

required to be confidential, it is not likely that data on age will be collected. 

5.       Specialist women’s services are not always funded in a stable fashion to make 

sure they operate continuously. Not only can the hours of operation for a helpline 

change from one year to the next, shelters and centres can also close year to year, and 

new ones can open. In some cases, in one year, within a network of women’s shelters 

in any given country, the number of shelters feeding national level data may change. 

6.       Always keep in mind that services deal with repeat clients, but due to 

confidentiality this may not always be recorded. 



7.       It will be important to allow for quantitative data to be supported with some 

qualitative feedback to provide the context within which service provision exists, to 

allow for some preliminary explanation for the data.   

The number of incidents reported to anyone varies due to cultural differences – e.g. in 

some countries it is easier to admit to IPV than in others, this distorts the picture of 

“what is really going on”.  And differences in legal frameworks can also impact e.g. 

some countries have Emergency Barring Orders which allow some women to deal 

with IPV in a different way and how the police use the legislation on Emergency 

Barring Orders varies enormously (see page 86 of WAVE 2015 Report).  This could 

impact on how many women approach a shelter for accommodation, how could this 

variation be allowed for.  Finally, the amount of resources a woman has impacts on 

how she can cope with IPV e.g. if she is able to rent private accommodation and pay 

for a therapist, she may never approach any social services for help.  Similarly, if she 

has an extensive support network she may not approach any social services.  Just 

counting who approaches services shifts the focus of the picture towards women with 

fewer resources (poorer women & possibly migrant women). 

thank you very much for this very informative reply! probably some of these biases are also true for 

police and especially for health services (accessibility, number of staff, funding etc.) but it sounds like 

social services data cannot really be used for cross-country comparisons, neither to be interpreted as 

proxy for prevalence nor as support performances - or at least, a lot of effort and improvement will need 

to be done in order to retrieve comparable data?? 

do you have any suggestions for specific types of social services that exist in many Member States, in 

order to narrow down the term? would 'national helplines' and 'women's shelters' be better types? 

well, as far as helplines are concerned, the data they collect has to be confidential. What they usually 

keep track of is the number of callers, and if the call was made by a woman or a man. And of course, 

there are countries which do not have national helplines as such...Shelters may be better types, but then 

again, their capacities and regulations vary considerably across European countries.  

329. Inger Lövkrona | 07/07/2016, 17:24 CEST (+02:00) 

Tugce Tugran wrote: 

Inger Lövkrona wrote: 

Elena Fries-Tersch Milieu wrote: 

If there are no more comments on femicide we would like to raise a 

general question related to all indicators:  

Do you think that the proposed indicators are sufficient to support 

policy development? 

As to develop policies to collect information on GBV in order to get a picture of 

prevalence and forms of GBV in a country, the indicators could be supportive. 

However, as has been discussed, some clarifications regarding the contexts of sexual 

assault, rape and femicide are necessary. I think it also would be worth considering, 

as proposed, a definition of the concept "intimate partner". It is also important to 

cover IPV cases with other family perpertrators. 

I also find the indicators supportive to policies on planning for health care, social 

service support, e g the societies support to the victims. 

As to policies to erase, stop, men´s violences, which is the overarching goal för EU:s 

work on GBV, the indicators are less usefull. To be frank, you cannot combat 

violence with numbers and definitions. In order to stop the violence you have to 

address  gender-power structures - and the perpertrators, e g the men. 

Gender equality achievements will empower women, however there is no reearch that 

confirms that gender equality will stop men´s violence.  Sweden is an example of this 

- we have a very high ranking on the global gender equality scale, but the vilence 

against women is not decreasing. 

Dear Inger, I agree with you, of course the problem is much wider and deeply anchored in societal 

structures, power relations between victims and perpetrators. The numbers, data is a way among others 



to fight this phenomenon that is unfortunately common in every country, every culture. We are hoping 

to advance things incrementally on every front.Hence this study.  About the issue of equality and 

violence, one can also argue that in Sweden the incidence is higher not because there is more violence 

against women but Swedish women are less afraid to report incidences, and there is a higher awareness 

about the issue. We can only hope that policies aiming to reduce inequality between men and women 

will also contribute to fight the violence.   quote=Inger Lövkrona] 

I sincerly hope you are right, at least gender equality has encouraged women to report, but 

unfortunately there are too many cases to report, still... 

I´ll leave you now, thanks for an interesting debate 

330. Tugce Tugran | 07/07/2016, 17:27 CEST (+02:00) 

Inger Lövkrona wrote: 

Tugce Tugran wrote: 

Inger Lövkrona wrote: 

Elena Fries-Tersch Milieu wrote: 

If there are no more comments on femicide we 

would like to raise a general question related to all 

indicators:  

Do you think that the proposed indicators are 

sufficient to support policy development? 

As to develop policies to collect information on GBV in order to get 

a picture of prevalence and forms of GBV in a country, the indicators 

could be supportive. However, as has been discussed, some 

clarifications regarding the contexts of sexual assault, rape and 

femicide are necessary. I think it also would be worth considering, as 

proposed, a definition of the concept "intimate partner". It is also 

important to cover IPV cases with other family perpertrators. 

I also find the indicators supportive to policies on planning for health 

care, social service support, e g the societies support to the victims. 

As to policies to erase, stop, men´s violences, which is the 

overarching goal för EU:s work on GBV, the indicators are less 

usefull. To be frank, you cannot combat violence with numbers and 

definitions. In order to stop the violence you have to address  gender-

power structures - and the perpertrators, e g the men. 

Gender equality achievements will empower women, however there 

is no reearch that confirms that gender equality will stop men´s 

violence.  Sweden is an example of this - we have a very high ranking 

on the global gender equality scale, but the vilence against women is 

not decreasing. 

Dear Inger, I agree with you, of course the problem is much wider and deeply anchored 

in societal structures, power relations between victims and perpetrators. The numbers, 

data is a way among others to fight this phenomenon that is unfortunately common in 

every country, every culture. We are hoping to advance things incrementally on every 

front.Hence this study.  About the issue of equality and violence, one can also argue 

that in Sweden the incidence is higher not because there is more violence against 

women but Swedish women are less afraid to report incidences, and there is a higher 

awareness about the issue. We can only hope that policies aiming to reduce inequality 

between men and women will also contribute to fight the violence.   quote=Inger 

Lövkrona] 

I sincerly hope you are right, at least gender equality has encouraged women to report, but unfortunately 

there are too many cases to report, still... 

I´ll leave you now, thanks for an interesting debate 

Thank you Inger for the input and insights!  



331. Jurgita Peciuriene | 07/07/2016, 17:28 CEST (+02:00) 

Dear participants, 

Many thanks for all of your contributions throughout the day. They were very valuable and will contribute 

to refining the indicators on intimate partner violence, rape and intimate femicide as well as comparable 

administrative data collection across the EU. 

Have a good evening. 

EIGE team 

332. Anu Laas | 07/07/2016, 17:30 CEST (+02:00) 

Maria Guseppina Muratore wrote: 

Coming back to other indicators: 

about psychological violence there is a point  on page 8, in which is cited "harassment". I have not 

understood what you mean. Since this word is also on the SDG indicator and it is not clear at all, I think 

it can be better to clarify it in the contect of psychological violence. 

Perhaps you already said it, but I think that this indicator is not opportune  from administrative surveys. 

The topic is so huge, so complex, that it risks to be banalized if studied from police statistics. DAta from 

shelters, can be useful indeed but athe same time, not really comoarable at the moment. 

Anyway, according to ICCS definition it is possible to calculate rate for female victims of defamations, 

verbal insults.... But as previosusly said, not many countries are able to disaggregate data for acts 

perpetrated by partners. 

About sexual violence indicators: 

this indictaor is not clear. The problem is that the definition of sexual violence is so wide. 

For instance in Italy it is  comprehensive of rape, attenpted rape, sexual assault, sexual harassment (with 

touching). 

 Not considering the prevalence indicators, that it is not good from police statistics and only looking at 

incidents reported, the international comprability can be a problem. 

The reporting behaviour changes a lot among countries and it increases according to the raising in women 

awareness. 

Furthermore data the reporting rate it is also very different according to the perpetratop typology, if a 

partner or an unknown people for instance. 

I think the same observation can be considered for the all indicators. 

I agree about the disaggregation by citizenship and age 

Psychological violence could be defined, also harassment (as violeting the dignity of a person, creating 

an intimidating, jostile etc environmen), but it is hard to get administrative data. Only from NGOs, 

shelters. It is even harder to guess how to get data on economic violence. In Estonia is huge problem with 

separated lone mothers, where children do not get support from fathers (child maintenance). There is an 

indicator of separated lone parents (majority of them women), a number of children without economic 

support, also a sum of alimony in total (total unpaid child maintenance). 

333. Marta Adiego | 07/07/2016, 17:31 CEST (+02:00) 

Thank you all for the interesting discussion 

334. Maria Guseppina Muratore | 07/07/2016, 17:32 CEST (+02:00) 

Thank you to all of  you too  

all the best 

Giusy 

335. Elena Fries-Tersch Milieu | 07/07/2016, 17:32 CEST (+02:00) 

Thank you very much for this fruitful discussion. As a reminder, the discussion will remain open for 

you to post comments the rest of today and tomorrow. We will go through the transcript of this 



discussion tomorrow morning and maybe post further questions after lunch, so you are kindly invited to 

take a further look, if you are interested.  

The transcript will be available for download.  

Your comments were very useful and will be integrated into our further work on the indicators.  

Have a nice evening! Thank you, the Milieu team 

336. Irene Rosales | 07/07/2016, 17:35 CEST (+02:00) 

On the question about the indicators supporting policy developments: I think that this initiative is very 

interesting and useful as well to be aware of the legal difference and different legal protection inside the 

EU. I think that the indicators can foster policy development -specially if closely linked to the current 

International and European standards. Linked to this and thinking on the areas of policy development, I 

would like pick up on the remark that has been made before pointing out that the from the three indicators 

two of them are mostly linked to intimate partner violence. I think that it can be worth it to include a 

justification on why these three forms of violence were chosen, taking into account that specific forms of 

violence are being left out such as sexual harassment from others rather than intimate partners and sexual 

harassment at work, which is covered by Eu antidisrimination legislation. 

Thank you for the very interesting discussion! Have a nice evening! 

337. Siobán O’Brien Green | 07/07/2016, 19:04 CEST (+02:00) 

The indicator (Femicide) could be measured by the following sources and units: 

1.    Source: police records of crimes; units: number of women victims. 

2.    Source: hospital and healthcare professionals’ records, units: number of women victims; death 

records of women 

Hello apologies for my late replies to the discussion, I'm Siobán based in Dublin, Ireland. I can't find 

the section that relates to the sources for Femicid data collection, see above. 

I would propse that information and data from coroners offices and annual reports is used here, it is 

likely that health and hospital records will not rovded the units we are seeking.  

Comments:  

1. Nathalie Meurens | 08/07/2016, 14:19 CEST (+02:00) 

Dear Sioban, Many thanks for your comment. You can find the indicators in the background 

note, which you can download from the introductory text above which includes the agenda. 

 

338. Maria José Carrilho | 07/07/2016, 20:31 CEST (+02:00) 

Hello. Good afternoon everyone. Sorry for the delay. 

The definition of intimate partner violence is clear and in line with Istanbul Convention definition of 

Violence against woman.Otherwise, and as Elke Moons mentioned, economic violence needs further 

discussion. 

Comments:  

1. Nathalie Meurens | 08/07/2016, 14:24 CEST (+02:00) 

Many thanks Maria Jose. The proposed definition of economic violence in the context of 

intimate partner violence is: 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. The suggested forms of economic violence correspond to 

ICCS tags and are in line with the most common forms of economic violence recognised 

across the Member States. Do you have any specific suggestions regarding this definition? 

 



339. Maria José Carrilho | 07/07/2016, 21:05 CEST (+02:00) 

Examples of indicators on intimate partner violence: 

o Number of reported cases of women who experienced physical and/ or sexual/ psicological 

violence by their current or former partner; 

o Proportion of women who experienced physical and/ or sexual/ psicological violence by their 

current or former partner in relation to the total number of women resident in the country (per 

100 000). 

340. Maria José Carrilho | 07/07/2016, 21:23 CEST (+02:00) 

Sources: 

I support measuring the indicators on intimate partner violence from administrative statistics - 

source:Police records of crimes. I agree with Maria Guseppina Muratore about age: administrative 

sources include all ages of victimes.However, the data should be disaggregated by age. So, I don´t agree 

with the age group of 18 and over. The limit of age is applied in the surveys and in my opinnion it is 

difficult to select representative sample of the phenomena for statistical purposes. 

341. Maria José Carrilho | 07/07/2016, 21:40 CEST (+02:00) 

Example of indicators on femicide: 

o Number of women victms of homicide commited by current or former partner; 

o Proportion of women victims of homicide commited by current or former partner in relation to 

the total number of women victims of homicide (per 1000); 

o Proportion of women victms of homicide commited by current or former partner in relation to 

the total number of women resident in the country (per 100 000). 

Souce: Police records of crimes. 

342. Maria José Carrilho | 07/07/2016, 21:51 CEST (+02:00) 

The great challange is to collect information harmonized across all the member states. It is a good 

opportunity to improve the administrative statistics on gender violence. 

Thank you very much for the invitation. It is a very  interesting projet. 

Goodbye. I´m leaving. 

343. Henriette Jansen | 08/07/2016, 03:41 CEST (+02:00) 

Hi dear all, 

  

A lot of interesting contributions were made since I left yesterday afternoon. I would like to give a final 

contribution by giving a message of caution and remind us about the nature and objective but also about 

the risks, ethics and human rights aspects of an exercise of harmonization of administrative records. 

The first troubling issue that we are dealing with nowadays is that because we CAN collect data it often 

seems that we need to be committed to collect data on everything (even if we are not clear about what to 

use it for). This is linked with the perception that information will improve practice, while in reality the 

focus becomes information rather than the needs of women and girls and the changes that are needed in 

organizations.   

Secondly there are issues arounds rights and privacy and whether women give consent to data being 

recorded and shared, whether anyone gives any concern to data protection, to the dangers of the risk of 

having a body of data in which known victims can possibly be identified. While in the past it was the 

criminals that were listed on record (in the criminal justice system), it is now the victims that come at the 

center of our attention. There are many complex issues related to this to do with rights, privacy, ethics, 

and self-determination, not least being that women ought to have the choice about who they tell what and 

the right not to tell; they manage institutions in their own contexts where they may have good reasons not 

to share everything.  

Finally when we improve and harmonize administrative data systems we should make absolutely clear 

that these data will never give us the story of the magnitude of the problem, because they capture only 

those who come forward, usually the most serious cases (and from ethics/rights point of view women 



should never be obliged to report). Most importantly the administrative data systems should never have 

the intention or purpose or give the impression that they capture the full problem. Their value is in 

particular for their own management purposes (to understand behaviour, access, use, quality, etc of the 

services). The story that the data tells us will need constant explanation. 

Thanks again for giving this opportunity to contribute and I am looking forward to the next phase (the 

draft report?). 

 

344. Henriette Jansen | 08/07/2016, 11:37 CEST (+02:00) 

Further to the discussion on definition of partner. I found the following in the 2015 CDC manual on 

intimate partner violence surveillance. 

Intimate partner: An intimate partner is a person with whom one has a close personal relationship that 

may be characterized by the partners’ emotional connectedness, regular contact, ongoing physical 

contact and sexual behaviour, identity as a couple, and familiarity and knowledge about each other’s 

lives. The relationship need not involve all of these dimensions. 

Intimate partner relationships include current or former: 

o Spouses (married spouses, common-law spouses, civil union spouses, domestic partners) 

o Boyfriends/girlfriends 

o Dating partners 

o Ongoing sexual partners. 

Intimate partners may or may not be cohabiting. Intimate partners can be opposite or same sex. If the 

victim and the perpetrator have a child in common and a previous relationship but no current 

relationship then by definition they fit into the category of former intimate partners (CDC 2015). 

In my own work countries differ as to what constitutes common-law marriage and even as to whether 

they would consider anyone who is not a current or former spouse a partner. 

Comments:  

o Nathalie Meurens | 08/07/2016, 14:50 CEST (+02:00) 

Dear Henriette, thank you for the information on the definition of intimate partner. It is an 

exhaustive one. The Istanbul Convention only refers to partners as defined by national laws. So 

our approach is to compare national definitions and find the most common elements (such as 

current and former spouses, cohabiting partners, civil partners and dating partners), taking into 

account the ICCS (which also include current and former spouse, cohabiting partner, non-

cohabiting partners). 

 

345. Elena Fries-Tersch Milieu | 08/07/2016, 14:37 CEST (+02:00) 

Maria José Carrilho wrote: 

Sources: 

I support measuring the indicators on intimate partner violence from administrative statistics - 

source:Police records of crimes. I agree with Maria Guseppina Muratore about age: administrative 

sources include all ages of victimes.However, the data should be disaggregated by age. So, I don´t agree 

with the age group of 18 and over. The limit of age is applied in the surveys and in my opinnion it is 

difficult to select representative sample of the phenomena for statistical purposes. 



disaggregation by age will be complicated due to data protection issues - the age groups would need to 

be very large. even if data is disaggregated, the indicator needs to specify which age group is covered in 

order to make figures comparable.  

we will review the age thresholds in the national legal definitions and base the age coverage on what is 

most widely used and what makes most sense from a topical point of view (this discussion made clear 

that it would be useful to include teenagers, too).  

 

346. Elena Fries-Tersch Milieu | 08/07/2016, 15:29 CEST (+02:00) 

We had an internal discussion about your comments on the use of the indicators and the reference 

population. We came to the conclusion that the figures from administrative sources (so, figures on 

reported cases) will serve to inform monitoring of programmes and policies that target these services. 

The figures on reported cases will need to be used in context with other information, and depending on 

the approach of the monitoring, total numbers or rates will need to be used for cross-country 

comparison.  

For example: monitoring could compare the effect of a policy (e.g. improvement of accessibility) by 

comparing TRENDS across countries ('over the period of XY years, country A implemented a 

programme and in country A reported cases increased while country B did not implement a programme 

and reported cases stayed the same' - in this case, there is no need for a rate. However, monitoring could 

also compare effects horizontally: 'country A and country B spend the same budget on police 

intervention against IPV, but in country A reporting is much lower than in country B, although the 

prevalence rates are the same' - in this case, total numbers cannot be compared and they should be 

divided by a reference population that somehow reflects the size of the target group - which would be 

ever-partnered women; however this information will be hard to get, so the proxy reference group could 

be all women.  

Do you agree with this explanation and that indicators will be suggested both in total numbers and as 

rates?  

thank you! 

 


