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Executive Summary

This report presents a comparative analysis of 25
national surveys carried out to measure violence
against women (VAW) by 17 countries, which
are participating in the Conference of European
Statisticians. Fifteen of these surveys were
entirely dedicated to VAW, while ten focused on
broader subjects (such as victimization, health)
and included a module on VAW.

The objectives of the analysis were: i) to take
stock of the work undertaken by countriesin
defining and implementing survey methodology
to measure VAW, and ii) to understand the
differences and commonalities between
methodol ogies used in the region and identify
areas appropriate for standard recommendations
on definitions and methodology, which could
help study VAW on a broader scale.

The analysis reveaed that much progress has
been made. Many nationa statistical offices and
other government ingtitutions have started to
engage in the production of statistics based on
VAW surveys or VAW modulesincluded in
other surveys. However, surveys to measure
VAW are till carried out as an ad hoc activity.

Although methodologies differ greatly between

the surveys and modules addressing VAW,

common features can be found. These include:

= the use of highly detailed questions about
violent acts, behaviours and/or attitudes,
instead of general definitions of violence,
which could lead to subjective interpretations

= the sdection of physical and sexua violence
as the minimum set of dimensionsto
investigate

= indedicated surveys, the exploration of a
broader range of facets, including
psychological abuse, stalking, and economic
violence (modules focused only on physical
and sexual violence)

= theuseof “lifetime’ and “one year before
the survey” asthe most common reference
periods

These similaritiesillustrate that a multi-stage

process of standardization of methodologies is

timely. Common features could congtitute the

basis for a standard minimum module, to be

implemented in the countries of the region under

the framework of officia statistics.

Indicators on prevalence were produced by
amost al surveys, while incidence indicators
were produced by 60 per cent of the surveys.
Dedicated VAW surveys were more likely to
include indicators of both prevalence and
incidence. The vast mgjority of surveysaso
produced indicators on severity of violert acts,
while less than half measured attitudes towards
violence.

Almogt dl surveys and modules on VAW
included questions on perpetrators. Among the
different categories of perpetratorsincluded in
the questionnaires, partners, ex-partners, friends
and strangers were the most common, but few
surveys explicitly mentioned other family
members.

Dedicated VAW surveys were more likely to use
“lifetime” as reference period, but in most cases
they also inquired about recent events (mostly
one year reference period). VAW modules
included in victimization surveys focused more
on recent reference periods (in most cases one
year, but also three or five years).

The mgjority of surveysrelied on cross-sectiond
samples, mostly stratified by geographical area
Households were usually the basic sampling unit,
with one person per household being selected in
the mgjority of cases. Sample size depended
highly on the means and resources of the
institution conducting the survey and it
determines the level of details for which reliable
estimates can be calculated. In the 25 surveys
considered, the size of the sample ranged
between around 500 households in Moldova, and
60,000 householdsin Italy.

In most cases, interviews were carried out by
telephone or face-to-face. The maority of
countries paid great attention to training and
monitoring of interviewers.

In almost every survey, measures were taken to
check and improve the quality of data gathered.
There is some evidence that tools such as:
advance letters, follow-ups, call backs and the
use of proxy, reduced non-responses. The type of
ingtitution that carried out the survey also
affected the response rate and the sample sizes.







ECE/CES/GE.30/2006/6
Page 7

I ntroduction

The Beijing Platform for Action, adopted at the Fourth World Conference on Women in 1995,
categorizes Violence Against Women (VAW) as an obstacle to the achievement of the objectives
of equality, development and peace. It underlines that violence against women violates and
impairs, or nullifies the enjoyment by women of their human rights and fundamental freedoms.

The Platform for Action provided an important impetus for data collection and research on
VAW. Specificaly, it caled attention to the lack of data on VAW and exhorted governments to
build national statistical capacity to collect such data, disseminate findings, and to encourage
research into the causes and consequences of different forms of VAW.

In the decade following the Beijing Conference, enormous progress has been made in
documenting the extent and nature of VAW. While a great deal has been accomplished already,
there are still challenges and gaps in developing knowledge on thisissue in all parts of the world,
due in part to the lack of standardized methods and questionnaires for data collection.

The most common forms of data collection on the subject are popul ation-based surveys and
service-based data. Populationbased surveys that query women about their experiences as
victims of violence, are considered as the most reliable method for collecting information on the
extent of violence perpetrated against women in a general population. They reflect actual
occurrences of victimization rather than what is reported to officials.

Under the Conference of European Statisticians®, an UNECE Task Force on Violence against
Women was established with the following main objectives:

To exchange and promote methods for specialized VAW surveys

To promote training for National Statistical Offices (NSOs) and usersin the field of
VAW

To define common concepts, develop a core set of indicators and identify a minimum set
of questions for a short-module that can be incorporated into on-going surveys

To create guidelines for collecting data on VAW in the domain of official statistics.

As apart of the work of the Task Force (TF) on Violence Against Women, UNECE contacted
Member States, as well as relevant experts, and asked them to provide details on VAW surveys
that have been conducted in their respective countries. Questionnaires were sent to 20 countries
and three research centres, and reply was received from most of them (see Table 1. in the
Appendix) 2, including the DHS (Demographic and Health surveys) and the EUICS (European
Crime and Safety Surveys) survey that are used in a number of UNECE countries.

! The Conference of European Statisticians (CES) is the body formed by Heads of National Statistical Offices of the
56 countries of the UN Economic Commission for Europe (all countries of North America and Europe, including
CIS countries and Israel). The following countries are also regularly participating in CES activities: Japan, South
Korea, Australia, New Zealand, Mexico and Brazil.

2 Reply to the questionnaire was not received, or not received in time for: Ireland, Lithuania, New Zealand and RHS
(Reproductive Health Survey).
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The 17 reporting countries have conducted altogether 23 surveys that included questions on
violence against women. In total, by adding the DHS and EUICS waves that included questions
on VAW, 25 different surveys were considered in this analysis. The magjority of these
guestionnaires (15 out of 25) were used for doing specialized surveys, and 10 were used in
surveys on different subjects with a module on violence against women.

The surveys listed here represent an important contribution to VAW surveys and research.
However, this endeavour should be seen as part of the overall survey research on violence
against women in these countries, while other such surveys typically concentrate on particular
geographical areas or specific groups of potential victims (e.g. immigrants, ethnic minorities,
disabled, sexual minorities).

The Questionnaire sent to the countries was divided into two main parts:

Part 1. Questionnaire on victimization surveys including questions on:
Type, periodicity, and main objectives of the survey. Institution responsible,
frequency as well as reference population.
Interview mode, use of interviewers, sampling techniques and sample size.
Telescoping, non-response, and methodological challenges.
Dissemination of the data.

Part 2. Questionnaire on gender-based violence including questions on:

Perpetrators, types of violence: physical, sexual, psychological, economica and
stalking, as well as some supplementary questions to the first part.

In 2005-2006, UNECE built an inventory on VAW surveys on the basis of the above
guestionnaires, including both specialized/dedicated surveys, and surveys on other subjects
("multi-purpose surveys' for instance), which comprised a module or subset of questions on
VAW. The main objective of VAW surveys could be different. In some cases all kinds of
violence against women were explored, in other cases only violence perpetrated by men - both at
home and outside the home — was considered and, finally, other instances only covered domestic
violence. A list of the countries that replied to the information requested, the names of the
surveys conducted, as well as the type of the survey and sample size, is available in Annex A.
The surveys are presented in three categories: dedicated, independent violence against women
surveys; general victimisation surveys with modules or questions on violence against women,
and other surveys with modules or questions on violence against women.

The result of these analyses provides an overview of how countries in the recent past collected
data on violence against women through surveys, and constitutes the basis for recommendations
on how to enhance methods for the assessment of the phenomenon, especially through improved
and more systematic data gathering.



ECE/CES/GE.30/2006/6
Page 9

1. Institutional Framework

National Statistical Officesin the UNECE region have played a strong role in developing survey
methodology to measure violence against women and gender-biased violence. Research-based
ingtitutions have also contributed in the region to carry out national surveys on VAW and to give
an impetus to the need of developing methodology for population-based data collection
activities.

The involvement of the national statistical office (NSO) or another government institution, which
is part of anational statistical system, can be seen asan indication of a political will to measure
the magnitude and the different forms of VAW in a country. The involvement of the national
statistical system in measuring VAW has a strong link with the acceptance of a country to put
VAW in its national agenda. This may not apply to research-led ingtitutions, which can carry out
national survey of avery good quality, but may not be backed by an institutional and political
commitment of the country to provide official statisticson VAW.

The information collected in the UNECE Inventory shows that there is a wide range of national
surveys on VAW. The mgjority of these surveys (52%) were carried out by NSO or other
government institutions, but researchfocused institutions represent also a large share (44%). It
can be noticed that while general victimisation surveys have become standard practice in many
countries, and often they are carried out on aregular basis by either National Statistical Offices,
or specialized criminological centres (Table 1.1), violence against women surveys are carried out
by alarger group of organisations, in some cases in cooperation with each other.

Table 1.1. Ingtitution mainly responsible for VAW Survey/Module

Type of Institution
National Ministry Research University | Missing [ Total Surveys
Statistical Institute
Type of Survey/Module| ~ Office
Violence against women 4 2 4 5 . 15
survey
Victimisation survey with
module on VAW 4 2 2 i} ] 8
Other surveys
(Multipurpose survey with 1 1 >
theinclusion of amodule
on victimisation; DHS)
Total/ Percentage 9 (36%) 4 (16%) 6 (24%) 5 (20%) |1 (4%)| 25 (100%)

VAW can be measured in population surveys through a specialized or dedicated survey that
focuses only on the topic of VAW or through an had-hoc VAW module included in surveys that
have a broader scope such as victimization surveys or health surveys. The maority (60%) of the
reported studies are dedicated violence against women surveys while in 32% of the studies VAW
was measured using a module included in general victimisation surveys and in 8% of the studies
using a module on multipurpose or health surveys (Table 1.i in Annex B). It islikely that many
of the countries reporting on the use of dedicated violence against women surveys have also
conducted general victimisation surveys with some questions on violence against women.
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Therefore there may be more surveys with information (modules or questions) on violence
against women than what is reported here.

For most of the surveys (80%) the main objective was to measure victimisation (Table 1.ii in
Annex B) and other crime-related issues such as fear of crime and insecurity (60%) and
unreported crimes (68%). Whereas this may be evident in case of dedicated violence against
women surveys and victimisation surveys, it would also be possible that a module on violence
against women were inserted in a survey with different emphasis. In the current review there are
only two examples of this: the Australian General Social Survey and the Demographic and
Health Surveys, which both included a violence against women module. The main objective of
three specialized violence against women surveys was related to couple-life patterns or women’'s
health rather than to victimisation.

Efforts were made to collect information on the implementation of the main internationally
supported programmes on victimization surveys and VAW surveys, namely the Internationa
Crime Victimization Survey (ICVS)?, the International Violence Against Women Survey
(IVAWS)#, and the WHO-M uulti-country study on Women's Health and Domestic Violence®.
Most of the reported surveys that focus only on VAW are not directly based on the ICV S model
(Table L.iii in Annex B). Questions that can be comparable with the ICV'S model can be found in
seven surveys or ad hoc modules included in the inventory. Indeed the ICV S was carried out in
all of the countries included in the inventory, however none of the parties contacted reported the
ICVS asasource for VAW dtatistics. This may due to the small sample used in the national
ICV Swhich does not provide reliable estimates of specific victimizations such as those related
to VAW or to the fact that the ICVS was carried out by institutions (mainly research institutions)
which were not known by the respondents. The IVAWS was carried out in Australia by the
Australian Institute of Criminology (sample size of 6.677 individuals) and in Poland by the
Warsaw University (sample size of 2.009 individuals). The WHO-Multi-country study was
carried out in Serbia by the Autonomous Women's Center (AWC), Tirsova (Belgrade) but
covered only arepresentative sample in one urban and rural area.

National- level surveys on violence against women, especially those conducted by national
statistical institutes, have started to be fielded in countries of the UNECE region (see Tables 1.iv
and 1.v in Annex B) only since the mid-90s. It can be argued that survey research on violence
against women has been carried out as long as general victimisation surveys have existed, but the
inadequacies of these surveysin addressing violence against women lead to the development of
specialised violence against women surveys, which started for the first time in the mid-70s in the
United States.

Table 1.iv in Annex B shows that before 1996 pioneering works were undertaken and after that,
the first wave of national-level violence against women surveys (20%) took place between 1996
and 2000. 60% of the reported surveys were carried out within the past five years.

Overadl, producing official statistics based on VAW surveys still represents arare event in the
large majority of UNECE countries. According to available information, only 17 countries
conducted a national-based survey to collect information on violence against women in the

3 For further information please visit: http://ec.europa.eu/justice_home/eucpn/states_crime.html
4 For further information on the IVAW please visit: http://www.heuni.fi/12859.htm
5Moreinformation is available at: http://www.who.int/gender/violence/multicountry/en/
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period between 2001 and 2005 (either being a dedicated survey or a module on VAW included
in other surveys). For 12 countries the survey was a one-time effort (see Table 1.v in Annex B)
and many of the surveys carried out in the period 2001-2005 were conducted for the first time.
Very few of the 25 reported surveys are conducted on aregular basis. Only the British Crime
Survey and the US National Crime Victimisation Survey are carried out continuously and three
surveys® are conducted every two to four years. Most of the countries that conducted surveys to
collect information on VAW did so as an ad-hoc activity. There are no plans to conduct future
data collection activitieson VAW for 68% of the reported surveys, which suggests alack of
long-term commitment in this field. The involvement of national statistical offices and other
government institutions has an impact on the sustainability of collecting dataon VAW. Asitis
shown in Table 1.2, among the eight surveys planned before 2009, six will be carried out by
NSO or government ministries.

Table 1.2. Next planned round of survey by type of Institution

Nationa Statistical Ministry Research Institute or Total Survey/Module
Office University
Y ear of the planned

next survey/module N N N %
2005 1 1 1 3 12.0
2006 1 1 4.0
2007 1 1 4.0
2008 1 1 4.0
2009 1 1 2 8.0
Missing/Not Known 4 1 9 17 68.0
Total 9 36% 2 8% 11 44% 25 100

2. Methodology

The analysis on the 25 surveys considered in this study focuses on the following methodol ogical
aspects: reference population, survey design, sampling, mode of data collection, interviewers
training and quality control.

2.1. Reference Population

There is not a common criterion for the determination of the reference population. 52% of the
reported surveys do not define an upper limit for the age of the interviewees, whereas an upper
limit is identified in 44% of the cases. Reasons for using an upper age limit may include
concerns over the ability and willingness of older respondents to answer the survey, their ability
to recall old events, difficulties in sampling older age groups’. Only three of the 25 surveys
include respondents from both private household and institutions. (Table 2.i and Table 2.ii in
Annex B).

® The Citizen’s Safety Survey in Italy, the Violence Against Women Macro-Survey in Spain and the Multinational
European Crime and Safety Survey

" |f the sampleis limited to private residences, with the exclusion of hospitals and other institutions elderly person
can be easily underreported because they may live in homes or other institutions.
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In most cases the surveys are limited to adult respondents; one of the most important
considerations in collecting data on VAW is that participating in the survey should not have an
ill effect to the respondent, and in any case, not expose her to the risk of further victimisation.
For this reason the topic of the survey is usualy revealed only to the respondent, evenin
situations when more persons must be screened before the respondent is identified. In case of
under aged respondents this might not be possible for legal or research-ethical grounds, and
therefore the surveys often limit their focus to adult population.

For the mgjority of the surveys the reference population included only women. However, 36% of
surveys interviewed also men with the objective of collecting information on their experience as
victims of violence. In all these cases, the same questionnaire was used to interview women and
men. Most of these surveys are not dedicated to VAW only, but they have a more genera focus
on victimization. Only the dedicated VAW survey carried out in the USA included also men in
the reference population. A full list of the surveys that included men in their sample is available
in Table 2.iv in Annex B.

2.2. Sample

Sample design
The majority of surveys (18 out of 25) in this inventory are cross-sectional, collecting data from

a sample of households or individuals in one point of time. Three surveys are panel surveys.
longitudinal surveys using a standardized questionnaire, involving interviewing of a
representative panel of households or individuals at specified intervals (e.g. annual), which are
useful for monitoring trends over time. Two surveys used mixed methods and one survey used
an "other" design (Table 2.v in Annex B).

Sampling techniques

The preferred sampling strategy used was multi- stage sampling with stratification: 16 out of 25
surveys. The remaining surveys used a simple probability sample (4 out of 25). For five surveys
this information was missing or "other" was reported. All surveys with a multi-stage sample
identified one or more types of stratification. All of the 16 stratified samples were stratified by
geographical area, while half of these (eight) were also stratified by degree of urbanization. Five
surveys were stratified by age, six by sex, and only one by marital status (Table 2.vi in Annex
B).

Where households were the basic sampling unit, most surveys selected only one person in the
household for the interview (12 out of 15 surveys). In two surveys all persons of a certain age in
the selected household were interviewed and one survey used “another” method. Nine surveys
directly selected individuals, without selecting first a household (see Table 2.1).

When more than one person was interviewed in one household, it is not clear if they were all
asked the same questions on violence. If they were, this could have posed a serious risk to the
respondents. If the focus of a survey on domestic violence becomes known to other members of
the household, a perpetrator may find out about the topic of the interview. For women
experiencing violence, the mere act of participating in a survey, may provoke further violence, or
place the respondent or the interviewer at risk.
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Table 2.1. Selection methods
Number Percentage

Household

All persons of the household of a

certain age 2 13%

Only 1 person 12 80%

Other 1 %

Total 15 60%
Individual 9 36%
Missing 1 4%
Total 25 100%
Sample size

Sample sizes varied enormously, depending on the survey: from around 500 households in the
Social Survey on Domestic Violence Against Woman conducted in the Republic of Moldovato
60.000 households in the Italian Citizens' Safety Survey. For samples based on individuals the
size ranges instead from 333 individuals in Moldova to 75.000 for the National Crime
Victimisation Survey conducted in the United States. (See Table 2.viiaand Table 2.viib in
Annex B).

Nine surveysin five countries (Australia, Italy, Mexico, UK and USA) had a sample size of
more than 10.000 households and ten surveys in nine countries (Australia, Canada, Finland,
Germany, Italy, Spain, Sweden, UK and USA) had a sample of over 10.000 individuals®.

2.3. Mode of data collection

Surveys can be carried out face-to-face, by telephone, or they can be self-administered. The most
common ways of administering the questionnaires in the surveys considered in this analysis were
by face-to-face interviews (11 surveys), and telephone interviews (CATI or Computer Assisted
Telephone Interviewing; 12 surveys), regardless of type of survey (victimization survey,
violence against women survey or multi-purpose survey). Interviewers have therefore had a
crucial rolein collecting data (see Table 2.2).

Among the 11 face-to-face interviews, eight were conducted at home using a paper
guestionnaire and two with an electronic questionnaire (CAPI or Computer Assisted Personal
Interviewing). In one case, the face-to-face interview was carried out in a place different from
home ("WHO Multi-country study on Women's Health and Domestic Violence" conducted in
Serbia and Montenegro). Among the self-administered survey various methods were used:
postal questionnaires (four surveys), CASI -Computer Assisted Self-Interviewing- (two
surveys), and one survey used an "other" method. No country reported having used Internet
surveys, a specia type of self-administered interviews.

8 Evidently, severa of the large surveys where households were selected before individual s are mentioned twice
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Table 2.2. Methodologies to administer questionnaire by type of survey

Type of survey Total for all
surveys

Violence Victimisation Other surveys

against survey witha (Multipurpose survey with the
women module on inclusion of amodule on

survey VAW victimisation; DHS) N %

Faceto faceinterviews at the
respondent's home using paper
guestionnaire 5 2 1 8 32%
Faceto faceinterviews at the
respondent's home using electronic

guestionnaire— CAPI - 1 1 2 8%
Face to face interviews elsewhere

(please specify): 1 - - 1 1%
Self-administered questionnaires

(CAS) 1 1 - 2 8%
Self-administered questionnaires

(Postal questionnaire) 3 1 - 4 16%
Sdf-administered questionnaires 1 - - 1 4%
Telephone interviews (CATI) 8 4 - 12 48%
Internet survey - - - 0 0%
Combinations or other modes - 1 - 1 %

2.4. Reference period

Addressing problems related to reference period and telescoping effect® is less relevant for
surveys on VAW than it is for victimization surveys. In victimization surveys the focus is on
obtaining current reliable estimates of victimization rates, while the most critical issues in
measuring VAW relate to the definition of violence, the identification of violence typologies, the
disclosure by victims, the recognition of groups at risk, information on perpetrators of violence
and the different patterns of violence in its several forms.

For these reasons, “lifetime” and “one year” are the nost commonly used reference periods to
study VAW. The “one year” or “12 month before interview” period was used by 84% of surveys.
“Lifetime” or “since the age of 16" (in some cases 18 and 15) was used in 68% of surveys'®. In
particular, surveys inspired by the IVAWS used “since the age of sixteen” as reference period
both for physical and sexua violence, and had only two questions to collect data for incidences
happened before the 16" birthday, one for physical and one for sexual violence. The use of other
time references such as “five years’, “three years before the interview” and “last 6 months’ is
residual.

® Telescoping effect is one aspect of respondent failure to correctly remember information about events they have
experienced. Telescoping is atemporal memory failure: placing an event in apoint in time when it did not actually
occur.

10 About 24% of these surveys put the lower-bound to 16 years of age
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It is important to notice that when the reference period is “one year”, many surveys referred to
the calendar year as a fixed reference period. However, some surveys implemented a sort of
“moving” reference period, considering the first month of the last 12 months period before the
interview as the reference period to report violent events. In the American NCV'S, which is an

on-goi nlg% panel surveys, the reference period is the previous interview, which occurs every 6
months™.

Dedicated VAW more frequently applied “lifetime” as reference period (87%), followed by “one
year” (80.0%). “Five years’ or “three years’ were used only in 20.0% of the cases. On the
contrary, modules on VAW were more likely to use “one year” (70.0%) than “lifetime” (40.0%).
“Three years’ and “five years’ were also used more often (20.0%). This because most of the
VAW modules were included in victimization surveys, where the focus is on yearly estimates of
victimization rates and more importance is given to shorter reference periods.

Table 2.3. Type of reference period used by survey’stype

Violence against Victimisation Other surveys Total number
women survey survey with module | (Multipurpose of surveys by
on VAW survey withthe tvpe of
inclusion of a yp
module on reference
Reference victimisation; DHS) | period
period N % | N w |N %
One
year/previous 12 80.0| 7 700 | 2 100.0 | 21 84.0
12 months
Five/three 3 200 | 2 200 | 0 00 |5 20.0
years
Lifetime -or >
16/18years 13 87.0| 4 400 | 0 00 | 17 68.0
Total number
for typeof | 15 100.0| 8 1000 | 2 100.0 | 25 100.0
survey

In many cases, more than one reference period was used for the same episode of violence. Only
48% of the analyzed surveys collected data for only one time reference (mainly lifetime or one
year). 28% of the surveys asked questions related to both “lifetime” and “previous one year”,
while 16% of the surveys considered three reference periods. “life time”, “five year” and “one
year before the interview”. Combining different time references is one of the strategies normally
used to reduce the telescoping effect, even if, in surveys on VAW, this strategy is mainly used to
give different estimates for different reference periods.

Some surveys (seven) used different reference periods for different episodes of violence.
Violence occurred during childhood is the form of violence for which different reference periods
were most commonly used. Sometimes information related to physical/sexual abuse by parent,

1 Thistechniqueis called “bounding” . Using this technique the information collected from each interview is
compared to information collected during previousinterviewsto ensure that the earlier reported victimizations are
not double counted. See“ Telescoping effects and survey non-response in the National Crime Victimization Survey,
Michael R. Rand, paper presented at the ECE-UNODC Meeting on Crime Statistics, Vienna 25-27 January 2006
(http://www.unece.org/stats/documents/2006.01.crime.htm).
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sexual abuse by non-parent, and any other abuse was collected in reference to the period before
the 15" or 16™ year of age®®. Other examples of different reference periods considered for
different types of violence are in the survey on VAW conducted in France: “lifetime” was used
for sexual violence while “from the 18th birthday” was used for physical violence. In Canada
instead, the GHS employed the five-year period for spousal violence and stalking.

In the modules included in victimization surveys, whose common reference period is one year,
sexual crimes are sometimes collected using “lifetime” as reference period.

2.5. Telescoping effect
According to collected information, telescoping effect'® does not seem to be an important issue.
Answers provided to a direct question on measures taken to reduce it show that 52% of surveys
did not specifically address this issue and 44% did not take any measure (for 8% of the surveys
no information was provided). However, a deeper look at the methodology used in the analyzed
surveys reveals that some strategies were indeed used to reduce the telescoping effect. For
example shorter reference periods were considered, in general from “lifetime”’ to “1 year” (5
cases). Although these were not reported as measures to address the telescoping effect.
Based on the methodology used in the analyzed surveys, it emerges that a good approach is to
adopt a combination of strategies. Indeed, among the surveys that adopted any measure, 50% did
adopt more than one. Different measures to reduce the telescoping effect include:

Validate the reporting date in a different section of the questionnaire

Use of funnelling questions

Reduce the reference period

Improvement of interviewerstraining

Assistance to place the event in the lifetime calendar (for example looking for reference

to seasons or specia eventsin life)

The mgjority of the surveys that reported the use of special measures to reduce the telescoping
effect collected extra information on the event (five surveys). Others reduced the reference
period (three surveys) and made use of funnel questions (four surveys respectively). Only the
American NCVS used panel data for this purpose. For six surveys other methods were reported.
These reflected the importance of interviewers training and the use of life events calendar.

12 Questions asked about childhood were not very detailed if compared to those related to the period after the age of
sixteen. Usually there were about six or seven questions screening physical violence in adulthood, and only one
addressing childhood. Some countries asked only sexual abuses before the 16" year of age.

13 See footnote 7 for the definition of telescoping effect

14 An example of this is available in the Italian experience to reducing telescoping effect for many crimes except
sexual assault. See “ Addressing telescoping and non-response - analysis from the victimization surveys inventory “,
Joint  meeting UNECE -UNODC on Crime  Statistics, Vienna 2527 January 2006
(http://www.unece.org/stats/documents/2006.01.crime.htm).
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Table 2.4. Special measures taken to reduce the telescoping effect

% on measures’ respondents

N % on surveys (25) (11)
Reporting of the event date 20.0 420
Use of funnel questions 4 16.0 330
Reducing of the reference
period 3 12.0 25.0
Use of panel data 1 4.0 8.0
Other 6 24.0 50.0
No specific measures were
taken 11 44,0
Missing 2 8.0
No specific measures were
taken + missing 13 52.0

What follows is a description of special measures adopted by the surveys to address the telescoping
effect:

a) Reporting the event date

Of the five surveys that adopted the event date strategy (some of them used it to check and to
make data imputation a posteriori), two are specialized VAW surveys and three are surveys that
included modules on VAW. Beside, while four of them considered the year, or twelve month, as
reference period, one made use of the “six months before the interview” time reference.

b) Use of Funnel questions

Only four surveys used funnel questions to address telescoping effect. Two are dedicated VAW
surveys and two included a module in a victimization survey.

The most used reference period is the combination of “one year” and “lifetime”. Italy’s module
survey used “1 year”, “3 years’ and “lifetime” jointly, while EUICS used only one year.

¢) Shortening the reference period

Only specialized VAW surveys declared to reduce the reference period as a strategy to cope with
the telescoping effect. All of them used “1 year” and “lifetime” as reference period. They are the
Violence against women Surveys of: Poland, Switzerland and USA.

d) The use of panel data

Only the USA NCVS used this strategy. This survey is a panel survey, where the eference
period is “sixth months before the interview”, or “since the previous interview” (the interview
are carried out every six months). People in the sample are re-interviewed for seven times in
three years and the data stemming from the first interview are used only to check subsequent
interviews.
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€) Other strategies

Other strategies consist in: anchoring the recall period to some specific period, improving the
interviewers training, using calendar events when asking about the date (they might also suggest
to remember the season, the dresses they were wearing or things happened in interviewees' life,
i.e. dear dates, as anniversaries and birthdays.)

Out of the six surveys that reported these strategies, two are dedicated VAW surveys and four
are modules.

In three surveys the reference period is both “one year” and “lifetime”, while in two cases they
are combined with other reference periods. Two surveys employed “5 years’ as reference period
(jointly with the others) and one used six months.

) No measures taken and missing values

Most of the surveys that declared not to use measures to reduce the telescoping effect are VAW
specialized surveys and only two are surveys that included a VAW module. This suggests that
the main focus of VAW specialized surveys is to measure the broad size of prevalence of
violence among women, and not yearly or six- monthly estimates of crime incidence.

The surveys for which no information was reported on the telescoping effect are the Canadian
VAW survey and the DHS.

2.6. Quality control

Most surveys reported to have monitored data quality and the performance of interviewers. In
addition, most surveys adopted measures to ensure confidentiality and safety. Failure to adhere
to these measures can in fact compromise the quality of the data, and also put participants at risk
of physical or emotional harm. For surveys on violence against women it is more important than
for surveys on less sensitive topics to monitor indicators on the quality of the interviews. In
particular, it is essential to timely identify those interviewers who consistently find significantly
more or less disclosure of violence than average, or who have a different response rate than the
average interviewer. Such a difference may be caused by the interviewer not having the right
characteristics and/or training for this type of survey. The World Health Organization has
developed safety and ethical guidelines for conducting research on domestic violence®® and set
standards for research on this and other sensitive topics. These guidelines primarily address
issues such as guaranteeing the privacy and confidentiality of the interview, specialized selection
and training in gender issues and violence for interviewers, providing aminimal level of
information and/or referral for respondents in situations of risk, and providing emotional as well
as technical support for field staff.

Out of the 25 analyzed surveys, 17 reported the use of performance indicators to monitor the
survey operations during or after the fieldwork, five did not monitor the survey work and three
reported that this was not applicable to the survey (Table 2.viii in Annex B).

15 WHO Puiti ng Women First: Ethical and Safety Guidelines for Research on Violence against Women, Geneva: WHO, 2001.
WHI/FCH/GWH/01.1 (Also available in Spanish and French)
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Specialized surveys on violence against women more often developed special tools to check
interviewers behaviour and performance. In general, the instruments used to monitor the quality
vary from survey to survey and differ on the basis of: mode of data collection, monitoring phase
(which can be at: the beginning of the work, the intermediate phase, the end of the work), and
approach: qualitative or quantitative. Moreover, the performance can be measured directly (when
evauating the interviewers) or indirectly (when evauating their work). Among the most used
tools, there are: supervision and checking response rates. Supervision includes monitoring
interviews and interviewers- either through a random sample or in their entirety- with a special
supervision questionnaire. Through this questionnaire respondents are asked to report the
behaviour of the interviewer and her/his ability to handle specific situations. In CATI this may
trandate into a sub-sample of interviews being overheard by the supervisor. An ample
description of qualitative and quantitative tools that can be used in the different phases of the
survey process is provided in Annex C.

The great majority of the analyzed surveys reported different kinds of tools to check the
interviewers work (only six did not provide an answer on this)'®. See Table 2.ix in Annex B.

No difference according to survey type emerges. dedicated VAW surveys adopted several
control strategies just as well as module surveys. Instead, differences can be observed when
looking at the institution carrying out the survey. Government-related institutions, Statistical
offices and Ministries are more likely to adopt control measures than research centres or
universities. This is true aso for some of the international survey programmes such as the
IVAWS and DHS. Exceptions are: the Swiss IVAWS-in which some standards of control are
used- as well as the WHO's Multi-country study on Women's Health and Domestic Violence,
carried out by Serbia and Montenegro. In other cases, as in the Australian and Polish IVAWS,
the use of monitoring tools is declared but the type of tools is not specified.

Monitoring interviewers performance helps improve the quality of surveys, especidly if a
combination of many strategies is used, before and during the collection phase. However, also
many other elements affect the quality of a survey -such as: training and interviewers’ innate
skills, survey mode, legitimacy of ingtitution carrying out the survey, citizens willingness to
cooperate- and these differ from country to country. Thus, it is not easy to measure and quantify
with precision the extent of the impact of interviewing monitoring on the quality of the results.

2.7. Interviewer training

There is evidence that interviewers' characteristics and training contribute to data quality, easier
disclosure of respondents experience of violence, improved confidentiality of the information
and safety of the respondent. The ECE inventory does provide information on the duration of the
interviewers' training, but the latter does not seem to be significantly correlated with nor
response rates nor with the type of survey, both in the case of a module and of a dedicated
survey. Besides, there is awide field that could be documented further, as sex and other
characteristics of the interviewers, which are critical aspects in surveys. Experience with
interviews on violence against wormen has shown that, despite the sensitivity of the topic, itis

18 Four surveys were self-administered and the monitoring of the interviewsis not applicable to them.
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possible for interviewers to collect reliable and valid information on violence agai nst women,
provided they are sensitive to the issue and have received appropriate training *

The inventory provides valuable information on the type of professional expertise that was
provided to the training of interviewers. The professional category that was most often involved
in the training of interviewers was statisticians (10 of the 25 analyzed surveys). Psychologists
and sociologists were also widely involved (nine and eight surveys). "Others' categories were
part of the training (eight surveys), while very few surveys involved medical doctors and/or
people from community services. More than half of the surveys (14) employed more than one of
the professional categories listed above. Involvement of these professional categoriesindicates
that attention was given to sensitizing the interviewers on the topic of the survey'®, (Table 2.5).

Table 2.5. Professional expertise used in carrying out the training of the interviewers

Questionnaire
N Percentage
Statistician 10 40%
Psychologist 9 36%
Sociologist 8 32%
Medical doctor 1 4%
Community Service 2 8%
Other 8 32%
N/A 3 12%
More than one category 14 56%

Ensuring confidentiality and safety are essential for data quality and conducting surveysin an
ethical way. Out of the 25 surveys 21 reported that they had measures in place to ensure
confidentiality and 17 (about two thirds of all surveys) that they had measures to ensure safety.
Two surveys reported that they did not have any arrangements for confidentiality and safety
(Table 2.x in Annex B).

2.8. Non-Responses

Out of the 25 analyzed surveys, 16 reported on nonresponse rate (64%) of individuals, and
amost haf of them (43.7%) stated to have a nonresponse rate lower than 10%. As far as
households non-response rate is concerned, data were available for fourteen surveys (56%) but
only six of them (35.7%) showed a nonresponse rate lower than 10%. Non-response rates, both
for individuals and households, were over 50% only in very few surveys (two over 16 for
individuals, one over 14 for househol ds).

17Janszen, H.A.F.M., C. Watts, M. Ellsberg, L. Heise, C. GarciaMoreno. Interviewer Training in the WHO Multi-Country Study
on Women's Health and Domestic Violence. Violence Against Women, Vol 10 No 7, 831-849, July 2004

18 For three surveys no answer was provided on this. This may suggest that no specific training was given, possibly
because the self-administered postal questionnaire was used.
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Refusals were the main determinant of nonresponse in the analyzed surveys, while other
components*® had a lower impact.

Issues that affect refusals include: wording, length of the interview, sensitive nature of the survey
topic, survey method, level of people trust due to political and security issues in the country, as
well astime availability of the respondents.

In order to understand what affects nonresponses and refusals, some factors where analyzed:
type of institution carrying out the survey, advance letter sent to the interviewees, use of call-
backs (or repeated visits in case the interview was face-to-face) at different times of the day and
different days of the week, follow-up work, proxy interviews. The categories of institutions
considered were: national statistical office, ministry, research institute and university. The
advance letter consisted of an introductory letter presenting the content and purpose of the
survey, while the follow up work aimed to gather information from incomplete questionnaires
and could have been made by telephone and/or through personal visit and mail (in one case, the
purpose of the follow up concerned the cleaning of data on stalking). The surveys with the
lowest non-response rates appeared to be the ones that made use of: advance letters, call-backs,
follow~ups, and proxies. The type of institution that carried out the survey also affected the
response rate in some of the surveys. In fact, lower nonresponse rates are usually found for
those surveys that were conducted by national statistical offices (NSO). This finding may be due
to interviewees higher trust in a well-known institution and to NSOsS' reputation. See Tables
2.Xi-2.xiv in Annex B.

Other elements were considered as tools to reduce nonresponses in the analyzed surveys:
advance letter with token incentive, a toll free number, interviewer training and interviewer
monitoring, supervision of nonresponses and field work, senior interviewers (whose experience
played arolein trying to reduce refusals). However, the number of surveys that declared to make
use of these tools is too small to understand their impact on the response rate.

Another issue related to nonresponses concerns the collection of information on non
respondents. It is important to collect information on the nonrespondents since their experience
of VAW can be different from that of the respondents -and thus cause bias on estimates.
However, only in eight surveys basic information was collected on non-respondents® (see Table
2.Xv in Annex B).

The respondent substitution is a procedure used only in 36% of surveys (see Table 2.xi in Annex
B). In one survey the substitution was implemented only when respondents refused to
collaborate, while in the remaining eight cases it was used when respondents refused or could
not be contacted

A deep analysis of non-responses by the type of survey and tools used to improve response rates
is presented in Annex D.

19 Non-contacts, change of address, empty houses, women not meeting with their phone appointments, interrupted
interviews

20 Although, sometimes, some information -such asterritorial variables- is collected in other surveys, and even if
this was not reported into the ECE inventory, it could be very useful in the construction of weighting procedures.
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2.9. Survey average length

The range of interviews average length is very wide: it varies from a minimum of 1 minute to a
maximum of 1,5 hours. Survey length depends on many factors, but first of all on the number of
individuals interviewed in a household and on the number of questions included in the
guestionnaire. The impact of these different factorsis not easy to determine, also because in
typical violence survey the length differs according to the violence episodes experienced®.. It can
be assumed that VAW modules included in other surveys are less completed and with less
guestions of dedicated surveys on VAW.

Table 2.6. Average timeto complete survey

Class average time to % on measures
complete survey N % on surveys (25) respondents (19)
<=15 2 8.0 11.0

16-30 8 320 420

31-45 5 20.0 26.0

>=46 4 16.0 21.0
missing 6 24.0

Total 25 100.0 100.0

As it can be seen in Table 2.6, the most frequent class of average time is 16-30 minutes, followed
by 31-45 minutes and by more than 46 minutes. Only the 8% of surveys lasted less then 16
minutes. In 24% of the surveys, the average length is not indicated.

Except for the shortest surveys (less than 15 minutes), which were all VAW modules included in
broader-scope surveys, the type of survey (dedicated or other surveys) does not seem to have an
impact on the duration. In fact, if the second class of average length, (16-30) minutes, is typical
of dedicated VAW surveys (five surveys out of eight, 62.5%), when the length of the interview
increases, the presence of module surveys decreases, but they do not disappear completely. 80%
of surveys lasting 30-45 minutes are dedicated VAW surveys (four out of five), one is a
victimisation survey with a VAW module (Canada General Social Survey on Victimization).
Surveys lasting more than 45 minutes are dedicated surveys in 50% of cases, for the other 50%
are modules included in other surveys.

In general, an important issue affecting the length of the survey is the technique used to collect
the data. However, the analysis of the ECE inventory reveals somehow surprising results. The
administration of the questionnaire should last more in face to face interviews and sdlf-
administered questionnaires, while it should be faster in telephone interviews, because it could
make the respondent tired or bored, with negative consequences on the quality of data. However,
the shortest surveys (less than 16 minutes) were both face-to-face interviews and postal
guestionnaires, none used CATI. Although it has to be considered that often the VAW modules

21 |t should be noted that some interviews can be very long: for example, awoman who was victim of violence and
who establishes atrustful relationship with the interviewer can speak extensively about her experience, although this
is not what happens in the mgjority of the cases.
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were face-to-face and took less time. Most of the CATI surveys lasted 16-30 minutes, but a not
irrelevant number lasted more than 30 minutes. See Table 2.xvii in Annex B.

There are very few cases that consider other survey methods or their combinations. Self-
administered questionnaires took longer. Usually combining different strategies took much time,

with the exception of one survey that employed a mixed mode involving CATI interviews and
lasted 16-30 minutes.

2.10. Major methodological challenges met during the design of the survey

When asked to point out the main difficulties met during the design of the survey (some solved,
some not), 40% did not indicate any difficulty, while the other 60% - 15 surveys, mostly
dedicated VAW surveys — mentioned more than one problem and offered a very complex
panorama that varies from content to methodological problems, from dissemination to sample
reliability.

As shown by Table 2.xviii in Annex B, many of the reported challenges focused on:
guestionnaire construction (24,4%)
definition, design and size of sample (19,5%)
respecting interviewees sensitivity (19,5%)
specificity of the topic (12,2%)
nortresponses (9,8%)
methodology and dissemination (7,3%).

Regarding the questionnaire construction, much attention was given to: the measures that could
be used to deal with a very sensitive topic, how to ask questions about violence, how to help
women remember episodes of domestic violence, how to deal with the issue without prejudices
and in such a way that questions are accepted. Especially France and Sweden underlined these
aspects.

The problems related to sample strategy involve different aspects. Attention was drawn to the
possibility to each small and sparse populations, migrants, and people who are not easy to
interview. The problem is that many of these sub-populations, usually not well represented in the
statistics, are often more at risk of experiencing violence and abuse. The other important issue,
linked to telephonic methods, is the coverage. There is an increasing trend in the spread and use
of mobile phones and at the same time a decrease in the landline possession. Most of the samples
only cover landlines. These coverage problems were underlined by Australia and Italy. Other
problems were related to the quality and the size of the standard errors, which are generally very
high for rare events, such as violence.

Regarding the establishment of a relationship with interviewees, attention was drawn to
preserving the privacy and safety of respondents and interviewers (Australia - Persona Safety
Survey, Germany, WHO-study in Serbia and Montenegro). This is an important ethical issue: to
speak with women when they are alone or in a safe situation and to ensure their privacy.
Another aspect highlighted was the importance of organising interviewers trainings that give
special attention to being sensitive to the interviewees as well as having skilful interviewers who
are able to create anatmosphere of trust.
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About the topic specificity the following problems were underlined: difficulties in defining
violence as well as the risk to underestimate the phenomenon due to disclosure problems and
sengitivity of the issue. The definition and inclusion of violent events in the questionnaire and/or
disclosure problems were addressed particularly by Finland, France and Italy.

Nonresponse, refusals and non-sampling error is another important topic that was highlighted as
one of the hardest problems by the AustraliantlVAWS and Finland.

About dissemination, the main issues were related to the presentation of the results, in particular
the presentation to media (as stated by Australia, France) and the construction of meaningful
indicators.

3.Content
3.1. Indicators produced

With the exception of countries participating in two internationally comparative surveys 22, the
surveys included in the ECE inventory were developed by each country independently and
consequently contained different questions and approaches to measuring violence. 84% of all
surveys provided estimates of the prevalence of violence among women in the population (which
represents the proportion of women affected by at |east one type of violence). Six-in-ten surveys
provided estimates of the incidence of violence (which counts the number of incidents per
population). Indicators of the severity of violent acts were provided by 76%, and 44% measure
attitudes towards violence among the women responding. Over half provided other types of
indicators, such as: reporting to the police, women's perception of the effects of violence
(feelings of guilt, depression, difficulties with studies and at work, fear, poor self esteem,
tiredness and listlessness, and so on), costs of violence and many other.

The availability of these various indicators varies according to whether the questionnaire was
part of avictimization survey or was a dedicated violence against women survey. Dedicated
surveys were more likely to include indicators of prevalence and incidence, questions about
respondents’ attitudes towards violence and other indicators. There were two other types of
surveys included in the ECE inventory, both of which included indicators of prevalence and
incidence and severity of assaults. One cortained questions designed to measure attitudes toward
violence and one contained other indicators. See Table 3.1.

%2 |nternational Violence Against Women Survey and the WHO Multi-country Survey on Women's Health and
Domestic Violence Against Women)
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Table 3.1. Indicator s produced according to type of survey or module
Prevalence Incidence | Severity | Attitudes | Other Total
of violence | of violence | of towards surveys
violence | violence N
Type of survey/module N (%) | N (% |N (%) | N %) [N (%)

Violence against women survey | 13 8719 60|11 73| 8 53|12 87 15
Victimization survey 6 B4 5016 7|2 2| 3 38 8

Other surveys (Multipurpose survey 2 100 | 2 100 | 2 100( 1 50| 1 50 2
with the inclusion of amodule on
victimisation; DHS)

Total 21 84| 15 60|19 76|11 4|16 64 25

Perpetrators
As shown in Table 3.i in Annex B, surveys vary in their focus on types of perpetrators. While it

might be expected that all surveys or modules on violence against women would include
violence by intimate partners, 92% indicated they could identify husbands or partners from
among the perpetrators. 84% were able to identify ex-husbands and ex-partners. Smaller
proportions were able to identify sons and daughters, fathers or fathers-in-law, mothers or
mothers-in-law, and siblings or brotherg/sisters-in-law. Perpetrators other than family, such as
friends, neighbours, acquaintances and strangers were included in over three-quarters of the
survey questionnaires.

The types of perpetrators identified on these surveys also varied according to whether the
guestionnaire was a dedicated survey on violence against women or a module contained on a
victimization survey (Table 3.2.). All modules contained on victimization surveys specified
violence perpetrated by husbands or partners and this was true for al but one dedicated survey.
Dedicated surveys were more likely than modules in victimization surveys to identify sons and
daughters, mothers and siblings but less likely to identify other family members. Questionnaires
that formed modules on victimization surveys were more likely to include questions identifying
friends, neighbours, acquaintances and strangers.

Table 3.2. Types of perpetrators by type of survey

Type of survey
Victimization survey | Violence against Other surveys (Multipurpose
women survey survey with theinclusion of a
module on victimization; DHS)

N % N % N %
Husband/partner 8 100 14 93 1 50
Sons/daughters fathered by 4 50 9 60 1 50
husband/partner
Own song/daughters fathered | 3 38 9 60 1 50
by non-current
husband/partner
Song/daughters of current 3 38 9 60 1 50
husband/partner (not one’s
own)
Father or my 6 78 10 67 1 50
husband/partner’s father
Mother my husband/partner’s | 4 50 9 60 1 50
mother
Brothers/Sisters or 4 50 9 60 1 50
brotherg/sistersin law
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Other family members 7 88 9 60 1 50
Ex-husband or ex-partner 8 100 12 80 1 50
Friends 8 100 12 80 1 50
Neighbour 6 100 12 80 1 50
Acquaintances at work or 8 100 12 80 1 50
school

Stranger 8 100 12 80 1 50
Other 8 100 7 47 1 50
Total surveys 8 | 100 15 | 100 2 | 100

Almost all of the 25 surveys or modules that provided the required information used detailed
guestions to measure physical violence. These included questions about being: pushed, thrown
objects, dapped, kicked, bitted, hit, beaten up, choked, and having a weapon used against.
Twenty-four surveys out of 25 used at least one of those detailed definitions, thus thereis
evidence for a widespread acknowledgement of the limits of employing general questions about
physical assaults. With respect to the reference period (when the violence occurred), the mgority
of dedicated surveys used “lifetime’, often jointly either with “one year” or with both “one year”
and “five years’. For the surveys that only had a module on VAW, the most common time
reference was instead “ one-year”.

More than half of surveys and modules contained detailed questions about sexual violence. Of
the 25 questionnaires, 23 addressed forced sexual intercourse (rape) while fewer included
guestions about other types of sexual violence, such as submitting to sexual intercourse because
of intimidation, or being forced to do engage in degrading sexual acts. “One-year” jointly with
“lifetime” rates of sexual violence were the most common in dedicated surveys, followed by
“one-year”, “lifetime” and “five years’ jointly. In victimisation surveys with a module on VAW
the most used time reference was “one year”, just as for physical violence. Few of these surveys
used the three- or five-year reference period to estimate the prevalence of sexua violence.

Psychological abuse has been found to be an important correlate of physical and sexual violence
in intimate relationships, as well as being aform of abuse in its own right. However, not all
surveys and modules included in the ECE inventory contained questions about psychol ogical
abuse by intimate partners.

Information included in the ECE inventory distinguished between:
psychological violence in terms of “control” -which indicates all kinds of acts and
attitudes meant to limit women'’s freedom (just as: emotional blackmail, deciding what
she can do, and so forth)- and
psychological violence in terms of berating- i.e., verba abuse, humiliation, etc.

Among the 25 analyzed surveys, 20 included questions to measure psychologica abuse and the
number of questions included to measure this type of abuse ranged from 2 to 14. The most
commonly used items for assessing psychological abuse were isolation tactics such as hindering
the woman from keeping in touch with family or friends (for “control”), and humiliation, verbal
abuse, and threatening to hurt others (for “berating”). Once more, dedicated surveys showed the
same pattern for the time references: “lifetime” and “one year” jointly with “lifetime” are till the
most used reference periods. Instead, only five out of ten modules asked questions about
psychological violence. Of the three modules for which these data is available two used
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“lifetime” and “one year” jointly, while one used “five years’ (Canada- General Social Survey on
Victimization).

Stalking is an important predictor of serious partner violence and homicide and it was included
in the 80% of dedicated surveys while only in the 40% of modules. In most countries where
legidation criminalising stalking exists, the law stipulates that the behaviour must be persistent
and repetitive. Surveys that included questions on stalking did so in away that captures the many
possible facets of the behaviour and considered following or spying on the victim, leaving
unwanted letters or phone calls or other communication, keeping watch over her home or place
of work, or making threats to harm her, her children or others. In dedicated surveys, the most
used definition for stalking was “vandalized her property or destroyed something she loved”,
while “ore year and lifetime” were the most common reference periods. All the modules
including stalking referred to “followed or spied her”, “sent unsolicited letters’ “made
unsolicited phone calls” and stood outside her home/school/workplace”, while fewer modules
encompassed other forms of stalking.

Financial or economic abuse can leave women isolated and is considered as an abuse of power in
intimate relationships. However, few surveys or modules included questions to address the
prevalence of economic abuse.

Eighty percent of all surveysincluded indicators of physical injury and a mgority of these a'so
include questions related to use of medical services as a consequence of the violence. More than
four-in-ten asked victims whether they needed to take time off from paid or unpaid work because
of the impact of the violence, and half enquired whether victims feared serious bodily harm or
death as a result of the violence. These indicators provide additional important information about
the severity of violence and can help countries to assess the need for health and social services
for victims of violence.

Dedicated surveys on violence against women were more likely than modules contained on
victimization surveys to include detailed behaviourally-specific questions regarding physical
violence, psychological abuse, economic abuse and stalking. However, with respect to sexual
violence, modules on victimization surveys were more likely to include various measures of this
type of violence. They were aso more likely than dedicated surveys to include some indicators
of stalking. Both of the ‘other’ types of surveys measured physical violence comprehensively,
but measured other types of violence and abuse less consistently, and neither measured stalking
at al.

Table 3.3. Type of violence by type of survey

Type of Survey Violence Victimisation Other (DHSand
Against Surveys (8) Australian
Women General Social
Type of violence Surveys (15) Survey) (2)
Physical Violence N % N % N %
Pushed, grabbed, shoved 13 87% 6 75% 2 100%
Threatened to hit 10 67% 4 50% 2
Threw something 12 80% 5 62% 2
Slapped 12 80% 7 87% 2
Kicked, bit or hit 14 93% 6 75% 2
Hit with something 14 93% 5 62% 2
Beat up 11 73% 5 62% 2
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Choked 13 87% 5 62% 2
Used or threatened with agun or knife 13 87% 6 75% 2
Other 9 60% 5 62% 2
At least one indicator of physical violence 15 100% 7 87% 2 100%
Sexual violence
Physically forced to have sexua intercourse when she | 14 93% 8 100% 1 50%
did not want to
Had sexual intercourse when she did want to but shewas | 4 27% 5 62% 0
afraid of what partner might do
Was forced to do something sexual that she found | 10 67% 2 25% 1
degrading or humiliating
Other (of which, attempted rape) 9(4) 60% 7)) 8% 0
(44%) (14%)

Included at least one indicator of sexual violence 14 93% 8 100% 1(DHS) 50%
Psychological abuse: control 11 73% 3 37% 0

- including psychological harassment 4 27% 3 37% 0
Isolates her 11 73% 2 25% 0
Torments her constantly 3 20% 1 12% 0
Hinders her from visiting her family or to keep in touch | 14 93% 3 37% 1
with friends and neighbors
Ignores her or treated her indifferently 8 53% 1 12% 0
Gets angry when she spoke with another man 11 73% 1 12% 1(DHYS)
Expects her to ask permission before seeking health care | 1 7% 0 0
for herself
Decides what she can do or not do 4 27% 0 0
Emotional blackmail 4 27% 1 12% 0
Other 5 33% 3 37% 1 (DHS)
Included at least one indicator of controlling behaviour 15 100% 4 50% 1 (DHS) 50%
Psychological abuse: berating
Verbal abuse 9 60% 2 25% 1
Humiliates her 10 67% 2 25% 1
Saysthat what she doesis alwayswrong 4 27% 0 0
Doesn't care about her needs (you have the worst placeat | 1 7% 1 12% 0
home, the worst of the meals, etc.).
Blames her in front of her children 3 20% 0 0
Perpetrator has done things to scare or intimidate her on | 6 40% 1 12% 0
purpose
Perpetrator has threatened to hurt someone she cared | 12 80% 2 25% 1(DHYS)
about
Other 4 27% 1 12% 0
Included at least one indicator of berating 14 93% 4 50% 1(DHS) 50%
Stalking
Followed or spied on her 9 60% 4 50% 0
Sent her unsolicited letters /written correspondence 4 27% 4 50% 0
Made unsolicited phone callsto her 6 40% 4 50% 0
Stood outside her home, school, or workplace 5 33% 4 50% 0
Left unwanted items for her to find 1 7% 2 25% 0
Tried to communicate in other ways against her will 4 27% 3 37% 0
Vandalized her property or destroyed something she | 7 47% 3 37% 0
loved
Made direct or indirect threats to harm her, her children, | 7 47% 2 25% 0
relatives, friends or pes
Other 2 13% 4 50% 0
Included at least one indicator of stalking 12 80% 4 50% 0 0%
Economic abuse
Doesn’t value her work 1 7% 0 0
Refuses to let her go out to work 6 40% 0 0
Takes the money she earn 7 47% 1 12% 0
Does not pay hisfair share of the household expenses 3 20% 0 0
Other 6 40% 1 12% 1(DHYS)
Included at least one indicator of economic abuse 10 67% 2 25% 1(DHS) 50%
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Dedicated surveys on violence against women tended to contain a wider range of reference
periods and therefore were able to estimate prevalence rates in a variety of ways. Looking at
physical violence, for example, two dedicated surveys were able to provide one-year estimates of
the prevalence of physical violence and three measured physical violence over the lifetime.
However, ten provided estimates for more than one time period. A similar pattern is shown for
sexual violence, whereby 11 out of 14 dedicated surveys provided prevalence rates for more than
one time period compared with four out of eight VAW modules. Psychological abuse, economic
abuse and stalking were measured on fewer survey modules as compared with dedicated surveys.
(Table 3.3 and Table 3.4)

Table 3.4. Type of violence and reference period by type of survey

Typeof Survey | Violence Victimisation Other (DHSand
Against Surveys (8) Australian
Women General Social
Type of violence Surveys (15) Survey) (2)

Physical Violence (at least one question) | 15

One year

Oneyear, Lifetime

One year, Fiveyears, Lifetime (only 5 years)

Lifetime

Not available

Sexual Violence (at least one question)

One year

RN O|W| O NN

Oneyear, Lifetime

IO POl w|ulf ol N
O | O||O| O|O| N

Oneyear, Fiveyears, Lifetime

1,3 Lifetime)

o

Lifetime

Not available

e
5

Psychological Violencecontrol  (at least one question)

One year

Oneyear, Lifetime

Oneyear, Fiveyears, Lifetime (only 5 year)

Lifetime

Not available

=Wl ol BN

~

Psychological Violenceberating (at least one question)

One year

Oneyear, Lifetime

One year, Fiveyears, Lifetime (only 5 year)

Lifetime

Not available

Stalking (at least one question)

One year

Oneyear, Lifetime

Oneyear, Five years, Lifetime (only 5 year)

Lifetime

Not available

o

Economic Violence (at least one question)

One year

Oneyear, Lifetime

Oneyear, Five years, Lifetime (only 5 year)

Lifetime

O|O| P O W[ O O OO O] BN Ol PO MW
Ol O|O| O OO OO O|o| O|O|O| O] PO O] O|O| O] O

BINOIN| N BN ORI NP W wlw

Not available

About three-quarters of all questionnairesin the inventory enquired about use of medical, social
or other government services, or seeking support from friends or family. (Table 3.ii and Table
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3.iii in Annex B). Questions about victims' use of health or social services, or relying on friend
and family for emotional support are important indicators of the steps victims take to get help.
Combined with data about the severity of the violence, information about victims' use of
services can help identify the proportion of women who do not obtain help despite suffering
serious injury or fearing their lives were in danger.

A relatively high percentage of all surveys and modules—84% -asked victims about their search
for help from the police, while just over half of the surveys enquired about the charges brought
by the police against the offender. Inclusion of these types of questions can help to further
understand the situations that are not brought to the attention of the police, despite the act of
violence could have resulted in serious consequences for the victims. They can also contribute to
a greater understanding of the police response when charges are played brought against
perpetrators of violence. (See Table 3.ivin Annex B)

4. Data Dissemination

Widespread dissemination of the results of surveysis critical so that the results can be used
effectively by:

1. community groups in their efforts to raise public awareness of the nature and extent of
violence against women and to lobby governments for funding and policy change

2. medical and social service agencies for the design of services for victims and offenders

3. judicial authorities for raising awareness among police, lawyers and judges and
improving the criminal justice response to violence

4. educators for the training of service providers and others whose work brings them into
contact with victims and offenders

5. governments for the purposes of forming legislation and policies that respond to violence
against women

Population surveys on violence against women consistently indicate that a small minority of
women report these crimes to the police. It is therefore important that survey results are
presented in comparison with police-recorded crime to reinforce that the level of violence
recorded by police does not fully represent the level of violence in society, and that to use police
statistics solely as the basis for policy development may result in harmful policies. However,
comparison of survey results with police statistics was done by only 36% of the analyzed surveys
(Table 4.i in Annex B). These relatively low percentages may be due to the absence of
consistently recorded police datain some countries.

The accuracy withwhich surveys are undertaken and the precision of the estimates are critical
for the credibility of surveys on violence against women. Surveys that are seen to lack precision
will not have the same credibility as those that are methodologically sound and presented in a
way that specifies confidence intervals and other statistical indicators of margin of error.
Information about precision of survey estimates is available in the ECE inventory for 15 of the
25 surveys. All but two surveys, presented results which specified confidence intervals and, for
one survey, the type of margin of error varied according to the group or level of data presented
(Table 4.ii in Annex B)
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The method of disseminating survey results is also important. Widespread dissemination through
published reports, data files and the internet helps ensure that the results will reach a wide
audience and will be broadly used. Release of micro-data files makes the data available in its
original form to researchers (usually with some suppressions to protect confidentiality of
respondents) who can explore the data for details not published in reports, which often are no
more than summaries or highlights. This helps expand on the knowledge that is generated by
these surveys. More than half of the surveys included in the inventory made micro-data files
available for public use. (Table 4.iii in Annex B)

Internet is rapidly becoming the major vehicle through which researchers, community groups
and decision makers access knowledge and research results. Making survey results available on
the internet therefore has the potential to reach a much broader audience than limiting
dissemination to printed reports. More than two-thirds of all surveys made survey results
available on the internet. (Table 4.iv in Annex B)

5. Concluding remarks

A complex phenomenon with consequences and causes that involve many aspects of society,
violence against women displays different specificities across countries. These need to be taken
into consideration when setting out to conduct a survey on this subject. However, some common
standards should be introduced in order to make data from different surveys comparable.

Although population surveys are widely considered as the most reliable method for collecting
information on VAW?, countries still carry out VAW surveys on ad hoc basis. In the last ten
years, much progress has been made and many national statistical offices and other government
ingtitutions have engaged in the production of statistics based on VAW surveys, or other surveys
including VAW modules. However, many countries still measure VAW only through police or
court records. Importantly, among the countries of the Conference of European Statisticians,
only 17 reported the availability of one or more national surveys used to measure VAW.
Statisticians and users of statistics need to be made increasingly aware about the importance of
developing proper statistical tools to measure VAW under the framework of official statistics.
Countries also need to be assisted in their efforts to design and implement population-based
surveys, with the objective of improving national information on VAW.

The evidence gathered by this report sheds light on the different approaches and methodologies
used in this field. It shows that much work needs to be done in order to introduce harmonization.
However, many surveys display common features such as: avoidance of general definitions of
violence and use of highly detailed and behaviour-specific questions, inclusion of physical and
sexua violence as aminimum set, and use of “lifetime” and “one year before the survey” as
reference period. These similarities could form the basis for a multi-stage process of
methodology standardization. They could congtitute the foundation for a common minimum

23 See report of the Expert Group Meeting on VAW held in April 2005 in Geneva, organized by the UN Division on
the Advancement of Women in collaboration with UNECE and WHO
(http://www.unece.org/stats/documents/ece/ces/ge.30/2006/5.e.pdf).
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module, to be implemented in the different countries of the region under the framework of
official statistics. Although further standardization might be a long-term objective, thisanalysis
represents a concrete beginning. Other processes active in the region could be encouraged to join
efforts in the same direction.

Given the diversity of objectives and national contexts, it is difficult to draw general conclusions
or recommendations on the best methodol ogies to measure VAW. Although dedicated VAW
surveys can study this areain broader and deeper terms, some modules - especially those
included in large victimization surveys - can provide valuable information. The latter have the
advantage of being carried out on aregular basis, asisthe case in Canada, UK, and USA. This
analysis does not provide clear evidence whether the mode of data collection affects the quality
of the data: there is no clear relation between the various modes (face-to- face interviews,
telephone interviews or self-administrated questionnaire) and non-responses/refusals®®. Thereis
some evidence that tools, such as advance letters, follow-ups, call-backs and the use of proxy, do
actually improve the quality of the results. The type of ingtitution responsible for the survey also
affects the response rate and the sample sizes. Government institutions and particularly national
statistical offices have regular data collection activities, and this may increase their ability to
reach people and mobilize the needed resources for bigger samples. These institutions can also
assure better regularity in fielding surveys to measure VAW.

This analysis did not explicitly address the measurement of violence against men. More than one
third of the analysed surveys included men in their reference population, and most of them were
victimization surveys with a module on VAW. However, no information was collected on what
guestions were addressed to men and the comparability of the results against the data collected
for women.

There are methodological challenges which countries still face when designing surveys to
measure VAW. The mgjority of countries reported the following:

guestionnaire design

sample size and design

sensitivity of the topic and how to address it with the respondent

Research to address these topics has been undertaken over the last 20 years. However, more

needs to be done to involve officia statisticians, and to initiate a discussion on how to best
implement VAW surveys under the framework of official statistics.

24 Similar results were achieved in areview of about 80 victimization surveys carried out in the UNECE region
presented at ajoint UNECE-UNODC Meeting on crime statistics in January 2006. At that meeting it was concluded
that cultural factors and the organization of regular data collection present in the countries highly determine the
efficiency and quality of the way a survey isimplemented (See the report of the meeting at:
http://www.unece.org/stats/documents/2006.01.crime.htry).
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Country Name of Survey Part on VAW | Institution Year Sample Size
H P
1 Australia 1)International Violence 1) Survey 1) Australian 1) Dec.2002 1; 17.247 l; 6.677
(I?/AWS) _ Australian y 3) Module Criminology | 2) 2002 3_27-100 3 54.400
component 4) Module 2) Australian | 3) Apr 2005
2) Genera Social Survey Bureau of 4) 2005,
- Statistics August —
8) Crime and Safety Survey 3) Australian | November
4) Personal Safety Survey .
Bureau of enumeration
Statistics Survey istill
4) Austraian inthefield
Bureau of
Statistics
2 Canada 1) Violence Against Women | 1) Survey 1) Statistics 1) Feb-May 1)- 1) 12.300
Survey 2) Module Canada 1993 2)- 2) 23.766
2) General Socia Survey on 2) Statistics 2) Jan- Dec
Victimization Canada 2004
3 Denmark | Violence against women Survey Ministry of Oct-Nov 2003 | - 3.552
survey (IVAWS) Justice
4 Finland Faith, hope, battering Survey Ministry of Autumn 1997 | - 7.100
Justice
5 France National French survey on Survey Institut de May - July 6.970 6.970
violence against women démographie | 2000
de
I’Université
Paris 1,
France
6 Germany | Hedlth, Well-Being and Survey University of | Jan-Nov 2003 | - 10.126
Personal Safety of Womenin Bidefeld
Germany: A representative
study of women in Germany.
7 Italy 1) Women Safety Survey 1) Survey 1) ISTAT 1) missing 1)25.000 | 1)25.000
2) Citizen's safety survey 2) Module 2) ISTAT 2) March- 2)60.000 | 2) 60.000
Sept 2002
8 Mexico National Survey on the Survey INEGI Oct -Nov 45.995 -
Dynamics of Relationships 2003
within Households
9 Norway | The hidden violence? Module Norwegian Feb-June - 8.000
Centrefor 2003
Violence- and
Traumatic
Stress Studies
10 | Poland International Violence Survey Warsaw May 2004 - 2.009
Against Women Survey University
(IVAWS)
11 | Republic | Sociological survey Survey NBS Dec 2000 519 333
of “Domestic violence against
Moldova | women “
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12 | Serbia "WHOM ulti-country study Survey Autonomous | March-June 2.769 1.456
and on Women's Health and Women's 2003
Montene | Domestic Violence" Center
gro (AWC),
Tirsova 5a
11000,
Belgrade,
Serbia
13 | Spain Violence Against Women Survey Instituto dela | July 1999- - 20.552
Macro-Survey Mujer 2002
14 | Sweden Captured Queen. Men's Survey Feminist Oct 1999-Jan | - 10.000
violence against women in Studiesin 2000
“equal” Sweden—a Socia
prevalence study Sciences,
Uppsala
University
15 | Switzerla | Violence against women Survey University of | Apr 2003 1.975 -
nd (IVAWS) Lausanne
16 | UK Module Home Office | Thesurveyis | 51.000 51.000
British Crime Survey England & continuous
Wales
17 | USA 1) Full report of the 1) Survey 1) Center for 1) Nov 1995- | 1)16.000 | 1)16.000
Prevalence, Incidence, and 2) Module Policy May 1996 2)42.000 | 2)75.000
Conseguences of Violence (specid Research 2) on-going
Against Women questions) 2) Bureau of
2) National Crime Justice
Victimisation Survey Statistics
18 | DHS Demographic and health M odule - - - -
survey
19 | EUIC European Crime and Safety Module Gallup Feb- July 2.000 2.000
(a5 Survey (ICVS) (specid Europe, 2005
countries: questions) UNICRI, Max
Sweden, Planck
Finland, Institute,
penmark CEPS/INSTE
Ireland, AD - GeoX
Netherlan
ds,
Belgium,
Luxembo
urg,
France,
Germany,
Austria,
Portugal,
Spain,
Italy,
Greece)
Total Countries”™ 17

Total Questionnaires’® 25

2 Excluding DHS and EUIC, because they include more than one country.
26 Some countries have more than one survey.
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ANNEX B

Table 1.i. Type of Survey/Module
Type of Survey/Module Survey/Module

N Percentage

15 60.0
Violence against women survey

8 320
Victimisation survey with amodule on VAW
Other surveys (Multipurpose survey with theinclusion 2 8.0
of amodule on victimisation; DHS)
Total 25 100.0
Table 1.ii. Main objectives of Survey/Module

Survey/Module

Main objectives of the Survey/Module N Percentage
To measure dark figure/unreported crimes 17 68.0
To measure victimization 20 80.0
To measure fear of crime and insecurity 15 60.0
To measure crime prevention measures, security systems
and/or strategies 9 36.0
To measure uncivil behaviours and social decay 4 16.0
To measure attitude towards the police and the criminal
justice system 9 36.0
Other 12 48.0

Table Liii. Wasthe International Crime Victimization Survey (ICVS) standardised form used in
the Survey/M odule?

Survey/Module
Was the International Crime Victimization
Survey (ICVS) standardised form used in the
Survey/Module? N Percentage
Yes, full origina form was used 1 4.0
Yes, part of the original form was used 1 4.0
Y es, adapted form was used 1 4.0
No, but there are comparable questions 7 28.0
No, the ICV S form was not used 13 52.0
Other 4 16.0
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Table Liv. Period in which survey/module was last conducted
Survey/Module
L ast Sweep of survey/module N Percentage
< 1995 1 4.0
1996 — 2000 5 20.0
2001-2005 15 60.0
On-going 2 8.0
Missing 2 8.0
Total 25 100
Table 1.v. Frequency of Survey/Module
Survey/Module
Frequency N Percentage
One-time 12 48.0
Every (number of years) 3 12.0
Irregular 5 20.0
Yearly (since ...) 0 0.0
Continuous 2 8.0
Other 3 120
Total 25 100

Table 2.i. Reference population: Age

Questionnaire

Information collect on person of: Number Percentage
...al ages 1 4.0
...aged X years and over 13 52.0
...aged between X and Y years 11 44,0
Missing 0 0.0
Tota 25 100

Minimum age 12 yearsold
Maximum age none

Table 2.ii. Personsliving in household and institutions

Questionnaire

Information collected on: Number Percentage
...persons living in private HH only 22 88.0
...BOTH personsliving in private HH and personsliving in

institutions (like home for elderly or hospitals) 3 12.0
Missing -

Total 25 100
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Table 2.iii. Recorded information on gender-based violence for men

Questionnaire
N Percentage
With the same questionnaires as for women
9 36.0
With another questionnaire
0 0.0
information was not recorded for men
16 64.0
25 100.0
Table 2.iv. List of Surveysinterviewing men
Country Survey Part related to
VAW
1 Australia General Socia Survey (Multipurpose survey withthe | Module
inclusion of amodule on victimization)
2 Australia Module
Crime and Safety Survey
3 Australia Module
Personal Safety Survey
4 Canada Module
General Social Survey on Victimization
5 Norway Module
The hidden violence?
6 UK British Crime Survey Module
7 USA National Crime Victimisation Survey Module
(special
questions)
8 USA Full report of the Prevalence, Incidence, and
Conseguences of Violence Against Women Survey
9 EUICS European Crime and Safety Survey (ICVS) Module
(specia
questions)
Table2.v. Survey design
Number Percentage
Cross-sectional 18 2%
Panel 3 12%
Mixed 1 4%
Other 2 8%
Missing 1 4%
Total 25 100%
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Table 2.vi. Sampling techniques used

M ethod Number Percentage
Multi-stage sampling with stratification 16 64%
Simple probability sample 4 16%
Other/Missing 5 20%
Total 25 100%

Types of stratification

Geographical area 16 64%
Degree of urbanization 8 32%
Age/Sex 5/6 20%/24%
Marital status 1 1%

Table 2.vii a. Sample Size

Households Individuals Total

(out of atotal of 14) (out of atotal of 20)
Less than 1.000 1 1 2
1.000< n<=10.000 4 9 13
10.000< n<=20.000 3 3 6
20.000< n<=50.000 5 3 8
Over 50.000 1 4 5
Total 14 20

Table 2.vii b. Sample size

Minimum M aximum
Households 519 60.000
Individuds 333 75.000

Table 2.viii. Surveysthat calculated quality performance indicators during and after the
field work

Questionnaire
Number Percentage
Yes 17 68%
No 5 20%
Not applicable/not available 3 12%
Total 25 100%

Table 2.ix. Use of spedific toolsto check the interviewers behaviour and performance

Questionnaire
Number Percentage
Yes 19 76%
No 2 8%
Not applicable/not available 4 16%

Total 25 100%
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Table 2.x. Surveys/questionnaires for which special arrangements were made
Questionnaire
Specia Arrangements Number Percentage
To ensure confidentiality 21 84%
To ensure safety 17 68%
None of them 2 8%

Table 2.xi. Individuals Response Rate and Survey Char acteristics

Individual non-responserate<=10%

Pre-  Cdl-backs
approach  or repeated
Country Questionnaire name (in English) Questionnaire method Institution letter visits Followup Proxies
Facetoface
interviewsat the
respondent's home
using electronic
Austraia Genera Social Survey (moduleon VAW)  questionnaire - CAPI NSO Yes Yes Yes Yes
Violence Against Women Survey (survey — Telephoneinterviews
Canada on VAW) (CATI Ministry N/A N/A No No
General Socia Survey on Victimization
Canada (module on VAW) CATI NSO Yes N/A No No
Facetoface
interviewsat the
National Survey on the Dynamics of respondent's home
Relationshipswithin Households (survey using paper
Mexico on VAW) questionnaire NSO No No No No
Sweden Captured Queen. Men’sviolence against Self-administered
women in “equal” Sweden — a prevaence questionnaires
study (survey on VAW) (Postal questionnaire) University N/A N/A N/A No
Full report of the Prevalence, Incidence,
and Consequences of Violence Against Research
USA Women (Survey on VAW) CATI Centre N/A Yes Yes No

CATI+ Faceto face
interviews at the

respondent's home
National Crime Victimisation Survey using paper
usa (Module -specia questions) questionnaire Ministry Yes Yes No Yes
Individual non-responserate between 10 % <rate<=20%
Nationa French survey on violence
France against women (survey on VAW) CATI University Yes N/A No No
Facetoface
interviews at the
"WHO Multi-country study on Women's  respondent's home and
Serbiaand ~ Health and Domestic Violence (survey on  elsewhere using paper Research
Montenegro  VAW) questionnaire Centre N/A Yes Yes No
Individual non-responserate between 20 % <rate <= 30 %
Finland Sdlf-administered
questionnaires
Faith, hope, battering (survey on VAW) (Postal questionnaire) Ministry Yes N/A No No
Sdf-administered
Crime and Safety Survey (module on guestionnaires
Australia VAW) (Postal gquestionnaire) NSO Yes N/A Yes No
Individual non-responserate between 30 % < rate <=50 %
Germany Health, Well-Being and Personal Safety Facetoface
of Women in Germany: A representative interviewsat the
study of women in Germany (survey on respondent's home
VAW) using paper
questionnaire+ CASI University Yes N/A Yes N/A
Norway The hidden violence?(module on VAW) Self-administered
guestionnaires Research
(Postal questionnaire) Centre No N/A No No
EUICS European Crime and Safety Survey CATI Research
(ICVS) (Module-specia gquestions Centre No Yes No Yes
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Individual non-response rate >=50 %

Spain Violence Against Women Macro-Survey Facetoface
(survey on VAW) interviewsat the
respondent's home
using paper Research
questionnaire+ CATI Centre N/A N/A N/A  N/A
Australia International Violence Against Women
(survey on VAW) Research
CATI Centre Yes Yes Yes No
Individual non-responserate not available
Primarily face to face
interviewsat the
respondent’s home
using an electronic
questionnaire, with an
option of atelephone
interview or interview
a another dwelling
Personal Safety Survey (Module on preferableto the
Australia VAW) respondent NSO No N/A No No
Denmark Violence against women survey —
IVAWS (survey on VAW) CATI Ministry No N/A No No
Italy Women Safety Survey (survey on VAW) CATI NSO Yes N/A No  Yes
Citizen's safety survey (module on
Italy VAW) CATI NSO Yes Yes No Yes
Poland Facetoface
interviewsat the
respondent's home
International Violence Against Women using paper
Survey —IVAWS (survey on VAW) questionnaire University N/A N/A No No
Republic of Facetoface
Moldova interviews at the
respondent's home
Sociological survey “Domestic violence using paper
against women “(survey on VAW) questionnaire NSO N/A N/A Yes No
Switzerland  Violence againgt women 4VAWS
(survey on VAW)
CATI University N/A Yes No Yes
UK British Crime Survey (module on VAW) Facetoface
interviewsat the
respondent's home
using electronic
questionnaire (
CAPI)+ CASI Ministry Yes Yes No VYes
DHS Demographic Health Surveys (module on Facetoface
VAW) interviews at the
respondent's home
using paper
questionnaire N/A N/A N/A N/A  N/A
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Table 2.xii. Households Response Rate and Survey Characteristics
Households non-responserate < =10 %
Pre-  Cadl-backs
approach  or repeated
Country Questionnaire name (in English) Questionnaire method Ingtitution letter visits Follow up Proxies
Facetoface
interviews at the
respondent's home
using electronic
Australia General Socia Survey (moduleon VAW)  questionnaire - CAPI NSO Yes Yes Yes Yes
General Social Survey on Victimization
Canada (module on VAW) CATI NSO Yes N/A No No
Citizen's safety survey (module on
Italy VAW) CATI NSO Yes Yes No Yes
UK British Crime Survey (module on VAW) Facetoface
interviews at the
respondent's home
using electronic
questionnaire (
CAPI)+ CAS Ministry Yes Yes No Yes
CATI+ Faceto face
interviews at the
respondent's home
National Crime Victimisation Survey using paper
USA (Module -special questions) questionnaire Ministry Yes Yes No Yes
Households non-responserate between 10 % < rate<=20 %
Facetoface
interviews at the
National Survey on the Dynamics of respondent's home
Relationships within Househol ds (survey using paper
Mexico on VAW) guestionnaire NSO No No No No
Households non-responserate between 20 % < rate<=30 %
Sdf-administered
Crime and Safety Survey (module on questionnaires
Australia VAW) (Postal questionnaire) NSO Yes N/A Yes No
Violence Against Women Survey (survey  Telephoneinterviews
Canada on VAW) (CATI Ministry N/A N/A No No
Nationa French survey on violence
France against women (survey on VAW) CATI University Yes N/A No No
Full report of the Prevalence, Incidence,
and Consequences of Violence Against Research
USA Women (Survey on VAW) CATI Centre N/A Yes Yes No
Households non-responserate between 30 % <rate <=50 %
Denmark Violence against women survey —
IVAWS (survey on VAW) CATI Ministry No N/A No No
Facetoface
interviews at the
"WHO Multi-country study on Women's  respondent's home and
Serbiaand  Health and Domestic Violence (survey on  elsewhere using paper Research
Montenegro  VAW) questionnaire Centre N/A Yes Yes No
EUICS European Crime and Safety Survey CATI Research
(ICVS) (Module-specia questions Centre No Yes No Yes
Households non-responserate > =50 %
Augtralia International Violence Against Women
(survey on VAW) Research
CATI Centre Yes Yes Yes No
Households non-responserate not available
Primarily face to face
interviews at the
respondent’ s home
using an electronic
questionnaire, with an
option of atelephone
interview or interview
Personal Safety Survey (Module on at another dwelling
Australia VAW) preferableto the NSO No N/A No No
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respondent
Finland Sdf-administered
questionnaires
Faith, hope, battering (survey on VAW) (Postal questionnaire) Ministry Yes N/A No No
Germany Health, Well-Being and Persona Safety Facetoface
of Women in Germany: A representative interviewsat the
study of women in Germany (survey on respondent's home
VAW) using paper
questionnaire+ CASI University Yes N/A Yes N/A
Ity Women Safety Survey (survey on VAW) CATI NSO Yes N/A No Ves
Norway The hidden violence?(module on VAW) Self-administered
questionnaires Research
(Postal questionnaire) Centre No N/A No No
Poland Facetoface
interviews at the
respondent's home
International Violence Against Women using paper
Survey —IVAWS (survey on VAW) questionnaire  University N/A N/A No No
Republic of Facetoface
Moldova interviews at the
respondent's home
Sociological survey “Domestic violence using paper
against women “(survey on VAW) questionnaire NSO N/A N/A Yes No
Spain Violence Against Women Macro- Survey Facetoface
(survey on VAW) interviews at the
respondent's home
using paper Research
questionnaire+ CATI Centre N/A N/A N/A  N/A
Sweden Captured Queen. Men’sviolence against Self-administered
women in “equal” Sweden — a prevaence guestionnaires
study (survey on VAW) (Postal questionnaire) ~ University N/A N/A N/A No
Switzerland  Violence against women {VAWS
(survey on VAW)
CATI University N/A Yes No Yes
DHS Demographic Health Surveys (module on Facetoface
VAW) interviewsat the
respondent's home
using paper
questionnaire N/A N/A N/A N/A  N/A
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Table 2.xiii. Housetolds and I ndividuals Response Rate by Various Variables

L evel of non-responserate for households | L evel of non-response rate for individuals
Type of 30 Total
Institution 10 20% | %< of

% < rate survey

< <= 20%< 30%< I<= [ 10%< | rate | <= > 50 s

=10 | 20 ratle<= | rate<= | >50 Tota | 10 rae<= | <= 50 % Tot

% % 30% 50 % % N/A | | % 20 % 30% | % rate [ N/A | a
National 3 1 1 3 8 3 1 4 8 9
Statistical
Office
Ministry 2 1 1 1 5 2 1 2 5 4
Research 1 2 1 2 6 1 1 2 1 5 6
Centre or
Institute
University 1 4 5 1 1 1 1 2 6 5
Missing-N/A 1 1 1 1 1

Total | 5 1 4 3 1 11 [25 |7 2 2 3 2 9 25

Pre-approach | 5 - 2 - 1 8 - 3 1 2 1 1 3 |- 1
letter
Cdl- 4 - 1 2 1 8 - 3 1 - 1 1 3 - 9
backs/Repeate
dvisits
Follow-up 1 - 2 1 1 5 - 2 1 1 1 1 1 - 7
work
conducted
Proxies 4 - - 1 - 5 - 2 - - 1 - 4 - 7
alowed

Table 2.xiv. Refusal Rate by Various Variables

Refusal Rate by Various Variables
Type of Institution 10%<= | 20%<rate | 30% <rate

<=10% 20 % <=30% <=50% > 50 % Tota
National Statistical Office | 1 1 1 3
Ministry
Research Centre or 2 1 3
Institute
University 1 1
Missing-N/A

Total | 3 1 1 2 7

Pre-approach letter [ 1 [1 | |1 | | 3
Call-backs/Repeated visits | 2 [ 1 | [ 1 | | 4
Follow-up work 2 1 3
conducted

Proxies allowed [1 [ 1 | | [ 2
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Table 2.xv. Collection of basic information on non-respondents

Y es, basic information on the non-respondents collected by a short questionnaire

Follow-up
Country Questionnaire name (English) Questionnaire type
two mail follow-ups
and partial telephone
Austraia Crime and Safety Survey follow-up conducted
France National French survey on violence against women None
additional dates to
Health, Well-Being and Personal Safety of Women in Germany: | complete interviewsin
Germany A representative study of women in Germany. the case o interruption
Italy Women Safety Survey None
Itay Citizen’ s safety survey None
Serbia and "WHO Multi-country study on Women's Health and Domestic Follow-up visitsif
Montenegro Violence" possible
Spain Violence Against Women Macro-Survey Unknown
USA National Crime Victimisation Survey None
Total 8

Table 2.xvi. Questionnaires that select new respondent if a respondent refused and/or could not be

contacted
Select new respondent if respondent refuses
Country Questionnaire name (English) Percentage of Total
International Violence Against Women Survey (IVAWS) —Australian
Australia component
SubTotal 1 42
Select new respondent if respondent cannot be contacted
Country Questionnaire name (English) Percentage of Total
None
SubTotal 0 0.0

Select new respondent in both cases: if respondent refuses or cannot be contacted

Country Questionnaire name (English) Percentage of Total
Denmark Violence against women survey
France National French survey on violence against women
Italy Women Safety Survey
Itay Citizen's safety survey
Poland International Violence Against Women Survey (IVAWS)
Spain Violence Against Women Macro-Survey
Switzerland Violence against women
EUICS European Crime and Safety Survey
SubTotal 8 320
Total 9 36.0
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Table 2.xvii. Classes of aver agetimeto completethe survey, by survey method

Questionnaire method <=15 16-30 31-45 >=46 Total
CATI 5 3 8
Faceto face 1 2 1 1 5
. ) 1 1 2
Postal questionnaire
1 1 2
Faceto Face + CATI
Face to facet+ Self- 2 2
administered
questionnaires
Total 2 8 5 4 19
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Table 2.xviii. Methodological challenges met during the design of the survey

Major methodological challenges met during the design of the survey N %

Regar ding questionnair e construction
construction of the questionnaire to be accepted by most women
(progressive path from the easier facts to be said to the most intimate ones)

wording of violence in anot suggestive way ...

To add questions on fear of crime

combining sexual assault questions with the main survey form

To add the male component of the survey

To uncover cases of sexual violence and of physical/sexual violence by partners
Length

Total 10 244

PN R R P RPN

regarding sample
high standard error

coverage especially for telephone technique
migrants, dispersed, small population, homeless or living in group facilities or
institutions

representative
Total

regar ding the topic specificity
Sensitivity
definition of violent events
Underestimation, disclosure
Total

regarding the dissemination
presentation of results (in precise terms preventing from fal se interpretation),
media 2

construction of global indicators with aclear meaning 1
Total

O NN

19,5

g B W P

12,2

w

73
regarding interviewees
Sensitivity component in training
skilful interviewers
maintaining privacy
ethical and safety issues: maintaining safety of respondents and interviewers
interviewers - interviewees relationship
total
regar ding the technique and the methodology

0 P W N PP PP

19,5

change in methodol ogy to reduce cost
experiment in CATI

To manage a complex data set

Total

[ I e e

73
regarding non response
high percentage of refuse

w

non sample error 1
Total 4 98
Total responses 41
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Table 3.i. Typesof perpetratorsidentified in the questionnaire

Questionnaire
Number Percentage

Husband/partner 23 92
Ex-husband or ex-partner 21 84
Friends 21 84
Acquaintances at work or school 21 84
Stranger 21 84
Neighbour 19 76
Other family members 17 68
Father or my husband/partner’ s father 16 64
Other 16 64
Brotherg/Sisters or brotherg/sistersin law 14 56
Mother my husband/partener’ s mother 14 56
Sons/daughters fathered by husband/partner 14 56
Own song/daughters fathered by non-current 13 52
husband/partner

Sons/Daughters of current husband/partner (not one’'s own) 13 52

Table 3.ii. Severity and impacts of violence
Questionnaire
Number Percentme

Injuries 20 80

Victims use of medical service 18 72

Victims need to take time off from daily activities 11 44

Fear of bodily harm or death 13 52

Table 3.iii. Use of health and social services, informal supports
Questionnaire
Number Percentage

Victims use of medical service 18 72
Victims use of social, government services 19 76
Victims reporting to friends, family 19 76

Table 3.iv. Reporting to police and the criminal justice response

Questionnaire
Number Percentage
Victimsreporting to the police 21 &4

Charges brought against the offender 14 56
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Table4.i. Survey results wer e compared to data on crimesreported to police
Questionnaire
Number Percentage

Yes 9 36
No 12 48
No answer 4 16

Total 25 100
Table 4.ii. Typesof margin of error

Questionnaire
Number Percentage

95% confidence interval 3 12
Other Cls (0.03, 0.15, 0.1-0.2, 0.035) 9 36
Different according to data (group, territory, level, etc) 1 4
Not enough specified (published w SE, etc) 2 8
Unreliable data 0 0

Table4.iii. Availability of public use micro-data files

Questionnaire
Number Percentage
Yes 14 56
No 10 40
No answer 1 4
Total 25 100

Table4.iv. Availability of survey results on the Internet

Questionnaire
Number Percentage
Yes 17 68
No 5 20
No answer 3 12
Total 25 100
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ANNEX C

Qualitative and Quantitative Toolsto Improve Interviewers Performance

Quadlitative tools:

v' Pre-interviewing phase
1. simulations of real interviews before contacting a woman;
2. supervision during their first interviews;

v’ Interviewing phase
on-going supervision by one supervisor (for instance every four interviewers);
listening to afew interviews (almost every day);
listening devices during interviews;
frequent and on aregular basis debriefings sessions and councelling options,
feedbacks provided by other interviewers;
discussion about progress and issues arisen;
number of contact made by survey managers to solve any issues and provide support
where necessary;
10. use of monitoring measurs for nonresponse and disclosure of violence;

©ooN O~ W

v Post interviewing and interviewing phase
11. calls made to the interviewees to check the interviews.

Quantitative tools concerning the planning and implementation of performance indicators:

v Interviewing phase

1. indicators calculated on households contacted
- number and rate of completed interviews;
- interruption rate;
- refusal rate;
- non response rate;
- rate of households not in target;

2. indicators calculated on attempts of call:
- rate of calsthat have as outcome a nortresponse
- rate of appointments
- outcomes of the calls made by interviewers,

3. average length of interview;
4. analysisof questionnaire paths,
5. violence rates,
6. quality section to be fulfilled by interviewers at the end of the questionnaire on
interview and interviewee (difficulties met, woman availability and sincerity ....);
7. control charts;
v Post interviewing

analysis of data cleaning at the time of data entry by interviewers.
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ANNEX D
Non-responses and refusals. a deeper analysis

We re-calculated the non-response rates, when possible, on the basis of the further required information
summarised in the following table:

A B C D E F
Number of Number of Households
complete interrupted Refusals contacted but Households not ToFaI numbgr of households
. ) . ; . - . reached included in the sample
interviews interviews without an interview

The recalculated non-response rate is given by theratio C/ ( A + B + C), that represent actualy arefusal
rate. Non-responses usually include refusals, ineligibles and non contacts. The last two categories are
mainly determined by the interview techniques (face to face, phone, postal) and related sampling
directory used to draw statistical units®’. Refusals are also mainly related to: sensitivity of the subject,
interviewers' training, previous experience and skills, specific strategies used to reduce refusals as proxies
and/or substitutions of the selected person, reputation and acceptance of the ingtitution in charge of the
survey and type of participation(if mandatory or voluntary and eventualy with some sort of incentives).
Thus, from now on what we will cal “non-response rate” is actually the refusal rate, which will be
analysed in relation to the above-mentioned possible causes.

The calculation was possible for the following surveys:

AUSTRALIA General Socia Survey

AUSTRALIA Personal Safety Survey

DENMARK Violence against women survey

FINLAND Faith, hope, battering

FRANCE National French survey on violence against women

ITALY Citizen' s safety survey

MEXICO National Survey on the Dynamics of Relationships within Households.
POLAND International Violence Against Women Survey (IVAWS)

SERBIA AND MONTENEGRO "WHO Multi-country study on Women's Health and Domestic Violence"
SPAIN Violence Against Women Macro-Survey

USA Full report of the Prevalence, Incidence, and Consequences of Violence Against Women
USA National Crime Victimisation Survey

but for Denmark, Finland, Mexico, Poland and the USA Nationa Crime Victimization Survey the
detailed data for interrupted interviews (B) was not available, so it was not considered in the
corresponding denominators.

2" Directories can be not updated about household address changes (could be not contact), or about business offices
that took over where there were previous household dwelling place (ineligible unit), etc. Also not contact depends
on alist sample design or RDD sample design.
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For the following surveys the details specified above were not available, so different strategy were
considered:

AUSTRALIA International Violence Against Women Survey (IVAWS) — Australian component
AUSTRALIA Crime and Safety Survey

CANADA Violence Against Women Survey

CANADA Genera Social Survey on Victimization

Hedlth, Well-Beeing and Personal Safety of Women in Germany: A representative studiy of

GERMANY women in Germany.

NORWAY The hidden violence?

SWEDEN Captured Queen. Men’s violence against women in “equal” Sweden — a prevalence study
SWITZERLAND Violence against women

UK British Crime Survey

For both Canadian surveys, the sum of the provided household and individua non-response rates were
considered. For the Austrdian IVAWS, Germany, Norway, Sweden and Switzerland the provided
individua non-response rate was considered, while for UK and Crime and Safety Australian survey the
complement to 100 of the percentage of completed interviews among the total number of households
included in the sample was calculated (rate for individuals in the case of Australia).
No data to calculate non-response rates were available for

REPUBLIC OF MOLDOVA

Sociological survey “Domestic violence against women “

ITALY

Women Safety Survey

EUICS

European Crime and Safety Survey

asthe italian survey is ill on field, while the Republic of Moldova survey did not provide information
about non-responses and EUICS surveys provided a non-response rate of 50% indicating 2000 compl eted
interviews and 2000 households/individuas as the size of sample last time the survey was carried out.
Finally the following rates were considered:

AUSTRALIA | International Violence Against Women Survey (IVAWS) — Australian component 58.1%*
AUSTRALIA | Genera Socia Survey 1.78%*
AUSTRALIA | Crime and Safety Survey 20.81%
AUSTRALIA | Personal Safety Survey 20.41%*
CANADA Violence Against Women Survey 36.00%
CANADA Genera Socia Survey on Victimization 12,60%
DENMARK Violence against women survey 19.73%*
FINLAND Faith, hope, battering 1.31%*
FRANCE National French survey on violence against women 45.46%*
Health, Well-Being and Personal Safety of Women in Germany: A representative study of
GERMANY [ women in Germany. 48.00%
ITALY Citizen's safety survey 17.10%*
MEXICO National Survey on the Dynamics of Relationships within Households. 2.86%*
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POLAND International Violence Against Women Survey (IVAWS) 22.20%*
NORWAY The hidden violence? 44.00%
SERBIA AND

MONTENEG

RO "WHO Multi-country study on Women's Health and Domestic Violence" 6.30%*
SPAIN Violence Against Women Macro-Survey 4.58%*
SWEDEN Captured Queen. Men’s violence against women in “equal” Sweden — a prevalence study 30.00%
SWITZERLA

ND Violence against women 28.10%
UK British Crime Survey 49.61%
USA Full report of the Prevalence, Incidence, and Consequences of Violence Against Women 42 .55%*
USA National Crime Victimisation Survey 7.75%*

Rate with (*) refer to refusal rate

Therefusal rate variesfrom 1,8% to 58,1% and the non-responserate, dueto both refusals and
other causes of non-answer, are very different. Anyway, in the 66,7% of surveysit islessthan 30%.

Table 1 Non responserate

N %
lessor equal 10% 6 28,6
10% <rate<=20% 3 14,3
20% <rate <= 30% 5 238
30% < rate <= 50% 6 28,6
>50% rate 1 4.8
Total 21 100,0

Analysis of non response rates

All the information on norresponses so far discussed, will be considered and anadysed in the following
paragraph, in which the different profile of each survey is taken into account along with the level of non-
response rate in the survey.

Surveyswith a global non-responserate lessor equal 10%
The Australia survey is a multipurpose survey that includes a module on victimization with some

guestions on women victimization, while the USA survey is a continuous victimization survey (panel)
with specific questions on women victimization. The australian survey is performed by the national
satistical ingtitute and USA survey is performed by the Bureau of Justice Statistics. Finland, Mexico,
Serbia and Montenegro, Spain are ad hoc surveys, performed mainly by nationa statistical institutes
(Finland, Mexico and Spain), or by UN institutions (WHO for Serbia and Montenegro). Most of the
above-mentioned surveys are face to face (on paper, while only the Australian one uses a CAPI
technique), Spain and USA allow also CATI interviews. Finland is a postal survey. Only the survey in
USA interviews al persons in the households older than 12, while the others interview only one person,
either selected from the household at second stage, or directly through an individua sampling (Finland
and Spain).

Australia, Mexico, Spain and USA provided estimates representative both at national and first regional level,
Finland at nationa level only. Serbia and Montenegro estimates are representative for capital city.
Audtralia, Finland, Serbia and USA informed citizens in advance of the incoming interview by an
advance letter. The possibility of repeated contacts was alowed by USA, Australia and Serbia and
Montenegro, the last offering also this possibility at different times of the day. All the examined surveys
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provide tools and information to convert refusals, but Spain, which considers only the possibility to
substitute the woman who refused with another from the same location.

One of the main reasons of non-response was lack of trust due to political and security issues in the
country, as in Serbia and Montenegro, or lack of time, as in Spain. The remaining surveys indicated
mainly refusals and non-contacts.

USA and Australia allowed for proxies in case of severe illness or disabilities, and USA aso did so in
case of children under 14 years of age only when parents did not give the permission to interview them,
and for persons temporarily absent for the entire enumeration period.

Serbia and Montenegro survey considers some basic information available from the household selection
guestionnaire (in particular age) about non-respondents. Also Spain and USA collected some lasic
information on non-respondents.

Table 2: Surveys with a global nonresponse rate less or equal 10%

AUSTRALIA Genera Socia Survey Cross-sec. face lindselectinh

FINLAND Faith, hope, battering Cross-sec. postal ind. sample
Nationa Survey on the Dynamics of Relationships within

MEXICO Households Cross-sec. face lind selectin h

SERBIA AND "WHO Multi-country study on Women's Health and Domestic

MONTENEGRO | Violence" Cross-sec. face lind selectinh

SPAIN Violence Against Women Macro-Survey Cross-sec. | face+ cati ind. sample

All ind. older
USA National Crime Victimisation Survey panel face + cati than 12
Total of surveys 6

Surveyswith a global non-response rate10% < rate <= 20%

Only the Denmark survey is a specific women victimisation survey, the two others having an included
module on women victimisation (the canadian survey is a multipurpose one, while the Italian survey isa
victimization survey with a section on violence against women).

The canadian and italian surveys were performed by national statistical institutes, while for Denmark the
Ministry of justice was responsible of the survey. All the above considered surveys are cross-sectiona
and CATI; in the case of Italy only one individual was interviewed, after being randomly selected among
family components of age ranging between 14-59, while the other two surveys are based on a sample of
individuals.

All the considered surveys provide representative estimates at nationa level, but also at first regiona
level in the case of Canada and Italy: at Census metropolitan level in Canada, and for 19 regions and 2
provincesin Italy.

Both Canada and Italy informed the citizens in advance of the incoming survey: in the case of Italy by a
letter from the ISTAT Presdent, while Canada sent a letter to refusa individuals to gain their
cooperation. Many efforts in training interviewers to avoid or convert refusals were made both for the
Italian and for the Canadian surveys, in the last case aso by recruiting ad hoc senior interviewers.

One of the main reasons of refusals was the length of the surveys: Italian module on women victimization
isinserted as the last section on victimization.

No proxies were alowed, with the exception of the Italian surveys which used them to obtain structural
characteristics of household components in order to randomly select the individua to interview. Istat
alowed the substitution firstly of the selected person and secondarily of the household in case there was
no other eligible person in the family or in the case of a definitive refuse or impossibility to contact the
household. Also Denmark alowed the substitution of the selected woman, both in case of refusal and of
no contact. None of the considered surveys conducted follow-up works to cope with missing data from
incomplete questionnaires/interviews.
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Only Italy collected some basic information on non-respondents.

Table 3: Surveyswith aglobal non-response rate 10% < rate <= 20%
CANADA General Socia Survey on Victimization Cross-sec. cati | ind sample
DENMARK Violence against women survey Cross-sec. cati | ind sample
ITALY Multipurpose Survey - Citizen's safety survey Cross-sec. cati | 1indselectinh*
Total of surveys 3

*: "select in h” means household sample, specifying how many individuas were interviewed

Surveyswith a global non-response rate20% < rate <= 30%

All these surveys are surveys on violence, meaning they are specific on the topic, but the Australian ones
which only have modules on women victimization, . All the surveys performed with the face to face
technique are performed at the respondents home.

The two Australian surveys are performed by the national bureau of statistics, while the other surveys by
Universities (Poland and Sweden), or by a research ingtitute (Switzerland Criminology Institute). Two
surveys are panel (Crime and safety Australian survey and the Switzerland one), while the others are
cross-sectional.

Crime and safety survey interviewed al persons in the households, while the others only one person,
randomly selected in the case of the Swiss and the Australian personal safety survey household samples.
Egtimates are representative at national level for al the considered surveys. Only for the more populous
states in Australia the Persona Safety Survey estimates are still representative.

Both the Australian surveys informed in advance respondents.

Poland underlines the effort made in training the interviewers in order to avoid and convert refusas,
stressing the importance for the survey to gain women interest and cooperation. Switzerland instead, re-
called households whose selected individual refused, in order to try to interview another woman in the
same household.

Not contact nor language problems were the main reason indicated for non-response respectively by
Poland and Sweden, while the information is missing for the other surveys.

No proxies were allowed with the exception of Switzerland for woman younger than 18. The Crime and
Safety Australian survey alowed the possibilities of two mail follow-ups and partial telephone follow-up
to gather missing data from incomplete questionnaires/interviews.

No survey collected information on non-respondents, with the exception of the Australian Crime and
Safety survey, which collected details of non respondents from the labour force survey.

Table4: Surveys with a global non-response rate 20% < rate <= 30%

all personsin
AUSTRALIA Crime and Safety Survey Pane postal h

1ind select
AUSTRALIA | Personal Safety Survey CIOSSSEC. | facercati |inp
POLAND International Violence Against Women Survey (IVAWS) Cross-sec. | face ind sample

Captured Queen. Men’s violence against women in “equal” Cross-sec.
SWEDEN Sweden — a prevalence study postal ind sample
. . ) 1ind select

SWITZERLAND | Violence against women Panel cati inh
Total of surveys 5
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Surveyswith a global non-response rate30% < rate <= 50%

The UK survey is the only multipurpose one with an included module in victimization.

The french and german surveys are performed by universities, Norway and USA surveys by Research
institutes and Canada and UK surveys by governmental offices as nationa statistic office for Canada and
the Home office for UK.

All the considered surveys are cross-sectional, three of them are performed by a CATI technique (Canada,
France and USA), two by mixed face to face and self (CASI) technique (Germany and UK), and Norway
by a postal questionnaire. Both the two face-to-face surveys are performed at the respondents home.
Only one person was interviewed, with the exception of the survey in UK, which interviewed persons
aged 16-24 in a selection of households. France and USA both used the birthday method to select one
component in the selected household, the other surveys used individual samples.

All the estimates are representative at a national level, with the exception of the norwegian survey, which
was conducted in Oslo. Canadian and UK estimates are representative at first and second regional levels
too.

Only France and Germany informed people in advance. Repeated calls to obtain the contact (15 for
France and 5 for USA) and the possibility to schedule the call according to respondents’ preferences were
allowed by France, UK and USA. Also Germany dlowed the possibility of further appointments to

complete the interviews, according to respondents’ preferences. A specific training for interviewers was
considered in UK to face non-response.

Canada and UK identify in not-contacts and refusals the main causes of non response, while France
indicates the length of the interview. In Canada aso language difficulties increased non-responses.

No proxies were alowed by most of the surveys, with the only exception of UK in the case of language
difficulties. Follow up were considered by USA to verify information regarding stalking when a
corresponding victimization period of 10 years or more was indicated by respondents.

France and Germany were the only two surveys that collected basic information on the non-respondents
by a short questionnaire.

Table5: Surveyswith aglobal non-response rate 30% < rate <= 50%

CANADA Violence Against Women Survey Cross-sec. cati ind sample

FRANCE National French survey on violence against women Cross-sec. cai rl] ind select in
Health, Well-Beeing and Personal Safety of Women in Cross-sec.

GERMANY Germany: A representative studiy of women in Germany. facetsdf | ind sample

NORWAY The hidden violence? Cross-sec. postal ind sample

UK British Crime Survey Cross-sec. face+self | lim.n°ind.in h
Full report of the Prevalence, Incidence, and Consequences of Cross-sec. lind sdlectin

USA Violence Against Women cati h

Total of surveys 6

Surveys with a global non-response rate > 50%

The Augtrdian IVAWS Survey is performed by the Australian Ingtitute of Criminology. It is a CATI

cross-sectiona survey based on a household sample, interviewing only one person selected according to
the nearest birthday of a femae householder aged between 18 and 69. Estimates are representative at
nationd leve.

Respondents were informed in advance of the interview when alink was possible between the randomly
extracted phone number and the corresponding address. The letter was addressed to ‘Ms' to minimise the
chance that a male household member would open the envelope.

The phone number was called up to 6 timesin case of no answer and the calls were spread over different
times of the day and week, to increase the probability of response. Refusal was the main reason of non-
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response, and the possibility to substitute the woman in the household was alowed. No proxies nor
follow ups were alowed to gather information for incomplete questionnaire, thus no information on non-
respondents were collected.

Table6: Surveyswith agloba not response rate > 50%

AUSTRALIA

International Violence Against Women Survey
(IVAWS) — Australian component Cross-sec.

cati | lindselectinh

Total of surveys

Other analyses on non-response rates

In the next tables it is possible to observe the different surveys behaviour, andysed by their refusal rate,
in respect to variables regarding the level of estimates, the non-respondents and the effect of training
length in reducing refusal rate.

Most of surveys that provide estimates at national and at first regional level are National Statistical
Office, with the exception of USA surveys, performed by the US Department of Justice.

Table 7: Provide estimates both at national and at first regional level*:

Country Survey name (English)

IAUSTRALIA General Socia Survey

SPAIN \Violence Against Women Macro-Survey
USA National Crime Victimisation Survey
CANADA General Socia Survey on Victimization
ITALY Citizen's safety survey

IAUSTRALIA Personal Safety Survey

CANADA \Violence Against Women Survey

UK British Crime Survey

* transparent for non response rates <=10%; light grey when 10%<non response rate<=20%; grey when
20%<non response rate<=30%; medium grey when 30%<non response rate<=50%; very grey when non
response rate>50%.

Table 8: Callecting basic information on the non respondent*:

SERBIA AND
MONTENEGRO "WHO Multi-country study on Women's Health and Domestic Violence" facepaper
SPAIN Violence Against Women Macro-Survey facepaper + cati
USA National Crime Victimisation Survey facepaper +cati
ITALY Citizen's safety survey Cati
AUSTRALIA Crime and Safety Survey Postal
FRANCE National French survey on violence against women Cati

Hedlth, Well-Being and Personal Safety of Women in Germany: A representative
GERMANY study of women in Germany. facepaper + casi
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* transparent for non response rates <=10%; light grey when 10%<non response rate<=20%; grey when
20%-<non response rate<=30%; medium grey when 30%<non response rate<=50%; very grey when non
response rate>50%.

A way to dedl with non-response is substituting the respondent when not al the persons of the household
have to be interviewed (also in case of individua sample).

Table9: Substituting the respondent when not all the person of the household haveto be
inter viewed*

Both for refusal than for not contact

SPAIN Violence Against Women Macro-Survey**
DENMARK Violence against women survey***
ITALY Citizen' s safety survey
POLAND International Violence Against Women Survey (IVAWS)***
SWITZERLAND | Violence against women
FRANCE National French survey on violence against women
only for refusal
AUSTRALIA | International Violence Against Women Survey (IVAWS) — Australian component

* transparent for non response rates <=10%; light grey  when 10%-<non response rate<=20%; grey when
20%-<non response rate<=30%; medium grey when 30%<non response rate<=50%; very grey when non
response rate>50%.

**individual sample: awoman of the same location

***individud sample

The length of the training given to interviewers does not look significantly correlated with non-response
rates nor with the type of survey, both in the case of a module in a multipurpose survey or victimization
survey, and of a specific dedicated survey.

Among the countries with lower non-response rates Mexico dedicated more time to the interviewers
training (5 days) and Australia the lesser (2 days).

Training period range is mostly 24 days, with the relevant exception of Canadian Violence against
women survey (8 days) and Australian IVAWS and Germany survey (1 day).

Most of the training given to interviewers resulted in the drafting of manuals which are comprehensive of
the background, purposes and procedures of the survey (selff or with lectures), role-playing and mock
interview. In the case of computer assistance in interviewing also some in-class practice on the electronic
guestionnaire was required.

Table 10: Length (in days or weeks) of the training given to inter viewer s*

AUSTRALIA General Socia Survey 2 days

National Survey on the Dynamics of Relationshipswithin
MEXICO Households. 5 days

"WHO Multi-country study on Women's Health and
SERBIA AND MONTENEGRO Domestic Violence" 3 weeksor less
USA National Crime Victimisation Survey 4% days
CANADA General Socia Survey on Victimization 2 days
ITALY Citizen' s safety survey 4 days
AUSTRALIA Personal Safety Survey 3days
POLAND International Violence Against Women Survey (IVAWS) 3days — 6 days




ECE/CES/GE.30/2006/6

Page 59
(including pilot)
SWITZERLAND Violence against women 2 days
CANADA Violence Against Women Survey 8 days
FRANCE National French survey on violence against women 3days
Health, Well-Being and Personal Safety of Women in
GERMANY Germany: A representative study of women in Germany. 1 day
UK British Crime Survey 4 days

Full report of the Prevalence, Incidence, and Consequences of
USA Violence Against Women 2 days

International Violence Against Women Survey (IVAWS) —
AUSTRALIA Australian component 1 day

* transparent for non response rates <=10%; light grey when 10%<non response rate<=20%,; grey when 20%<non response

rate<=30%; medium grey when 30%<non response rate<=50%; very grey when non response rate>50%.

Conclusions on quality and non response

Looking at the data inventory, what emerges is the richness, complexity and variability of the different
experiences. Yet it's not easy to evauate quality in a multifaceted world that seems to have no common
language. To address quality, it means first of al to define what quality is. Common definitions are
necessary, just as much as common tools to monitor it. Different instruments can be used and can fit
differently according to the context, but we have to identify a common background also in methodology,
a starting point.

Anaysing non-response rates was a hard experience. The difficulty was in finding a common lead, a
common language and aso in this case our mother tongues differ. Perhaps we need to start in defining a
common vocabulary.

Furthermore, to assess quality, it's not sufficient to look at the refusal rate, since quality is achieved from
different points, thanks to an effort that involves several steps of data production. It’'s important to look at
the sample size too, as well as, at the same time, to the planned territoria level estimates. In the design of
a survey attention should be paid to these matters, since the data consistency can be at risk when these
criteriaare not present al together at the same time.

An indicator of the quality of the survey is the non-response rate. Analysing non-response rates was a
hard experience. The difficulty was in finding a common lead, a common language and also in this case
our mother tongues differ. Perhaps we need to start in defining a common vocabulary, to arrange common
definitions and common tools to monitor it. Finally arefusal rate was re-calculated and analyzed, related
to reasons of non-response, interviewers training and previous experience and skills, specific strategies
used to reduce refusals as proxies and/or substitutions of the selected person, typologies of the ingtitutions
in charge of the survey and corresponding type of participation (if mandatory or voluntary and eventually
with some sort of incentives). In the 66,7% of surveysit is less than 30%. One of the non-response reason
was the length of the interview. It differs accordingly to dedicated or module surveys, the first ones
lasting more. Also face to face interviews are more likely to last more.

Mainly dedicated surveys answered about the main difficulties met during the design of the survey (some
solved, some not). The panorama looks very complex and difficulties encompass. content,
methodological problems, dissemination and sample reliability.

The main difficulties are related to the specificity and sensitivity of the issue of violence, and involve:
guestionnaire construction, definition of different types of violence, the interviewer-interviewee
relationship, the design and size of the sample, coverage of sparse sub-populations and also non-
responses, methodol ogy and dissemination.
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Major problems that still need to be solved concern again: coverage (especialy for phone surveys), the
technique chosen to collect data on violence, women's disclosure, data dissemination.

Quality is achieved by checking severd factors, in an effort that involves severa steps of data production.
It isimportant to look at the sample size, as well as to the planned territorial level estimates. In the design
of a survey attention should be paid to al the above matters, since the data consistency can be at risk

when they are not all faced and/or present at the same time.
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ANNEX E
UNECE questionnaire on gender-based surveys

Questionnaire

The analysis of the questionnaires collected from the countries will be made public and will help to take stock of the current
practices used in countries to measure gender-based violence and to identify the steps towards a better harmonization of methods

Country:

Contact details of respondent:

Name:

Institution:

Functiona role:

Address:

Email:

Telephone: Fax:

Please indicate below what type of household surveys havebeen conducted to collect data on crimein the country in the
last 10 years, including nationally designed surveys, I nternational Crime Victimization Survey (ICVS) or others (please
select all it applies):

[ Ad hoc victimisation survey(s)

] Periodic victimisation survey(s)

] Continuous victimisation survey

O Multipurpose surveys with the inclusion of amodule on victimisation

] Violence against women survey(s)

[ Other (please specify):

[ No data on crime have been collected in the last 10 years through household surveys

Please fill a copy of the questionnaire (pages 2 to 9) for each survey carried out or planned, unless two or
more surveys have been carried out (or will be carried out) in different years but adopting the same
methodology. Please also indicate the progressive form number (1, 2...)

If the survey was conducted by a different organization and the questionnaire cannot be completed, please
provide the name of the institution that carried out the survey and information on a contact person if
available.

Country: Form Number:

Part 1.A — General questions on the survey:

1. Survey name
Survey namein original language:
Survey namein English:

2. Type of survey:

O] Victimisation survey

[ Multipurpose survey with the inclusion of amodule on victimisation (Where in the survey was the module on victimization
located?): O Violence against women survey

[ Other (please specify):

3. Main objectives of the survey (please select all it applies):

] To measure dark figure/unreported crimes

[ To measure victimization

[ To measure fear of crime and insecurity

[ To measure crime prevention measures, security systems and/or strategies
[ To measure uncivil behaviours and social decay

L] To measure attitude towards the police and the criminal justice system

[ Other (please specify):

4. Institution mainly responsible for this survey and contact person:
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Institution:

Department:

Name contact person:

E-mail:

Telephone number: Fax:

5. Other institutionsinvolved in thissurvey:
Providing funding:

Providing expertise:

Providing institutional support:

Other roles:

6. Wasthe International CrimeVictimization Survey (ICVS) standardised form used in the survey?
O Yes, full original form was used

[ Yes, part of the original form was used

O Yes, adapted form was used

[ No, but there are comparable questions

L] No, the ICV'S form was not used

O Other, please specify:

7. Period in which the survey was last conducted®:
Please indicate the year(s) and month(s):
The next year/month in which the survey is expected to be carried out (if applicable):

8. Frequency of the survey:
O Onetime
O Every years since

O Irregular, Please indicate the years when it was carried out:
O Yearly, since

] Continuous (monthly, quarterly), since:

[ Other (Please specify)

9. Reference population used for the survey:

Age:

[ Information was collected on persons of all ages

[ Information was collected only on persons aged between and (please specify)
[ Information was collected on persons aged years and more

Sex:

] Information was collected on both males and females

O Information was collected on females only

] Information was collected on males only

Population livingin institutions:

O Information was collected on persons living in private households

O Information was collected on persons living in ingtitutions, like homes for the elderly or hospitals (please specify which
categories of institutions):

10. Did thereference population change for selected types of crime?

[ Yes, Please indicate the types of crimes and the related population considered

[ No

11. Number of interviewersengaged in the survey:

12. Werethey in-houseinterviewersor was an external survey company involved?
13. Sex distribution of interviewers:

Women: %

Men: %

14. L anguage(s) in which the survey was carried out:

28 |ndicate time of fieldwork/interviewing. For multipurpose surveys, please report only the time when a
victimization module was included (or it is planned to be included)
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15. What wastheintroductory statement used to introduce respondentsto the survey/module (please translate into
English)?

16. Was the survey mandatory or voluntary?
] Mandatory

O Voluntary

[ Other, please specify:

Part 1.B — Questions on survey methodology:

1. Survey design:

[ Cross-sectional study

O Panel study

] Combination of a cross-sectional and panel study
[ Other (please specify):

2. Mode of data collection used for the survey (select all it applies):
[ Faceto face interviews at the respondent's home using paper questionnaire
[ Faceto face interviews at the respondent's home using electronic questionnaire - CAPI
[ Face to face interviews elsewhere (please specify):
O Seif-administered questionnaires
L] cAS
O Postal questionnaire
[ Other, please specify:
O Telephoneinterviews (CATI)
O] Internet survey
[0 Combinations or other modes (please specify and provide exp lanations if two or more modes

are used):
Were respondents informed in advance (through letter, etc.) about the forthcoming interview? (yes/no):

3. Ingeneral two types of sample are possible to select households or individuals.
Which of these was used thelast time the survey wascarried out?

[ A sample of households - go to question no. 4

O A sample of individuals = go to question no. 6

[ Not applicable > go to question no. 7

4. If ahousehold samplewas drawn: which persons of the household wer e interviewed for the survey?
O Only one person

[ A limited number of persons of the household, namely persons

[ All persons of the household of a certain age (please specify: )

[ All persons of the household

[ Other, please specify: -> go to question no. 7

5. How wereindividuals within households selected?

O Random

O Any responsible adult method

] Birthday method (please specify if |ast birthday or next birthday was used: )
[ Other, please specify:

6. If asampleof individualswas drawn: were other persons belonging to the household interviewed aswell?
[ Yes, al members of the household were selected

[ Yes, some members of the household were selected (please specify: )

[ No other persons were interviewed

7.  What kind of sampling procedure was applied?

O A multistage probability sample > go to question no. 8

[ A simple probability sample 2 go to question no. 11

[ Other procedure, namely: -> go to question no. 11

8. If amultistage probability sample was taken: which variables were used for the stratification?
(tick morethan one answer if necessary)
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O Age

O sex

L1 Marital status

O Geographic area

[ Degree of urbanization
O Other, namely:

9. If amultistage probability sample was taken: was over sampling applied for certain groups of persongareas?

O Yes, namely for:
1 No

10. Wasa substitution strategy applied to reach the desired sample size for certain groups of persons/ar eas?
O Yes, namely for:
O No

11. What sizewasthe samplethelast timethe survey wascarried out?
(net sample size, exclusive of non-response).

Number of households:

Number of persons:

12. Atwhat territorial level the sampleisrepresentative?
(] National level

O First regional level

[ Second regional level

[ Other please specify:

13. What reference period was used for the reporting of crimes? (tick more than one answer if necessary)
[ six months (e.g. only crimes occurred in the 6 months before the survey were to be reported)

[ Oneyear

O Threeyears

U] Fiveyears

O] Lifetime

] Other:

14. Weresomeof theabovelisted reference periodsused only to report selected types of crime?
O Yes, please specify:
[ No

15. Special measurestaken to reduce the telescoping effect

When collecting information on events occurred in the past, atypical distortion is caused by the so-called “telescoping effect”, by
which the respondent remembers an event as if it had occurred more recently than in fact took place. Pleaseindicate if any of the
specific measures listed below or other measures were taken to reduce the tel escoping effect (please tick more than one answer if
necessary):

] Reporting of the event date

O Use of funnel questions

[ Reducing of the reference period

[ Use of panel data

O Other, please specify:

O No specific measures were taken

16. What wasthe overall percentage of non-response the last timethe survey was carried out?
(number of responding household or individuals/ number of sampled households or individuals)
Percentage non-response: % (households)

Percentage non-response: % (individuals)

17. What wasthe average time taken to complete the survey? (If victimization module, please indicate the length of the
module and thetotal length of the survey)

18. Information on non-response
Please indicate which were the main causes of non-response (based on objective indicators or subjective comments):
Please indicate if any specific measure was taken to reduce non-response:

19. Inthe case of non-response: was basic information on the non-respondents collected by
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e.g. means of a short questionnaire?
O Yes
O No

20. Oneway of dealing with non-responseisto select a new respondent if a respondent refuses or cannot be contacted.
Was thismethod used the last time the survey was carried out?

U] Yes, in case of refusal

[ Yes, in cases where a respondent could not be contacted (for example because the respondent is not available or ill)

[ Yes, in both cases
O No

21. Wasany follow-up work conducted to gather missing data from incomplete questionnair es/inter views?
L] Yes, please specify:
[ No

22. For whom were proxy interviews used in the survey?

(tick morethan one answer if necessary)

[ No proxies were allowed

[ All children under years of age (please specify the age limit)

] Children under years of age only when parents did not give the permission to interview the child
[ Persons not at home at the time of the interview

[ Persons not able to reply (e.g. because of illness or disabilities)

[ Other categories (please specify):

23. Training of interviewers (in case of multipurpose surveys, pleaserefer to the training on the module on victimization
only):

Please indicate the length (in days or weeks) of the training given to interviewers:

Please indicate the training method(s) (ex. Lectures, manuals, videos...):

Please indicate if special psychological training and/or support was provided to interviewers to deal with “sensitive survey

content” (e.g. sexual abuse, domestic violence...):

24. Weretheresultsof the survey compared with data on crimesreported to the police?
[ Yes, please provide documentation on studies that have been conducted to date
O No

25. |If thelCVSwasconducted in conjunction with another survey or a crime module wasincluded in another survey,
please provide comments or documentation on the compar ability of the data:

26. What arethe major methodological challenges met during the design of the survey?
27. Aretheremajor problemsin the design of the survey that still need to be addr essed?

28. Isthereapublic use microdata file?
O Yes

O No

29. Aresurvey resultsavailable on internet?
L] Yes, please provide the internet address:

[ Yes, inthelCVSinternational database

O No

30. Wereprinted reports published with theresults of the surveys?

[ Yes, please provide title, language, date and any other reference information:
O Yes, aspart of the ICVS analysis

O No

31. If thesurvey results have been made public, what margin of error was adopted in presenting the results?

32. Additional comments:
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Part 2- Questions on VAW
1. Wastheinformation on gender -based violence recorded for men as well?
[ Yes, Was the same questionnaire used?

1 No

2. Were quality performance indicators calculated during and after the fieldwork?
[ Yes, Please indicate how often these indicators were cal cul ated?
O every day
[ every week
(] end of survey
O other
O No

3. Were specific tools used to check theinterviewers behavior and performance?
O] Yes, Please describe.

1 No

4. What kind of professional expertise was used in carrying out the training of interviewers?

0] Statistician [J Medical doctor
[ Psychologists ] Community services
[ Sociologists [ Other

5. Were special arrangements made to ensur e confidentiality of respondents and safety of women?

Confidentiality:
O] Yes, Please specify.
O No

Safety:
O Yes, Please specify.
J No

6. Werethefollowing indicator s produced/disseminated?

Prevalence of violence:
O] Yes, Please specify.
] No

Incidence of violence:
O] Yes, Please specify.
1 No

Severity of violence:
O Yes, Please specify.
O No

Attitude towards violence:
(] Yes, Please specify.
] No

Others:

O] Yes, Please specify.
O No
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Table 1. Werethefollowing topicsincluded in the Survey/M odule?
Number of incidents Wasit included inthe |Definition Comments
survey?
Injuries Yes[] NoO
Fear of bodily harm or death Yes[] No[l
Victims use of medical services Yes[] Noll
Victims use of social, government services Yes[] Noll
Victims reporting to anyone (friends, family) Yes No[
Victims need to take time off from daily Yes[] No[l
activities
Victimsreporting to the police Yes[] Noll
Charges brought against the offender Yes No[
Attitude towards gender -based violence Yes[] No[

Table 2. What types of perpetratorswereidentified in the Survey/Module?

Weasit identified in | Comments

the survey?
Hushand/partner Yes[] No[l
Sons/daughters fathered by husband/partner Yes[] No[l
Own song/daughters fathered by non-current Yes No[l
husband/partner
Sons/Daughters of current husband/partner (not one's Yes NoO
own)
Father or my husband/partner’s father Yes[] NoO
Mother my husband/partner’ s mother Yes[] Noll
Brotherg/sisters or brothers/sisters-in-law Yes[] No[l
Other family members Yes[] No[]
Ex husband or expartner YesO NoO
Friends Yes[] NoO
Neighbor Yes[] Noll
Acquaintances at work or school Yes[] No[l
Stranger Yes[] No[]
Other Yes[] NoO

Table 3. Please provide the following infor mation related to responses and non-responses.

Number

Completeinterviews

Interrupted interviews
Refusals

Household contacted but without an interview
Household not reached

Total number of households included in the sample
We are interested in the collection of data on definitions used on violence and its specific components. In the table below we
present different types of violence and would like to know if each of the individual component was included in the Survey.

We would appreciate if the prevalence rate over specified period of time (6-moth, 1-year, 3-year, 5-year and lifetime) could
also be reported.




ECE/CES/GE.30/2006/6

Page 68
Table4. Definitions and prevalence of violence by recall periods: 6-month, 1-year, 3-year, 5-year and Lifetime
rates.
Type of violence Wasit included Prevalence of women who experienced violence according to the
in the survey? reference period used in the survey.
6 month| 1year | 3years| 5years |Lifetime Comments

Physical Violence
Pushed, grabbed, shoved YesJ | NoL1
Threatened to hit Yes[1| Nol
Threw something Yes[1| Nol
Slapped Yes[]| Noll
<icked, it or hit YesLI| Nol
Hit with something Yes | NoL
eat Up Yes [ No
Choked Yes[]| Nol
Jsed or threatened with a gun or| Yes[J [ No[J
<nife
Other Yes[l| Nol

Sexual Violence

Physically forced to have sexual| Yes[] | No [
ntercourse when she did not want
0

Had sexual intercourse when shel Yes[] | No [
Jdid want to but she was afraid of
~hat partner might do

Was forced to do something Yesd | No[
sexual that she found degrading ot
aumiliating
Other Yes | NoL

Psychological Violence: control | Yes[J [ No [
- including  psychological| Yes[] | No [

narassment
Isolates her Yes[]| Nol
Torments her constantly Yes[l| Nol

Hinders her from visiting her Yes[J [ No [
family or to keep in touch with
‘riends and neighbors

Ignores her or treated hef Yesd | Noll
ndifferently
3ot angry when she spoke with| Yes[J [ No [
another man
Expected her to ask permission| Yes[] [ No[J
Jefore seeking hedth care for

terself

Decides what she can do or not do| Yes L] | No [
Emotional blackmail Yes | NoL
Dther Yes[1| Nol
Psychological Violence: berating

Verbal abuse Yes[1| Nol
Humiliates her Yes | NoL

. Says that what she does i Yes( | NoO
always wrong
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Doesn't care about her needs (you| Yes[LI | No [
have the worst place at home, the

worst of the medls, etc.).

Blames her in front of yourl Yes[J | Noll
children

Perpetrator has done things td Yes[] | Noll
scare or intimidate her on purpose

Perpetrator has threatened to hurt| Yes[1 | No [
someone she cared about

Other Yes | NoL
Stalking

Followed or spied on her Yes[l| Nol
Sent her unsolicited letters of Yes[J | No[
written correspondence

Made unsolicited phone calls to Yes[] | No[]
her

Stood outside her home, school, of Yes L] | No [
workplace

Left unwanted items for her to| Yes[J | No[]
find

Tried to communicate in otherl Yes[] [ No [
way's against her will

Vandalized her property o YesL1| Noll
destroyed something she loved

Made direct or indirect threats to| Yes[[] | No[
harm her, her children, relatives,

friends or pets

Other YesJ | NoL
Economic Violence

Doesn't value her work Yes | NoL
Refusesto let her go out towork | Yes[L] | No[]
Takes the money she earn YesJ | NoL
Does not pay his fair share of thg Yes[L] | No[]
household expenses

Doesn't value her work Yes | NoL
Other YesJ | NoL

Please attach the questionnaire used for the survey, theinterview manual and any other material relevant for a better

under standing of the methodology used (in the original language and in English if available)




