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Abstract

Family-related offences, particularly domestic violence, continue to pose a significant
challenge to modern legal systems. This challenge is largely attributable to the latent and
private nature of such offences. Consequently, due to their concealed character, it is often
difficult for law enforcement authorities to obtain information regarding the commission of
the crime and to collect sufficient evidence, which, in turn, may contribute to the issuance of

acquittals by the courts.

Georgia is not an exception in this regard, as the incidence of family-related offences remains
high. Unlike many other categories of crime, the difficulties associated with the private
nature of domestic offences are further aggravated by the scarcity of direct evidence.
Therefore, statements provided by victims during the investigative stage and testimonies

given before the court, when assessed in conjunction with other evidence, play a decisive



role in ensuring the effective administration of justice and preventing perpetrators from

evading criminal liability.

However, the evidentiary picture often changes during criminal proceedings when victims
refuse to testify at the trial stage and exercise their right to invoke witness privilege. In such

circumstances, courts frequently render acquittal judgments.

The standard of proof required for delivering a conviction is the “beyond a reasonable doubt”
standard. Nevertheless, it is essential to examine the extent to which this standard functions
effectively in the adjudication of domestic violence cases. Furthermore, judicial practice

concerning the reasoning and substantiation of judgments remains inconsistent.

Accordingly, the purpose of this paper is to analyze the standards applied in substantiating
judgments in domestic violence cases in Georgia, examine the specific features of judicial
assessment of evidence, identify the shortcomings of the existing judicial practice, and
ultimately develop recommendations for improving both judicial practice and the legislative

framework governing domestic violence offences.

Keywords: domestic violence offences; beyond a reasonable doubt standard; reasoning of

judgments; direct and circumstantial evidence.
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