IN BRIEF

FOR ALL
WOMEN
AND GIRLS

INTIMATE PARTNER FEMICIDE (IPF)
IN KENYA

Executive Summary

This technical brief emerges from Kenya's socio-cultural
analysis of femicide (UN Women Kenya report, 2026)
and examines Intimate Partner Femicide (IPF) as
the most prevalent form of femicide in the country.
The evidence shows that IPF is highly predictable
and preventable, representing the fatal end of a
continuum of intimate partner violence marked by
coercive control, threats, and repeated warning signals.
Most women killed by current or former partners had
experienced prior abuse, sought help, or attempted to
leave, with risk peaking during separation or disclosure.
Killings predominantly occur in private spaces, and
perpetrators are overwhelmingly known to the victim.
Despite clear early indicators, institutional responses
frequently fail due to delayed police action, weak
evidence handling, inadequate protection orders, and
bail decisions that ignore risk. Preventing IPF requires
shifting from reactive responses to early, coordinated
intervention including first-hour response protocols,
survivor-centred protection, strengthened justice
coordination, and data systems that identify and act
on risk before violence becomes lethal.

1) Introduction

Scale, profile and why IPF is
preventable

Intimate Partner Femicide (IPF) is the
most prevalent form of femicide in
Kenya and represents a predictable,
preventable endpoint of sustained
intimate partner violence. Kenya's
socio cultural analysis shows that
intimate partner femicide (IPF)
represents a predictable, preventable
endpoint on a continuum of coercion,
surveillance, threats and physical/
sexual assault often culminating
when women resist control or attempt
to leave an abusive relationship.
Independent mapping confirms the
predictability of IPF: most women
killed had previously sought help

or disclosed threats, but systems
failed to act in time; the home/private
residence remains the most common
crime scene and perpetrators

are overwhelmingly known to the
victim (spouses/partners or former
partners).
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NATIONALLY, THE TECHNICAL WORKING
GROUP (TWG) REPORTED 1,639

3) Drivers — Masculinity norms,
permanence narratives and structural
stressors

KILLINGS OF WOMEN (2022—-2024),
STRESSING THAT DOMESTIC CONFLICT,
INTIMATE PARTNER VIOLENCE, AND
LAND/CULTURAL DRIVERS ARE MAJOR
MOTIVATORS YET FEMICIDE REMAINS
INVISIBLE IN OFFICIAL STATS BECAUSE
ITIS NOT SEPARATELY TAGGED.

2) Patterns Observed — How IPF escalates

Coercive control= threats =
strangulation/assault = lethal
violence at separation:

the UN Women study documents
patterned escalation, with exit
attempts and disclosures acting as
acute triggers; pregnancy, jealousy,
and perceived “disrespect” further
heighten risk. The Femicide Report
2025 similarly finds that lethality

without receiving rapid protection.

peaks around separation, especially
where survivors had already
approached chiefs, police or relatives ‘
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Digital-age dynamics stalking,
doxxing, luring to rentals/short
lets, revenge porn are increasingly
implicated in urban IPF, intersecting
with harmful masculinities and
entitlement. Africa Data Hub's county
analyses add that Nairobi, Kiambu
and Nakuru consistently top IPF
counts, with most killings occurring
inside homes or private residences.

Harmful masculinities and
humiliation narratives:

Men'’s entitlement and peer validated
notions of “respect” are repeatedly
cited in interviews; when a woman

leaves or asserts boundaries, this is ,
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corroborates humiliation/loss of & ¥
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framed as “public shame,” fuelling

»
revenge. The femicide mapping -
control as proximate triggers of IPF
especially where prior abuse has
escalated.

Bridewealth and permanence:

In several counties, families

discourage separation because “cows ®
were paid,” tying women to unions

despite danger; exit attempts under R
such norms are among the riskiest

moments for lethality.

Economic/urban pressures
and digital risk:

Economic stress, unemployment and
rapidly changing urban dating cultures

intersect with technology facilitated /Iiﬁ
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abuse all amplifying IPF risk among
women 18-34 in Nairobi Kiambu
Nakuru corridors.



4) Case Evidence — lllustrative county

snapshots

Nairobi (Kasarani): A young woman killed after

signalling her intention to separate; relatives
framed exit as “disrespect,” echoing humiliation
narratives seen widely in the UN study. Africa
Data Hub identifies Nairobi among the highest
IPF hotspots, with most killings happening in
private residences.

Kisumu (Nyando): Focus groups describe

men interpreting separation as public
embarrassment, provoking revenge; police
contact occurred but protective actions lagged.

Kiambu/Nakuru (urban IPF): Data show home
based killings by current/former partners

dominate, with significant use of digital
surveillance and targeting in short term rentals.

Policy signal: In each setting, early

warnings existed (disclosure, threats, exit
announcements), but first hour protection and
evidence capture were missing precisely where
prevention can (and must) succeed.

5) Institutional Failures — Where the
chain breaks

First contact dismissal and
slow scene response:

Survivors are told “‘no case” without visible
injuries; scenes aren’t secured; medical
legal documentation (PRC forms, kits)
is delayederasing proof required for IPF
charges.

No proactive protection:

Risk based bail/no contact is

inconsistently applied; escorted reporting,

safe accommodation, relocation and

transport stipends are rare, leading to

attrition and repeat victimisation.

Data invisibility:

Without a femicide indicator (and a sub

tag for IPF), counties cannot target IPF hot

spots or track breaches, repeat threats,

and time to charge.

N\

0

6) Policy Gaps — What counties currently

lack

No standard First Hour IPF Protocol
(police-=GBVRC-0DPP) to convert
disclosure into safety and evidence
despite lethal risk around separation.

No femicide/IPF indicator feeding
county dashboards for typology aware
prevention.

Sparse survivor infrastructure beyond
major towns (shelters, relocation
stipends, paralegals), causing victims to
return to danger.



7) Recommendations — From principle to
practice (county ready)

First 48 Hour IPF Response (safety +
evidence)

1. First Hour IPF Protocol:
» Police/DCl secure scene, collect devices (phones/
online messages), document prior threats;
» GBVRC initiates PRC and forensics, issues
medical legal forms;
» ODPP consult within 24-48 hours to confirm
charge pathway and protective orders.
2. Charge readiness conferencing at day 7 (and
pre charge) to close gaps (CCTV/hostel logs/ride
hailing records; device forensics; witness orders).

Survivor centred protection (turn risk
into safety)

1. Risk based bail/bond with no contact,
geo restrictions, and immediate arrest for
breaches; courts record survivor/witness safety
considerations at every hearing.

2. Escorted reporting + safe accommodation/
relocation for the exit window (first 30 days post
separation); county funded transport stipends to
prevent attrition.

3. Digital threat response: DCI Gender/Cyber units
to prioritise stalking, doxxing, blackmail, retention
of device evidence and platform requests; ensure
rapid takedowns where applicable.

Community accountability and AJS
guardrails

1. No clan/ADR pressure before police/GBVRC
documentation; county leaders issue zero tolerance
messaging against “honour” rationalisations for
IPF.

2. Where AJS/ADR is used for non criminal family

issues, embed voluntariness checks and survivor
exit rights; exclude criminal/SGBV matters from
diversion.

Data and Learning

1. Femicide indicator with IPF sub tag in police and
county dashboards (fields: relationship status,
separation status, prior reports, order breaches,
time to charge).

2. Quarterly IPF reviews (NGAO-DCI/NPS-GBVRC~—
ODPP-CSO0s) focusing on time to response,
use of protection orders, attrition reasons, and
breach enforcement—publish corrective actions.

8) Conclusion — Converting disclosure
into safety

IPF is not inevitable: women repeatedly signal danger
through disclosures, police visits, and exit attempts.
Kenya's evidence base shows that speed, protection,
and evidence integrity especially in the first 48 hours
determine whether disclosure prevents homicide or
is followed by it. By institutionalising a First Hour
IPF Protocol, resourcing survivor centred protection,
guarding against unsafe ADR pressure, and building
IPF specific data systems, counties can predict and
prevent intimate partner femicide at scale.
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