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Abstract

This paper estimates the causal effect of easing access to divorce on intimate partner vi-
olence (IPV). We study two divorce law reforms approved in Italy that substantially reduced
both the monetary costs and mandatory waiting periods required to obtain a divorce, gen-
erating a sharp and heterogeneous increase in divorce rates nationwide. Economic theory
yields ambiguous predictions: by strengthening outside options, easier divorce may deter
violence through intra-household bargaining, yet it may also increase violence if separation
triggers coercive control or retaliatory behavior. To address concerns about endogenous
reporting of IPV—particularly salient when legal options change—we focus on femicides,
the most extreme form of IPV, which, crucially for our purposes, are less subject to un-
derreporting and measurement error. We combine administrative data on the universe of
marriages and divorces with administrative and hand-collected data on femicides, and we
exploit plausibly exogenous variation across municipalities in the exposure to the reforms
arising from aggregate differences in exposure to the reform across age groups interacted
with cross-locality differences in the age composition of married couples. We find that
greater access to divorce increases the incidence of femicide. The effect is primarily driven
by killings perpetrated within the family environment.
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1 Introduction

Achieving gender equality requires more than equal access to education and labor markets.
Female empowerment also depends on women'’s ability to exercise autonomy within intimate
relationships and to live free from violence. Violence against women (VAW) affects millions of
women worldwide and poses substantial challenges for public policy. Among its various forms,
intimate partner violence (IPV) is the most prevalent. Recent estimates indicate that nearly
one-third (27%) of women aged 15-49 who have ever been in a relationship have experienced
physical and/or sexual violence by an intimate partner (Organization, 2021). The consequences
of IPV are profound for both victims and children exposed to violence, including adverse physi-
cal and mental health outcomes (Aizer, 2011; Campbell, 2002), reduced productivity (Duvvury,
Vara-Horna, Brendel, & Chadha, 2023), and unstable employment (Lloyd, 1997). Beyond the
individual level, this abuse also generates a considerable economic burden, estimated at around
5% of global GDP, primarily through lost productivity, healthcare, and justice system expendi-
tures (EIGE, 2023; Fearon & Hoeffler, 2014). Reducing intimate partner violence is therefore
not only a moral imperative, but also an explicit objective of the broader agenda toward a more
equitable (and efficient) society. Because intimate partner violence occurs within the couple,
institutional changes that reshape bargaining power and exit options, such as divorce reforms,
may have important implications for the incidence of violence.

Over the past decades, many countries implemented substantial reforms of family law (par-
ticularly divorce legislation) that lowered legal barriers and procedural frictions, including the
introduction of no-fault and unilateral divorce as well as changes in custody arrangements (Bras-
siolo, 2016; Dee, 2003; Friedberg, 1998; Hoehn-Velasco & Silverio-Murillo, 2020; Stevenson &
Wolfers, 2000). Friedberg (1998) exploits the staggered introduction of unilateral divorce laws
across U.S. states and shows that easier divorce significantly increased divorce rates. Stevenson
and Wolfers (2000) document that unilateral divorce reduced female suicide and domestic vio-
lence, suggesting improvements in women’s well-being. Focusing on Spain, Brassiolo (2016)
uses administrative data to show that the 2005 unilateral divorce reform led to a decline in
intimate partner violence and female suicide, consistent with strengthened outside options for
women. Also in Spain, Ferndndez-Kranz, Nollenberger, and Roff (2026) study a subsequent
reform that increased fathers’ bargaining power through changes in custody rules and show that
it led to a reduction in intimate partner violence, highlighting how shifts in intra-household bar-
gaining positions can affect conflict dynamics. Using Swedish administrative data, Hertegard
(2024) exploits a liberalization of divorce legislation and finds adverse long-run effects on chil-
dren’s human capital outcomes, pointing to potential inter-generational consequences of in-

creased marital instability. Similar evidence emerges from developing countries. In Egypt,



Corradini and Buccione (2023) analyze the introduction of unilateral no-fault divorce and find
that the reform reduced domestic abuse and increased investments in children’s education.

This paper examines the relationship between divorce institutions and intimate partner vio-
lence in Italy, focusing on its most extreme and irreversible outcome: femicide. We exploit two
major legislative reforms enacted in 2014 and 2015 that substantially shortened the mandatory
separation period and expanded the modalities through which divorce requests can be filed,
including out-of-court procedures under specific conditions. These reforms generated a sharp
increase in divorce filings: the number of new divorces rose from about 52,000 in 2014 to
roughly 82,000 in 2015, reflecting a substantial reduction in the procedural costs and frictions
associated with marital dissolution. We leverage this policy-induced variation using a shift-
share approach that exploits pre-reform municipal exposure to divorce eligibility to construct a
quasi-experimental measure of reform intensity. Age plays a central role in the construction of
our instrument. The reform did not affect all couples uniformly: divorce rates increased dispro-
portionately among specific age groups, particularly middle-aged individuals. By combining
pre-reform municipal age shares with age-specific national shifts in divorce following the re-
form, we isolate plausibly exogenous variation in local divorce exposure driven by differential
demographic composition.

Our empirical analysis relies on an original dataset covering all femicides committed in Italy
between 2007 and 2021, which we systematically assemble using detailed case-level informa-
tion. We complement this dataset with official administrative data, taken from ISTAT, that
collects precise info on all divorces in Italy, and we aggregate it to have the number of newly
divorced individual at the municipal level. We find that the reforms led to a statistically sig-
nificant increase in the probability of femicide at the municipal level. The effect is primarily
driven by cases involving ex-partners and relatives, consistent with the hypothesis that relation-
ship dissolution represents a particularly vulnerable phase. The results are robust to alternative
outcome definitions based on official mortality records. We further document meaningful het-
erogeneity: the effect is stronger in municipalities with more favorable attitudes toward divorce
and in provinces characterized by higher pre-reform levels of violent and domestic crime. We
also find that the impact is concentrated in municipalities with lower gender gaps in education
and employment.

We make three main contributions to the existing literature on gender-based violence. First,
most empirical studies on violence against women rely on self-reported survey data or admin-
istrative sources such as police reports and hospital records (Aizer, 2010; Bergvall, 2024; Card
& Dahl, 2011; Tur-Prats, 2021). While informative, these measures are affected by substantial
non-random measurement error due to underreporting, stigma, and differential access to insti-

tutions, leading to a likely underestimation of the true incidence of violence. To overcome these



issues, we assemble an original and comprehensive dataset containing detailed information on
all femicide cases that occurred in Italy between 2007 and 2021. Unlike other measures of IPV,
femicides represent a clearly defined and observable outcome, largely free from reporting bias,
and therefore provide a uniquely reliable indicator of extreme violence against women. Impor-
tantly, femicide also captures a qualitatively different form of violence. While non-lethal do-
mestic violence is often interpreted as an instrumental behavior—used to exert control, extract
resources, or enforce compliance—Ilethal violence may arise either as the unintended escalation
of less severe abuse or, more often, as a terminal act with no expected future returns. For this
reason, femicide is a much rarer outcome and may respond differently to changes in economic
incentives and relationship dynamics. Consistent with this distinction, our analysis explicitly
compares the effects of divorce reforms on femicide and on less severe forms of domestic vio-
lence, shedding light on the differential responses of extreme and non-extreme violence. As far
as we know, only two papers rely on similarly detailed data on femicides in Italy. Colagrossi
et al. (2023) show that in provinces where a femicide occurs, there is a significant increase in
help-seeking behavior following media coverage of the event. Cerqua, Giannantoni, Letta, and
Pinto (2025) find that femicide risk is only partially aligned with public support, as measured
by the availability of local anti-violence centers, suggesting a mismatch between the incidence
of extreme violence and the spatial distribution of support services.

Second, much of the existing literature on divorce and femicide relies on individual-level
comparisons. For example, Brassiolo (2016) uses a large-scale survey on violence against
women conducted in Spain before and after a legislative reform that reduced divorce costs to
examine differences between women who were married at the time of the reform and women in
non-marital relationships. Similarly, Corradini and Buccione (2023) use data from the Demo-
graphic and Health Surveys and compare reported domestic violence among mothers of children
above and below the age thresholds that determine maternal custody. In a related framework,
Fernandez-Kranz et al. (2026) combine data from the Spanish Survey on Violence Against
Women with administrative records on female homicides, comparing couples with and without
minor children following custody-related reforms. Our study complements this approach by
aggregating data at the municipal level, linking local divorce and femicide rates. This design
allows us to investigate how the broader social and institutional environment shapes intimate
partner violence, highlighting the ways in which individual risk is influenced by contextual
factors such as local gender norms and social attitudes.

Third, our paper contributes to the literature on the persistence of intimate partner violence
(IPV). Four main theoretical frameworks have been proposed. The exposure theory posits that
the probability of violence increases with time spent with an abusive partner, implying that re-
duced interaction lowers IPV (Bhalotra, Britto, Pinotti, & Sampaio, 2025; Chin, 2012; Dugan,



Nagin, & Rosenfeld, 2003; Piquero, Jennings, Jemison, Kaukinen, & Knaul, 2021; Vazquez,
Stohr, & Purkiss, 2005). The instrumental theory interprets violence as a strategic tool used by
men to extract resources or exert control, even in settings where women are relatively empow-
ered (Bloch & Rao, 2002; Bobonis, Gonzalez-Brenes, & Castro, 2013). The expressive theory
instead emphasizes intrinsic motives for violence (Card & Dahl, 2011; Luca, Owens, & Sharma,
2015, 2019). Finally, a large literature studies the relationship between female empowerment
and IPV, highlighting two opposing forces: improvements in women’s opportunities may reduce
violence through increased bargaining power (Aizer, 2010; Perova, Reynolds, & Schmutte,
2021; Tur-Prats, 2021), but may also trigger male backlash when traditional gender roles are
threatened (Alesina, Brioschi, & La Ferrara, 2021; Bergvall, 2024; Bhalotra, Kambhampati,
Rawlings, & Siddique, 2021; Guarnieri & Helmut, 2021; Heath, 2014; Tur-Prats, 2021). Our
empirical results speak directly to these competing mechanisms. We find that a reduction in di-
vorce costs decreases non-lethal forms of IPV, consistent with a bargaining framework in which
improved outside options discipline violent behavior within ongoing relationships. At the same
time, we document an increase in femicide, indicating that this disciplining effect breaks down
when relationships dissolve. This pattern is consistent with a backlash-type response at the point
of separation, where violence may be used as an extreme reaction to the loss of control. Over-
all, our findings suggest that different forms of violence respond differently to improvements in
women’s outside options, highlighting the importance of distinguishing between non-lethal and
lethal outcomes.

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. Section 2 describes the institutional
background, detailing the evolution of divorce legislation and the legal framework surrounding
femicide in Italy. Section 3 presents the empirical design and introduces the data sources used in
the analysis. Section 4 reports the main findings, while Section 5 provides a series of robustness
checks. Section 7 explores heterogeneous treatment effects across different institutional and

socio-demographic dimensions. Section 8 concludes.

2 Italian institutional setting

2.1 The evolution of Divorce Law in Italy

The right to legal divorce was first introduced in Italy in 1970. The introduction of divorce faced
significant resistance in a predominantly Catholic country. The issue sparked intense public and
political debate, which culminated in a popular referendum aimed at repealing the law that took
place in 1974. The referendum outcome resulted in a clear majority in favor of maintaining the

legislation, thereby consolidating the legal and social legitimacy of divorce in Italy.



According to Law No. 898/1970, a court may grant a divorce only after verifying the “abso-
lute and irreparable breakdown of the spiritual and material communion between the spouses”,
as well as the impossibility of reconciling the couple. A distinctive feature of the Italian legal
framework is the requirement that all divorces must be preceded by a period of legal separation
whose length is determined by law. Legal separation is a formal procedure that suspends the
marital obligations prescribed by Italian law (for example, the cohabitation and fidelity obli-
gations). Unless the spouses later complete the divorce procedure, legal separation does not
terminate the wedding — for example, the surviving spouse maintains the full inheritance rights.

If the spouses reach a consensual agreement upon the terms of their legal separation and/or
divorce — about the division of jointly owned assets, the custody of children, and whether one
of the spouses shall receive a monthly allowance — they can opt for a consensual divorce. The
spouses must submit their agreement to a court that will approve it only if it fully protects
the rights of the children and complies with legal principles. If the spouses cannot reach an
agreement upon the terms of separation and/or divorce, they must appear before a judge who
will determine the terms, including financial arrangements and parental responsibilities. This
procedure is called judicial divorce. Importantly for our purposes, the law requires couples to
appear before a court — and usually to be assisted by a lawyer — under both procedures. This
implies that legal separation and divorce represent a relevant financial burden to both spouses in
terms of legal, administrative, and time-related costs. Also, it is important to note that the type
of procedure does not automatically depend on whether the decision to file for legal separation
and/or divorce was taken by one of the spouses or jointly by the couple. Unilateral requests of
divorce are admissible and may either follow the judicial procedure or the consensual procedure,
depending on whether the spouses can reach an agreement on the terms.

According to the original formulation of Law No. 898/1970, the minimum mandatory length
of legal separation before the couple was eligible for a divorce was five years.! The mandatory
period of legal separation was later reduced to three years in 1987.

In this paper, we focus on two reforms to divorce law that were approved between 2014
and 2015, at a short distance from each other and as part of the same agenda aimed at making
divorce more easily accessible. First, we study Law No. 162/2014 (effectively coming into force
in December 2014), which aimed at expediting civil judicial procedures. Law No. 162/2014
introduced the possibility for spouses (provided they have no minor children, nor adult children
who are incapacitated, severely disabled, or financially dependent) to submit their consensual
agreement for legal separation or divorce before a municipality civil servant (Ufficiale di Stato

Civile) of the city in which they live or of the city in which the wedding was celebrated. That

'In specific circumstances, such as separation resulting from the exclusive fault of one spouse and a lack of
mutual agreement, this waiting period could be extended up to seven years.



Figure 1. Trends in divorce
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Notes: Panel a) shows the number of newly divorced individuals in Italy from 2007 to 2021, based on official ISTAT
data. The vertical dashed line marks 2015, the year in which both divorce-related reforms were simultaneously in
effect. Panel b) depicts the evolution of the average duration (in months) between legal separation and application
for divorce.

is, the 2014 reform repelled the obligation to appear in front of a court to submit the consensual
agreement and that of legal representation of each spouse by a professional lawyer. Yet, the law
maintained the right for spouses to be assisted by one or more lawyers when determining the
consensual agreement if they wish.

The second major legislative reform is Law No. 55/2015, known as the “short divorce Law”
(Legge sul divorzio breve) in the Italian public debate. The law reduced the minimum mandatory
length of legal separation before the couple was eligible for a divorce from three years to either
six months — in case the spouses reached a consensual separation agreement — or twelve months
— in case the spouses underwent a judicial separation. This law came into effect on May 26,
2015, and received major media attention, as it marked a turning point in the modernization of
Italian family law.

Taken together, the two reforms simplified the divorce process in Italy significantly, both by
eliminating the requirement to go to court for certain types of divorces and by reducing the

mandatory waiting periods before couples become eligible for obtaining a divorce. By reducing



the financial and time costs of obtaining a divorce without affecting the benefits associated with
opting for the procedure, it is reasonable to expect that the two reforms caused a significant
increase in the number of divorces completed in Italy. Indeed, panel a) of Figure 1 reports the
number of individuals obtaining divorce every year between 2007 and 2021. The panel reports
a sharp increase in the number of divorces occurring exactly at the time of the reform: while
the number of individuals obtaining a divorce before the two reforms was roughly constant (~
100,000 individuals per year), the number nearly doubled within two years, and reached roughly
165,000 individuals in 2015 and 200,000 individuals in 2016, respectively. The evolution of the
number of divorces concluded in the subsequent years documents that the trend consistently
remained above the pre-reform level. This evidence demonstrates that the sudden increase in
the number of divorces does not only reflect the mechanical effect of reducing the mandatory
legal separation time requirement from three years to either six or twelve months. Indeed, absent
a behavioral response by individuals, the reform would have caused a short-lived peak in the
number of new divorces, followed by an equally large reduction. The panel instead documents
that, in the years following the reform, the number of divorces declined but remained well above
pre-reform levels.> We conclude that this pattern likely reflects both a stock effect —previously
separated couples accelerating divorce filings once procedural constraints were relaxed — and
a flow effect, whereby the reduction in legal and temporal costs induced additional couples to
initiate separation and divorce. While the magnitude of the effect attenuates over time, post-
reform figures remain positive for several years, suggesting a persistent upward shift in divorce
incidence rather than a purely temporary adjustment. This declining pattern over time is broadly
consistent with the findings of Rasul (2006), who document that reforms reducing the costs of
marital dissolution tend to generate an initial surge in divorce, followed by a gradual decline in
divorce incidence in the long run that reflects improved selection into marriage.

Concurrently, the average time length of legal separations among individuals who eventually
completed the divorce procedure declined substantially in the same period (see Panel b) of
Figure 1. Figure 2 highlights that the two reforms caused a visible change in the composition
of divorces. Before the reforms, all divorces were processed by the judiciary, and the data
document a clear predominance of consensual over judicial procedures. Following the reform,
both judicial and consensual divorces increased markedly. Since judicial divorces are only
performed in courts before and after the reform, their increase captures the overall effect of
shortening the mandatory legal separation period. By contrast, the rise in consensual divorces

is predominantly driven by divorces performed by a municipal officer, allowing us to visualize

’Interestingly, the number of individuals that obtained a divorce during 2020 and 2021 is also above the pre-
reform trend despite the COVID-19 lockdown imposed in Italy, which suspended judicial procedures for many
months during both years.



Figure 2. Consensual and judicial divorces
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Notes: The figure reports the annual number of divorces by procedure. Judicial in Court refers to judicial divorces
adjudicated by a Court (red bar). Consensual in Court refers to mutually agreed divorces finalized before a Court
(dark blue bar). Extra-judicial (consensual) refers to mutually agreed divorces formalized outside the courtroom,
either through lawyer-assisted negotiation or before a municipal civil registrar (light blue bar). The latter procedure
was introduced by the December 2014 reform and is therefore observed only from 2015 onward. All divorces
recorded in municipal offices are, by construction, consensual. Data for 2013 are unavailable.

the compound effect of reduced waiting times and the introduction of extra-judicial channels

that allow spouses to formalize agreements outside the courtroom.

2.2 Femicide offense in the Italian context

Violence against women is a widespread phenomenon in Italy. Survey-based data indicate
that 31.9% of Italian women aged 16-75 have experienced at least one episode of physical or
sexual violence during their adult life (ISTAT, 2025a). The most extreme manifestation of such
violence 1s the femicide.

From a measurement perspective, until recently there was no universally agreed-upon defi-
nition of femicide. As a result, countries classified homicides of women in inconsistent ways,
making it difficult to conduct meaningful cross-country and time series comparisons. Many

countries adopted a rather narrow definition of femicide, including only “the killing of a woman



by a current or former intimate partner”. In 2018, the United Nations Office on Drugs and
Crime (UNODC) addressed this gap by introducing the Statistical Framework for Measuring
the Gender-Related Killing of Women and Girls (also referred to as femicide/feminicide). Since
then, many countries, including Italy in 2019, have adopted the framework’s criteria, thereby
enabling greater harmonization of available data.®> Under the UNODC framework, a killing
qualifies as a femicide if it meets the following conditions: 1) the victim is a woman or girl
(objective criterion); ii) the perpetrator intended to kill or seriously harm the victim (subjective
criterion); iii) the act was unlawful (legal criterion); iv) the killing was motivated by gender-
related factors. While the first three elements apply to any homicide of a woman, the defining
feature is the presence of a gender-related motivation, understood as violence rooted in dis-
criminatory norms, unequal power relations, or reactions to women’s perceived deviation from
traditional roles. Accordingly, killings perpetrated by current or former intimate partners and, in
most cases, by other family members fall within this definition. Beyond these cases, the frame-
work further encompasses cases of prior abuse, exploitation or trafficking, abduction, sexual
violence, gendered forms of post-mortem violence, or gender-based hate motives. Clearly, ap-
plying these criteria requires access to detailed case-specific information and inevitably involves
a degree of subjectivity in the classification.

Based on this framework, the Italian National Institute of Statistics (ISTAT) identified 106
femicides in 2024, out of 116 total intentional killings of women (ISTAT, 2025b). Among these
106 cases, 62 were perpetrated by a current or former intimate partner and 37 by another family
member, meaning that over 90% of femicides occurred within the intimate or domestic sphere.
These figures indicate that violence in private and family relationships constitutes the principal
component of femicides in Italy. For this reason, and to provide a purely descriptive overview
of the phenomenon, Figure 3 reports the evolution of total female homicides and, separately,

killings perpetrated by a current or former partner or another family member since 2002. While

3The Ttalian legislative response to gender-based violence has evolved gradually and often in a fragmented
manner. A first turning point occurred in 2013 with the ratification of the Istanbul Convention through Law No.
77/2013, the first legally binding international instrument establishing a comprehensive framework to prevent and
combat violence against women and domestic violence. In the same year, the so-called “femicide decree” (Decree-
Law No. 93/2013, later converted into Law No. 119/2013) introduced significant amendments to the Criminal
Code and Criminal Procedure Code, strengthening aggravating circumstances for domestic abuse, sexual violence,
stalking, and the misuse of digital tools. It was at that stage that the term femminicidio (femicide) appeared for the
first time in Italian legislation, albeit only as an aggravating circumstance rather than as a distinct criminal offense.
Subsequent reforms, including Law No. 69/2019 (the so-called Codice Rosso), further reinforced procedural
safeguards for victims and increased penalties for related crimes. Only in 2025, however, did Italy introduce
femicide as a stand-alone offense in the penal code. With Law No. 181/2025, the legislature established the
autonomous crime of femicide, punishable by life imprisonment when motivated by gender-based discrimination
or hatred, by the refusal of a relationship, or by acts of control, domination, or possession. This reform represents
a significant institutional advancement after decades in which the legal framework lagged behind the structural
dynamics of gender-based violence.



Figure 3. Female victims of homicide

200

UNODC Framework

150

100 |

50

Female homicides (number of victims)

P LSS
Year
All homicides —— Homicides committed by partner, ex or relative

Notes: The figure illustrates the temporal trends of homicides in Italy over the period 2002-2022 according to the
data of the Ministry of the Interior and of ISTAT. The orange line depicts the number of female victims reported by
the Ministry of the Interior, while the green line represents the number of victims killed by a partner (or ex partner)
or by a relative.

these categories do not fully overlap with the harmonized definition of femicide, they capture
its main component. The figure shows that, despite a slight decline in total female homicides
over time, there has been no comparable reduction in killings occurring within the intimate and
domestic sphere. This persistence underscores the structural nature of lethal violence in private
relationships and highlights the importance of adopting targeted legal interventions.

As discussed below, our primary dataset includes all cases consistent with the broader UN-
ODC definition of femicide. This enables us to construct a harmonized measure based on
internationally approved criteria and to study the phenomenon consistently even for years pre-
ceding the framework’s formal adoption in Italy in 2019. At the same time, in the empirical
analysis we also rely on a more restrictive subsample consisting only of killings perpetrated by
current or former intimate partners and relatives. Focusing on this subset serves two purposes:
first, it isolates cases that can be unambiguously classified as femicides, thereby minimizing
concerns related to subjective interpretation; second, it enables meaningful comparisons with

official pre-2019 statistics.
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2.3 Statistical and administrative sub-national levels of government

As it will become apparent in the next section, our empirical analysis leverages territorial vari-
ation in exposure to the two divorce law reforms. For this reason, it is essential to provide the
reader with the necessary details about sub-national statistical units of observation and admin-
istrative layers. Italy has three sub-national levels of government. From the bottom to the top,
these are the municipalities (= 8,000, with non-negligible variation in their count over time due
to splits and mergers), the provinces (110), and the regions (20). Municipalities are nested into
provinces which in turn are nested into regions. In the remainder of the paper, we will use sub-
script p when referring to a province, and subscript m referring to a municipality, respectively.

When no subscript is used, the variable refers to the national level.

3 Data and Empirical Strategy

3.1 Data: Divorces

Data on new annual divorces at the municipal level are not publicly available. For this study,
we exploit proprietary individual-level administrative data from ISTAT, accessed through the
ADELE laboratory, and collected by courts and municipalities (Cessazioni e scioglimenti degli
effetti civili del matrimonio). These data record all divorce proceedings in Italy from 1990
to 2021. For the purposes of this analysis, we restrict the time period to divorces occurring
between 2007 and 2021.*

The microdata, available through ISTAT’s ADELE laboratory, include detailed sociodemo-
graphic information on both spouses (age, gender, residence, nationality, education), character-
istics of the marriage (place of celebration, presence of children, marital property regime), and
information on the divorce settlement (child custody, alimony, and related decisions). Table 1
reports summary statistics for the 1,060,188 divorce cases recorded in the pre-reform period
(2007-2014), providing insights into the functioning of the Italian divorce system prior to the
reforms. On average, marriages last 18.3 years before divorce. Legal separation typically oc-
curs after approximately 11.7 years of marriage, and the average time between separation and
the filing of a divorce application is about 68.7 months (roughly 5.7 years). This substantial
interval reflects a distinctive feature of the Italian institutional framework, where couples often

remain legally separated for prolonged periods before finalizing divorce — unless they strictly

“4This choice is motivated by the enactment of Law No. 54/2006, which reformed child custody arrangements
in cases of separation and thus may have affected family dynamics and divorce behavior. To avoid confounding the
effects of the divorce reforms under study with those stemming from the 2006 custody reform, we exclude earlier
years from the analysis.

11



Table 1. Descriptive statistics

Mean
Marriage duration in years (to divorce) 18.315
Marriage duration in years (to separation) 11.672
Months from separation to divorce application 68.686
Months from divorce application to approval 9.214
Type of completion procedure
Consensual 0.756
Judicial 0.244
Matrimonial property regime
Community of property 0.498
Separation of property 0.502
Has children 0.631
Age at divorce
15-19 0.000
20-24 0.001
25-29 0.015
30-34 0.081
35-39 0.178
40-44 0.219
45-49 0.195
50-54 0.134
55-59 0.084
60-64 0.049
65-69 0.027
70-74 0.012
75+ 0.006
Total number of divorces pre-reform 1060188

Notes: This table is constructed using administrative microdata on
all divorce cases recorded between 2007 and December 11, 2014
(the date on which the first reform entered into force). The total
number of observations and additional summary statistics are not
publicly available but have been verified through access to the re-
stricted ADELE repository at ISTAT.

need to complete their divorce, for example because of a new upcoming wedding. From a pro-
cedural standpoint, it takes on average 9.2 months from the filing of the divorce application to
the issuance of the final decree. Regarding the type of procedure, 76 percent of divorces are
consensual, while the remaining 24 percent follow a judicial route. Sixty percent of divorces
are concentrated among individuals aged 35-49.% As it will become apparent this, age differ-
ences in the propensity towards divorce will be a key feature of our empirical strategy. At the
time of marriage, couples are almost evenly split between community of property (49.8 percent)
and separation of property (50.2 percent), while approximately 63 percent of divorcing couples

have children.

3Specifically, divorces are most frequent among individuals aged 40-44 (22 percent), followed by those aged
45-49 (19 percent) and 35-39 (18 percent).

12



Figure 4. Mean divorce rate pre-reform by age group
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Notes: The figure reports the mean annual age-specific divorce rates in the pre-reform period (2007-2014). The
rates are computed as the number of newly divorced individuals in each age group divided by the corresponding
population in that age group. Values are expressed in percentage terms.

Due to data protection and confidentiality restrictions, these microdata cannot be extracted
outside of the ADELE environment nor can they be merged with external data which are not
publicly available. Therefore, we requested a customized statistical elaboration from ISTAT to
obtain municipal-level divorce counts for the period under consideration, based on the place
of residence of the spouses at the time of divorce, when this information is available. To con-
struct the variable used in the empirical analysis, namely, the number of newly divorced indi-
viduals as a percentage of the municipal population, we divide the number of divorces by the
corresponding municipal population. Municipal population figures are obtained from ISTAT’s
Ricostruzione della popolazione for the intercensal years and from Popolazione residente for
the most recent years.® Based on these extractions, the average share of newly divorced indi-
viduals relative to the municipal population was approximately 0.13% in the pre-reform period,
increasing to 0.24% after the reform. This marked rise is consistent with the descriptive ev-

idence presented above. Figure 4 highlights substantial heterogeneity in pre-reform divorce

See https://demo.istat.it/app/?i=RIC and https://demo.istat.it/app/?7i=P0S&1=it.
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rates across age groups. Divorce incidence is negligible among individuals below age 25, rises
sharply for those in their thirties, and peaks among individuals aged 40-44 and 45-49. Rates then
gradually decline for older cohorts. This pattern reflects two underlying mechanisms: younger
individuals are less likely to be married and therefore mechanically less exposed to divorce,
while middle-aged individuals both have higher marriage rates and face a higher probability of
marital dissolution. This pronounced age gradient will be central to our identification strategy.
Because the reform reduces the time and procedural costs of divorce, its impact is expected
to be heterogeneous across age groups, with stronger effects among cohorts that were already

more exposed to marital dissolution prior to the reform.

3.2 Data: Femicides

A common limitation in the literature on intimate partner violence (IPV) is the reliance on data
sources such as police reports, hospital admissions, or self-reported measures. These proxies
for violence are all subject to non-random measurement error. Only a small fraction of vic-
tims report incidents to the police or seek medical attention, and the likelihood of doing so is
systematically related to individual or household characteristics such as income, education, or
the presence of children (Berniell & Perez-Vincent, 2025; Calabresi & Rodriguez-Planas, 2025;
Torrente, Gallo, & Oltra, 2017). Self-reported measures, in particular, are inherently subjective
and depend on the victim’s willingness to identify and disclose the abuse. By contrast, femicide
constitutes a more objective and consistently recorded outcome. The discovery and official doc-
umentation of a homicide are unlikely to depend on endogenous characteristics of the victim or
the relationship, making femicide data substantially less prone to selective reporting biases.

A central contribution of this paper is the construction of a novel dataset covering the universe
of femicides that occurred in Italy since 2005. We compile these data by systematically collect-
ing and cross-validating information from multiple independent sources. The primary source
is La Casa delle Donne per non Subire Violenza, a non-governmental organization based in
Bologna and Reggio Emilia that has monitored femicide events nationwide since 2005 and pro-
vides consistent coverage for the entire study period. Starting in 2012, we complement this
source with two additional independent datasets: La 27esima Ora, a blog affiliated with the
has documented femicide cases since the 1990s, with coverage becoming increasingly system-
atic over time. These sources allow us to recover detailed information on both victims and
perpetrators, including age, nationality, residence, occupation, and any history of mental health
issues or substance abuse. Additionally, where available, we obtained data on the relationship

between victim and perpetrator, the presence of children, and prior incidents of violence. For
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Figure 5. Homicide and femicide victims
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Notes: The figure illustrates the temporal trends of homicides and femicides in Italy over the period 2007-2021.
The blue line represents femicides recorded in our dataset, while the orange line depicts the number of female
victims reported by the Ministry of the Interior during the same timeframe.

each femicide, we recorded specifics such as the date and location of the crime, the weapon
used, and the likely motives. Overall, this approach allows us to construct a comprehensive and
harmonized dataset of femicide incidents that minimizes undercounting and measurement error
while providing granular case-level information unavailable in standard public data sources.
As discussed in the previous subsection, we restrict the period of analysis to avoid capturing
the effects of institutional changes other than the reform under study. Accordingly, we focus
on femicides occurring between 2007 and 2021. Over this period, we identify a total of 1,881
femicide cases, corresponding to an average of approximately 126 cases per year. To verify the
accuracy of our dataset, we compare it with the official data on female homicide victims pro-
vided by the Italian Ministry of the Interior. Figure 5 reports the evolution of female homicide
victims recorded by the Ministry alongside femicides identified in our dataset. The addition
of new sources over time improves the precision of our data in capturing officially recorded
female homicides. Starting in 2012, the number of femicides identified in our dataset closely

mirrors the number of female homicides reported in official statistics. As discussed above, not
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Figure 6. Geographic distribution of femicides
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Notes: The figure depicts the distribution of femicides across Italian municipalities over the period 2007-2021.

all homicides involving women are classified as femicides, which accounts for the small but
persistent gap between the two series.

At the geographic level, Figure 6 provides an overview of the spatial distribution of femicides
across Italy. The figure displays the municipalities where at least one femicide occurred, totaling
998 municipalities, just below 13% of all Italian municipalities. The map reveals an expected
concentration of cases in large urban areas, alongside a broad geographic dispersion across
municipalities of varying sizes and in all macro-regions. The predominance of single-incident
municipalities underscores the rare-event nature of femicide at the local level, supporting our
decision to model the outcome as a binary indicator.

Table 2 provides additional descriptive evidence on the characteristics of femicides in Italy.
Victims have an average age of 50 years, closely mirrored by perpetrators (49 years). Approxi-
mately 76% of victims and 81% of perpetrators are Italian nationals. Two-thirds of victims have
children, and about half were in a relationship at the time of the homicide. The vast majority of
perpetrators are male (97%), confirming the strongly gendered nature of the phenomenon. In
45.9% of cases the perpetrator is the victim’s current partner, and in an additional 12.6% an ex-

partner, implying that nearly 60% of femicides are committed within an intimate relationship.
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Killings perpetrated by relatives account for 22.2% of cases, while cases involving professional
relationships, stalking, or situations in which the perpetrator does not fall into the previous cat-
egories or remains unidentified are comparatively rare. When identifiable, the reported motives
can be grouped into a few broad categories. The most frequent (60%) are family (or relation-
ship) related conflicts, followed by toxic relational dynamics, monetary reasons, mental health
issues, and, to a lesser extent, addiction-related factors.’ Finally, nearly 90% of femicides occur

within the victim’s residence.

3.3 Empirical strategy

The goal of the paper is to identify whether and how easier access to divorce, induced by the two
reforms introduced in 2014 and 2015, affects the risk of femicide. As shown in Figure 1, these
reforms induced an immediate, large, and persistent increase in the number of new divorces,
suggesting that indeed the reforms succeeded in their intended aim of reducing the financial
and time costs attached to the decision of divorcing.

A key empirical challenge is that both reforms are introduced simultaneously across Italy for
all individuals, so that there are no easily defined treated regions (or individuals) and control
regions (or individuals). To address this issue, we leverage the observation (documented in
Figure 4 and in Table 2) that the propensity to file for divorce is significantly different across
age groups. While understanding the underlying economic and sociological reasons for why
such differences across age groups emerge is beyond the scope of our work (and, as we argue
later, not important for our empirical strategy), we argue that such differences in observed
behavior reflect that the expected costs and benefits of divorce depend crucially on age. The
data document that few young people divorce — for example because individuals tend to avoid
breaking up during the early years of marriage or because they have young kids — and few old
people divorce — for example, because the chances of finding a new partner deteriorate over
time. Conversely, most divorces are concentrated around mid-age — sufficiently away from
wedding and from the kids’ birth but (re-)entering the marriage market is still feasible.

We employ a shift-share design in which we combine aggregate changes in divorce rates

by age groups induced by the reform with geographical pre-determined differences in the age

7Family issues refer to cases in which the reported motive includes illness, abandonment, betrayal, quarrels,
jealousy, honor-related conflicts, domestic abuse, or disputes involving children or other relatives. Monetary rea-
sons refer to cases involving debt, extortion, broader financial distress, inheritance disputes, or conflicts over sep-
aration payments or wages. Mental health issues refer to cases citing depression, psychological distress, or other
mental health conditions. Toxic dynamics refer to cases involving sexual assault, revenge, raptus, unrequited love,
or possessive behavior. Addiction-related factors refer to cases involving alcohol abuse, drug abuse, or gambling.
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Table 2. Descriptive statistics

Obs Mean Std. Dev.

Panel A: Victim’s charactersitic

Age 1868 49.677 20.434
Italian 1876 0.761 0.427
Single or widowed 1881 0.181 0.385
In a relationship 1881 0.503 0.500
Divorced/Separated 1881 0.216 0.412
Has children 1661 0.656 0.475
Panel B: Killer’s characteristics

Male 1807 0.969 0.173
Age 1728 48.665 17.325
Italian 1798 0.807 0.395
Single or widowed 1881 0.095 0.293
In a relationship 1881 0.477 0.500
Divorced/Separated 1881 0.237 0.425
Panel C: Victim-killer relationship

Relationship: partner 1881 0.459 0.498
Relationship: ex-partner 1881 0.126 0.332
Relationship: relative 1881 0.222 0.416
Relationship: professional 1881 0.059 0.236
Relationship: stalker 1881 0.001 0.023
Relationship: other 1881 0.072 0.258
Relationship: unknown 1881 0.061 0.240
Reason for murder: Family issues 1881 0.604 0.489
Reason for murder: Monetary reasons 1881 0.161 0.367
Reason for murder: Mental health issues 1881 0.120 0.325
Reason for murder: Toxic dynamics 1881 0.233 0.423
Reason for murder: Addition-related factors 1881 0.058 0.234
Reason for murder: unidentified 1881 1.000 0.000
Killed in residence 1378 0.901 0.298

Notes: This table reports means and standard deviations for the main variables col-
lected in the femicide dataset. Panel A presents victim-related variables, Panel B presents
perpetrator-related variables, and Panel C presents variables describing the relationship
between the victim and the perpetrator as well as characteristics of the crime. Reasons
for murder are not mutually exclusive. Family issues include illness, abandonment, be-
trayal, quarrels, jealousy, honor-related conflicts, domestic abuse, and disputes involving
children or other relatives. Monetary reasons include debt, extortion, broader financial
distress, inheritance disputes, and conflicts over separation payments or wages. Mental
health issues include depression, psychological distress, or other diagnosed mental health
conditions. Toxic dynamics include sexual assault, revenge, impulsive violent episodes,
unrequited love, or possessive behavior. Addiction-related factors include alcohol abuse,
drug abuse, or gambling.

distribution of population across localities in Italy. Formally, let us define:
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of the 2011 census.® A Pl;;a represents the change in the national number of new divorces due

to the reform for age group a. ° That is, the instrument Ad,, captures how the reform-induced

where denotes the share of individuals in age group a in municipality m at the time

shock to divorces affected municipalities differently according to their pre-period demographic
distribution of population, i.e., the incidence of those age groups that are more likely to be
attracted by divorce. An intuitive way to think about the variable Ad,, is to interpret it as the
change induced by the two reforms in the number of individuals in the municipality that are
potentially at risk of divorce. Figure Al in the Appendix illustrates the geographic distribution
of Ad,),.

The introduction of the age-group dimension a is central to our identification strategy. Di-
vorce policies are unlikely to affect all individuals uniformly: exposure to divorce institutions
varies mechanically with both the likelihood of being married and the baseline probability of
marital dissolution. As shown in Figure 4, divorce incidence is negligible among very young
cohorts, rises sharply for individuals in their thirties, and peaks among those aged 40-49 before
gradually declining at older ages. The reform-induced shock displays a similarly pronounced
age gradient. Figure 7 shows that the increase in divorce rates between 2014 and 2015 is con-
centrated among middle-aged individuals, particularly those aged 40-59, while changes are
negligible for the youngest cohorts and modest for the oldest ones. This pattern is consistent
with the idea that the reform primarily affected individuals who were both more likely to be
married and more likely to dissolve a marriage. We therefore exploit this pre-existing demo-
graphic heterogeneity to construct our shift-share design. Age-specific changes in divorce rates
represent the “shift” component while the pre-reform population age structure at the municipal
level determines local exposure to this common national shock (the “shares”).

As discussed in Borusyak et al. (2022) and in Borusyak, Hull, and Jaravel (2025), exogeneity
of either the shift or of the share is a sufficient condition for exogeneity of the shift-share vari-
able. The shares allocate the reform’s age-level effect across municipalities by exploiting the
substantial heterogeneity in the age distribution of population across Italy, as illustrated in Fig-
ure 8. Because they are measured prior to the reform, they are not affected by the policy change
itself. This time-invariant and pre-reform construction mitigates concerns that the instrument
captures contemporaneous shocks correlated with unobserved determinants of femicide. We
also rule out the possibility that other national reforms differentially affected individuals across

age groups. Furthermore, by normalizing age-specific population counts by the total popula-

. .. . Po
8By construction, for each municipality , 22:1 Pf ,‘:’";)(:'1 !
m,

estimates (Borusyak, Hull, & Jaravel, 2022).
D, captures the change in the national number of divorces for age group a in the short aftermath of the reform
(2015-2016) relative to the pre-reform period (2013-2014) while Pop, represents the national population in 2013.

= 1. This is important to obtain unbiased shift-share
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Figure 7. Change in divorce rate by age group
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Notes: The figure reports the change in age-specific divorce rates between 2014 and 2015. For each age group, the
bar shows the difference between the divorce rate in 2015 (divorces divided by population in 2015) and the divorce
rate in 2014 (divorces divided by population in 2014). Positive values indicate an increase in divorce rates in 2015
relative to 2014, while negative values indicate a decrease. Values are expressed in percentage terms.

tion, the shares capture the local age structure within each municipality, rather than differences
in overall demographic composition. This construction ensures that cross-municipality vari-
ation in the instrument reflects differences in demographic structure, rather than systematic
differences in underlying social or cultural characteristics, thereby mitigating concerns that the
shares are correlated with unobserved determinants of the outcome. Also the shift variables are
plausibly exogenous in our context since the variation that we exploit is induced by a national
reform.

Upon constructing a panel of municipalities (current boundaries) for the period 2007-2021,

we estimate the following reduced-form regression model:

Fni = Brr * (Ady X PostRe formy) + X011 ) A + N + 6; + € 2
t

In Equation 2, the dependent variable F,,; is either a binary indicator taking the value 1 if
at least one femicide is perpetuated in municipality m during year ¢ or the number of femi-
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Figure 8. Geographic distribution of the shares

(a) Age group 25-29 (b) Age group 45-49 (c) Age group 60-64

Notes: The graphs depict the geographic distribution of the population share of individuals in age group 25-
29 (panel a), 45-49 (panel b), and 60-64 (panel c). The share is computed as the ratio between the number of
individuals in each age group and the total population in each municipality, as measured in the 2011 Census.

cides committed in municipality m(r) during year 7. The coefficient of interest is Bgr, which
identifies, after the introduction of the two reforms, the effect of the change in the share of indi-
viduals at risk of divorce on the dependent variable. 1,, is the municipality fixed effects while 6;
is the year fixed effects. In some specifications, we also control for a vector of pre-determined
characteristics X, 2011 interacted with time dummies. We cluster the standard errors at the mu-
nicipality level. Equation 2 estimates an Intention-To-Treat model: we focus on the fact that the
reform increases the risk of divorcing by reducing its financial and time costs, rather than on the
individuals that indeed decide to divorce because of the reform.

To document that our shift-share approach indeed predicts the change in the number of di-
vorced individuals across municipalities induced by the reform, we also estimate a first-stage

specification of the form:
Dyyy = 7% (Adyy () X PostRe form;) + X011 Y A + T + 65 + Uy 3)
t

where the coefficient 7 captures the differential increase in divorces after the reform among
municipalities with higher exposure as measured by the shift-share variable Ad,,.

For completeness and to offer the reader coefficients that are easier to interpret in magni-
tude, we also estimate two-stage least squares (2SLS) regressions in which we use Ad,, X

PostRe form; as an instrument for D,,;. However, we remark that a strict causal interpreta-
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tion of the 2SLS estimates require imposing the exclusion restriction assumption (i.e., that the
reform of divorce law affects the incidence of femicides only through the implied change in

the number of newly divorced individuals in the municipality).'®

Although we argue that our
shift-share design is well-suited to identify geographical differences in the exposure of local
communities to the divorce law reforms, exclusion restriction may be violated in its stricter in-
terpretation. Indeed, as we discussed in Section 2, the reform not only impacted the number of
new divorces but also their composition, both in terms of type of procedure (consensual vs. ju-
diciary). Moreover, we argue that, by making divorces more accessible, the reform may impact
intimate partner violence also among individuals who have not yet completed their divorce pro-
cedure. Taken together, these considerations suggest to consider the reduced-form coefficient
as the key causal estimand in our setting, as to read the 2SLS results just as an useful tool to
ease the interpretation.

Formally, in our 2SLS model the second-stage takes the form:

Fns = Basts * Dy + Xm 2011 Zﬂq + N+ 6 + €y “4)
t

where lA)mJ denotes the share of newly divorced individuals as share of population in munici-

pality m and year ¢ obtained from estimating Equation 3.

4 Results

4.1 First stage

As previously discussed, the first-stage specification is given in Equation 3. The purpose of
this regression is to assess whether the reform had a measurable impact on the number of new
divorced individuals (as a share of the population) at the municipal level. In practice, the speci-
fication corresponds to a Difference-in-Differences framework, where treatment intensity varies
across municipalities according to pre-reform differences population age structure, and pre-post
dynamics are captured by the interaction with the post-reform indicator. If differences across
municipalities in the age structure of population are a relevant determinant of the decision of
divorcing, the coefficient 7 should be positive and statistically significant. A positive = would
confirm that municipalities more exposed to the reform, due to having a higher share of individ-

uals in age groups more affected by the legal change, experienced a larger increase in divorces

101f exclusion restriction holds, then Basrs of Equation 9 identifies the Local Average Treatment Effect (LATE),
i.e. the causal effect of divorce incidence on femicide risk for municipalities whose divorce rates are shifted by the
reform.
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Table 3. First stage

(1) () (3)

Dependent variable = New divorced (%)
Post-reform x Instrument (std.) 0.0081*** 0.0083%*** 0.0102%**

(0.0018) (0.0018) (0.0023)
Population NO YES YES
Pre-determined characteristics x Year NO NO YES
Year and Mun. FE YES YES YES
Mean dep. var pre-reform 0.137 0.137 0.137
R-squared 0.254 0.254 0.257
F-stat 20.327 20.866 19.616
Obs 118410 118410 118410
Municipalities 7894 7894 7894
Sample 2007-2021 2007-2021 2007-2021

Notes: OLS estimates with municipality and year fixed effects. Standard errors (in parenthe-
sis) clustered at the municipal level. *, **, *** denote significance at 10, 5, 1 percent level, re-
spectively. Instrument (std.) is the standardized measure of the variable defined in Equation 1.
PostReform is a dummy equal to 1 from 2015 onward and O otherwise. Population is a variable
that measures the yearly municipal population. Pre-determined characteristics include: share
of women, share of children aged 0-4, share of individuals with tertiary education and share of
foreign residents in 2011 (Census year), each interacted with year fixed effects.

after the reform was implemented.

The first-stage results are reported in Table 3. The coefficient of 7 is positive and statisti-
cally significant across all specifications. The estimated effect remains stable and robust to the
inclusion of additional controls. Quantitatively, the estimates imply that municipalities with
greater pre-reform exposure experienced larger post-reform increases in the share of newly di-
vorced individuals. A one-standard-deviation increase in reform exposure raises the municipal
share of newly divorced individuals by approximately 0.0081 percentage points. Moreover, the
F-statistic from the first stage is comfortably above conventional thresholds, indicating that the
instrument is strong and alleviating concerns about weak identification.

As recently discussed by Borusyak et al. (2022), the validity of a shift-share instrument re-
quires the exogeneity of either the shifts or the shares. In our setting, the shifts are driven by
a nationwide legal reform and constructed using pre-reform divorce trends and demographic
information at the regional and age-group level. Nonetheless, concerns may arise regarding the
exogeneity of the shares, which are based on the pre-reform age distribution of population at
the municipal level. A standard way to assess this is to examine whether municipalities with
different levels of exposure exhibit differential pre-trends in divorce rates. Evidence of parallel
trends prior to the reform would support the plausibility of the shares exogeneity (Borusyak et
al., 2022, 2025). To this end, we also estimate the following dynamic specification:
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Table 4. Probability of femicide

1) (2) (3) 4) (5) (6)
At least one At least one femicide At least one femicide
femicide committed by partner, committed by
Dependent variable = (any killer) ex or relative other killers
Reduced Second-stage Reduced Second-stage Reduced Second-stage
form 2SLS form 2SLS form 2SLS
Post-reform x Instrument (std.) 0.0011%%* 0.0011%%* 0.0002
(0.0006) (0.0005) (0.0003)
New divorced (%) 0.1127* 0.1044* 0.0225
(0.0621) (0.0576) (0.0269)
Population YES YES YES YES YES YES
Pre-det. characteristics x Year YES YES YES YES YES YES
Year and Mun. FE YES YES YES YES YES YES
Mean dep. var pre-reform 0.013 0.013 0.011 0.011 0.003 0.003
R-squared 0.183 - 0.168 - 0.164 -
Obs 118410 118410 118410 118410 118410 118410
Municipalities 7894 7894 7894 7894 7894 7894
Sample 2007-2021 2007-2021 2007-2021 2007-2021 2007-2021 2007-2021

Notes: OLS and 2SLS estimates with municipality and year fixed effects. Standard errors (in parenthesis) clustered at the municipal level. *, **,
**% denote significance at 10, 5, 1 percent level, respectively. The dependent variable in columns (1)-(2) is an indicator equal to one if at least one
femicide occurred in the municipality. In columns (3)-(4), the dependent variable equals one if at least one femicide occurred and was committed
by a partner, ex-partner, or relative. In columns (5)-(6), the dependent variable equals one if at least one femicide occurred and was committed by
another type of perpetrator (e.g., professional relation, acquaintance, stalker or unknown). Control variables include population size, the share of
women, the share of foreigners, the share of children aged 0-4, and the share of individuals with tertiary education, all interacted with year fixed

effects.

Dm,t = Ad,, X Z a)kl(Yeart = k) +Xm720|1 Zﬁ,[ +Pm+ Y+ Uy 5)
k#2014 7

In Equation 5, we interact the shift-share term Ad,,(,) with year dummies for each year k with
the exclusion of the pre-reform year 2014, which we take as the omitted baseline year. Here,
Pm(r) denotes municipality fixed effects, y; are year fixed effects, and v, , is the error term.
Figure 9 reports the estimated coefficients for each year between 2007 and 2021. The pre-
reform coefficients follow a constant trend and are statistically indistinguishable from zero. We
do not find evidence of systematic anticipation effects prior to the reform. This pattern pro-
vides strong support for the validity of the parallel-trends assumption underlying our research
design, as it indicates the absence of differential pre-trends across municipalities. Starting in
2015, coinciding with the implementation of the reform, the coefficients increase markedly and
then gradually decline over time. The only negative coefficient in the post-reform period is
observed in 2021, which likely reflects the impact of COVID-19-related lockdowns and disrup-
tions. Taken together, the evidence presented in Figure 9 validates our overall research design

and shows that our strategy effectively captures territorial differences in the exposure to the

divorce law reforms.
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Figure 9. Parallel trends
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Notes: The figure plots the estimated coefficients @, from Equation 5. Vertical bars represent 95% confidence
intervals with standard errors clustered at the municipal level. The vertical dashed line marks the baseline year
2014.

4.2 Exposure to divorce law reforms and probability of femicide

In this section, we present our estimates of the causal effect of exposure to the divorce law
reform on the probability that at least one femicide is perpetuated in the municipality. As antic-
ipated earlier, we report two sets of estimates. First, we estimate the reduced-form regression
shown in Equation 2. Importantly for our purposes — and differently from most of the exist-
ing literature — Equation 2 allows us to identify not only the effect on individuals who actually
decided to divorce because of the reform, but also on those for which an eased access to di-
vorce may result in differential intra-household bargaining options. To ease the interpretation,
we complement the reduced-form analysis with the 2SLS approach in Equation 9 where we
rescale the reduced-form coefficients by the magnitude of the first stage (Equation 3). In both
equations, Fy,; is a dummy variable equal to 1 if at least one femicide occurred in municipality
m in year t, and O otherwise. As an alternative specification and to ensure that our dependent
variable really captures femicides committed within the family sphere — which should arguably

be the most affected by a reform of family law — we also show the estimates obtained when us-
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ing a dependent variable that equals 1 only if the perpetrator was the victim’s current or former
partner, or a relative.

Table 4 reports the reduced-form and 2SLS estimates for the probability that at least one
femicide occurs. Columns (1) and (2) consider all femicides, while columns (3)-(4) focus on
cases committed by a partner, ex-partner, or relative, and columns (5)-(6) examine femicides
committed by other perpetrators, as a placebo. The reduced-form estimates indicate that ex-
posure to the reform causes a statistically significant increase in the probability of femicide.
Our estimates imply that a one-standard-deviation increase in reform exposure raises the prob-
ability of observing at least one femicide by approximately 0.11 percentage points. Given a
pre-reform mean of 0.013, this corresponds to an increase of about 9 percent relative to base-
line levels. The effect is concentrated predominantly among femicides committed within the
family sphere (column (3)), while our estimates are unsurprisingly quantitatively negligible
and statistically insignificant for femicides committed by other perpetrators (column (5)). This
pattern is consistent with our conceptual framework: the reform altered the costs and timing
of marital dissolution and should therefore primarily affect violence arising within intimate or
family relationships. By contrast, femicides committed by unrelated perpetrators are unlikely
to be directly influenced by changes in divorce legislation. The 2SLS estimates confirm the
reduced-form pattern. According to our estimates, a one-standard-deviation increase in the
share of newly divorced individuals raises the probability of observing at least one femicide
by approximately 0.023 percentage points. As in the reduced-form results, the effect remains
concentrated in partner- and family-related femicides and is statistically indistinguishable from
zero for femicides committed by other perpetrators.

Figure 10 reports the dynamic estimates from the reduced-form and 2SLS specifications.
Most coefficients are close to zero and statistically insignificant in the pre-reform years, sup-
porting the absence of differential pre-trends. Beginning in 2016, the year folowing the reform,
the estimated effects turn positive. The pattern is broadly consistent across the reduced-form
and 2SLS specifications, with somewhat larger magnitudes in the latter, as expected under the
LATE interpretation.

We then decompose the overall effect of the reform by examining its impact across different
categories of perpetrators: (i) current partners, (ii) ex-partners, (iii) relatives, (iv) individuals
with a professional relationship with the victim, (v) acquaintances who do not fall into the
previous categories, and (vi) perpetrators who did not personally know the victim or whose
relationship is undefined. To this end, we construct dependent variables that take the value 1
if the municipality experienced at least one femicide committed within any of these relation-
ship spheres, and we standardize the resulting dependent variables to ensure comparability. As

shown in Figure 11, the largest and most precisely estimated effects emerge for ex-partners and
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Figure 10. Dynamic of the main effect
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Notes: The figure plots the estimated coefficients from the dynamic specifications of Equations 2 (Panel A) and
9 (Panel B). The dependent variable is a dummy equal to one if at least one femicide committed by a partner,
ex-partner, or relative occurred in municipality m in year ¢. Vertical bars represent 95% confidence intervals based
on standard errors clustered at the municipal level. The vertical dashed line marks the last pre-reform year.

relatives. The prominence of the ex-partner category is particularly informative, as it includes
divorced and legally separated individuals, as well as former cohabiting partners. This pattern
is consistent with the interpretation that the reform primarily affected violence arising in con-
currence with a relationship dissolution. The sizable coefficient for relatives suggests that the
reform may also have altered broader family dynamics, potentially generating spillovers within
the extended household sphere. Importantly, Figure 11 confirms the absence of significant ef-
fects for perpetrators outside the intimate or family sphere, which provides further support for

the proposed mechanism.
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Figure 11. Effect decomposed by victim-killer relationship

a) RF estimates b) 2SLS estimates
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Notes: The figure plots the estimated coefficients from Equation 2 (panel A) and Equation 9 (panel B) when the
dependent variable is constructed using alternative femicide classifications based on the relationship between the
victim and the perpetrator. The categories are: i) current partner (blue marker), ii) ex-partner (purple marker), iii)
relative (green marker), iv) professional acquaintance (orange marker), v) other known individuals not falling into
the previous categories (grey marker), and vi) unknown perpetrators, either undefined or not personally known
to the victim (brown marker). The dependent variables have been standardized using their pre-reform mean and
standard deviation. Horizontal bars represent 95% confidence intervals based on standard errors clustered at the
municipal level. Control variables defined in Table 4.

4.3 Exposure to divorce law reforms and number of femicides

In the previous section, we focused on the extensive margin, that is, how exposure to the reforms
shapes the probability that a femicide occurs in a municipality. We now turn to analyzing
the intensive margin, estimating whether the reform also affected the number of femicides per
municipality. In this section, the dependent variable F,, ; now measures the number of femicides
in municipality m and year ¢, rather than the probability of observing at least one femicide.

As shown in Table 5, an increase in exposure to divorce law reforms causes a statistically
significant increase in the number of femicides. The reduced-form estimates imply that a one-
standard-deviation increase in the instrument increases the number of femicides by approx-
imately 0.0017 cases. The effect remains positive and statistically significant when restrict-

ing the outcome to partner- and family-related femicides. Dynamic estimates from both the
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Table 5. Number of femicides

(1) (2) (3 “4)

Total number of Femicides committed by
Dependent variable = femicides partner, ex or relative
Reduced Second-stage Reduced Second-stage
form 2SLS form 2SLS
Post-reform x Instrument (std.) 0.0017** 0.0013%*%*
(0.0007) (0.0006)
New divorced (%) 0.1701%** 0.1271*
(0.0829) (0.0694)
Population YES YES YES YES
Pre-det. characteristics x Year YES YES YES YES
Year and Mun. FE YES YES YES YES
Mean dep. var pre-reform 0.017 0.017 0.013 0.013
R-squared 0.367 - 0.290 -
Obs 118410 118410 118410 118410
Municipalities 7894 7894 7894 7894
Sample 2007-2021 2007-2021 2007-2021 2007-2021

Notes: OLS and 2SLS estimates with municipality and year fixed effects. Standard errors (in parenthesis)
clustered at the municipal level. *, ** *** denote significance at 10, 5, 1 percent level, respectively. The
dependent variable in columns (1)-(2) is the number of femicides occurred in the municipality. In columns
(3)-(4), the dependent variable is the number of femicides occurred in the municipality and that were commit-
ted by a partner, ex-partner, or relative. Control variables are described in Table 4.

reduced-form and the 2SLS specifications are plotted in Figure A2 in the Appendix.

In this analysis, the dependent variable features a large number of zeros because no femi-
cides occur in the majority of municipality-year pairs. In Table A1l in the Appendix, we follow
standard practices in the empirical literature and apply two alternative functional transforma-
tions to exclude that our results are confounded by the estimation of a linear model in a setting
with many zeros. First, we use the hyperbolic sine transformation of the number of femicides.
This transformation allows us to retain zero observations in the sample whilst approximating a
logarithmic scale for positive values, thereby mitigating the influence of extreme observations.
Second, we estimate a pseudo-Poisson maximum likelithood model, which is particularly suited
for count data characterized by many zeros (Chen & Roth, 2024; Silva & Tenreyro, 2006). Both
approaches yield consistent results, reported in Table A1, further confirming the robustness of
our main findings. The pseudo-Poisson model, in particular, yields positive and statistically
significant estimates across all specifications. It should be noted that the number of observa-
tions decreases substantially when estimating the pseudo-Poisson specification, as the model
automatically drops from the observations count the units that do not contribute to the estima-
tion."" Taken together, these results indicate that the effects identified at the extensive margin
also extend to the intensive margin, thereby providing additional support for the robustness of

the main findings.

"This reduction is expected and does not compromise the robustness or significance of the estimated effects.
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4.4 Effects by motives for the femicide

We investigate which motives — according to police investigations or the outcome of the criminal
trial — drive the main effect of exposure to divorce law reforms on the probability of femicide. In
particular, we distinguish between femicides related to family issues, monetary reasons, mental
health issues, toxic relational dynamics, and addiction-related factors. These motives are not
mutually exclusive, so that the same femicide can fall under multiple categories.'> We then
construct indicator variables taking value 1 if in a municipality-year there occurred at least
one femicide was victim was killed apparently according to that specific motive. For sake of
comparability, we standardize the dependent variables so that they have mean equal to 0 and
standard deviation equal to 1.

From a theoretical perspective, we expect the main effect to be primarily driven by family-
related motives. If the reform increases women’s outside options and facilitates separation, it
may intensify conflict. In particular, women may be more likely to express the intention to leave
the relationship, potentially triggering violent reactions. The results, reported in Figure A3 in
the Appendix, are strongly consistent with this hypothesis. Both the reduced-form and the
2SLS estimates show a positive and statistically significant effect for femicides motivated by
family-related issues. The magnitude of the coefficients suggests that this category accounts for
a substantial share of the overall effect. We do not find any sizeable effects for the alternative

reasons considered.

5 Robustness checks

In this section, we conduct a series of robustness checks to assess both the validity of our data

and the stability of the main results.

5.1 Administrative data on female victims of homicide

As previously mentioned, our femicide dataset is newly constructed and based on information

available on mass media. To validate its accuracy, we compare it to official ISTAT data on deaths

12 Family issues include cases in which one of the following motives was reported: illness, abandonment, be-
trayal, quarrels, jealousy, honor-related conflicts, domestic abuse, or disputes involving children or other relatives.
Monetary reasons include cases involving debt, extortion, broader financial distress, inheritance disputes, or con-
flicts over separation payments or wages. Mental health issues include cases citing depression, psychological
distress, or other mental health conditions. Toxic dynamics include cases involving sexual assault, revenge, rap-
tus, unrequited love, or possessive behavior. Addiction-related factors include cases involving alcohol abuse, drug
abuse, or gambling.
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by sex and cause of death at the municipal-year level.'® Using this registry, we can compare our
manually collected data with the total number of female victims of homicide.'* This measure
cannot perfectly overlap with the femicide definition adopted in our dataset because any cause
of homicide is counted. Nonetheless, we expect the two measures to be strongly correlated, as
they both capture the underlying incidence of lethal violence against women and, as discussed
in Section 2, most homicides whose victim is a woman satisfy the international definition of
femicide.

First, Figure A4 in the Appendix presents a binned scatter plot of the correlation between
the number of femicides recorded in our dataset and the number of female homicide victims
derived from the ISTAT cause-of-death registry. The figure reveals a strong positive relationship
between the two measures: municipalities with higher numbers of female homicide victims
in the official registry also exhibit higher numbers of femicides in our dataset. The strong
correlation suggests that our dataset accurately captures the spatial and temporal distribution of
lethal violence against women.

Second, in Table 6 we replicate our main results using the registry-based indicator for whether
at least one woman was killed as the dependent variable. The results are remarkably similar
to those reported in columns (1)-(2) for our main femicide measure, both in magnitude and
statistical significance. In columns (5)-(6), we restrict the sample to municipalities in which
the exact count of female victims of homicide is never unreported due to the privacy concerns
discussed above. Despite losing around one-third of observations, the estimates remain similar
to our baseline results and, if anything, larger in magnitudes.

Finally, in columns (1)-(2) of Table 7, we further refine the registry-based measure by re-
stricting to homicides perpetuated using the weapons that are more common according to our
manually collected femicide data (90 percent of femicides). These include assaults by sharp
or blunt objects, hanging, strangulation or suffocation, drowning or submersion and handgun
discharge.!> This restriction yields a sample that most closely approximates our definition of
femicide. Even under this more stringent and conceptually aligned definition, the estimated

effects remain positive and statistically significant.

3Due to privacy concerns, ISTAT provides the exact count only for municipalities in which at least three in-
dividuals of the same gender died during the same year. In those municipalities, the cause is omitted so that the
record reports 0 female victims of homicide.

14The ISTAT data classify causes of death following the International Statistical Classification of Diseases and
Related Health Problems (ICD). We consider as homicides the deaths attributed to assaults, which are identified
using ICD codes X85-Y09 and Y87.1.

I5ICD codes for these types of killings are X99, Y00, X91, X92 and X93.
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Table 6. Probability of female homicide

M @ 6) @ G) ©
At least one At least one female At least one female
Dependent variable = femicide (any killer) homicide homicide (selected sample)
Reduced Second-stage Reduced Second-stage Reduced Second-stage
form 2SLS form 2SLS form 2SLS
Post-reform x Instrument (std.) 0.0011%* 0.0012%%* 0.0027%#%*%*
(0.0006) (0.0005) (0.0010)
New divorced (%) 0.1127* 0.1342%%* 0.1768%%*
(0.0621) (0.0628) (0.0706)
Population YES YES YES YES YES YES
Pre-det. characteristics x Year YES YES YES YES YES YES
Year and Mun. FE YES YES YES YES YES YES
Mean dep. var pre-reform 0.013 0.013 0.012 0.012 0.017 0.017
R-squared 0.183 - 0.171 - 0.170 -
Obs 118410 118410 117859 117859 80925 80925
Municipalities 7894 7894 7894 7894 5395 5395
Sample 2007-2021 2007-2021 2007-2021 2007-2021 2007-2021 2007-2021

Notes: OLS and 2SLS estimates with municipality and year fixed effects. Standard errors (in parenthesis) clustered at the municipal level. *, **,
*** denote significance at 10, 5, 1 percent level, respectively. The dependent variable in columns (1)-(2) is the main dependent variable described
in Table 4. The dependent variable in columns (3)-(4) is an indicator variable equal to one if at least one female homicide occurred in the munic-
ipality. It is constructed using ISTAT Cause di morte registry, which classify deaths according to the underlying cause. Homicides are identified
using ICD codes X85-Y09 and Y87.1. In columns (5)-(6), we further restrict the sample by excluding municipalities in which, at least once dur-
ing the sample period, a death is classified as “not defined” in the ISTAT registry due to privacy-related suppression rules. Control variables are

described in Table 4.

5.2 Male victims of homicide

To enhance the credibility of our empirical results, it is also essential to verify that the reforms
did not affect lethal violence more broadly. To this end, we use the ISTAT Cause di morte
registry data and restrict the sample to the same set of causes of death considered in the analysis
of female homicides—namely, those corresponding to the types of weapons that account for
around 90% of our dataset. This ensures comparability across genders in terms of the types of
homicides analyzed. We then quantify the effect of the reform on the probability that a homicide
whose victim is a man occurs in a municipality-year. The results are reported in columns (3)-(4)
of Table 7. In contrast to the findings for women (columns (1)-(2)), the estimated effects for
men are smaller in magnitude and statistically insignificant. This suggests that the reforms did
not affect male homicide rates in the same way, providing further support to the interpretation
that the observed effects are specific to gender-based violence rather than reflecting broader

changes in overall lethal violence.

5.3 Deaths of women unrelated with family dynamics

We construct two placebo outcomes using the ISTAT Cause di morte administrative registry in
order to verify that the reforms did not mortality of women for causes that should not relate to

family dynamics. First, we construct an indicator equal to one if at least one female death due
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Table 7. Probability of female and male homicide

€)) (2) 3) 4)
At least one female At least one male
Dependent variable = homicide (selected weapons) homicide (selected weapons)
Reduced Second-stage Reduced Second-stage
form 2SLS form 2SLS
Post-reform x Instrument (std.) 0.0007* 0.0002
(0.0004) (0.0004)
New divorced (%) 0.0801%* 0.0187
(0.0476) (0.0479)
Population YES YES YES YES
Pre-det. characteristics x Year YES YES YES YES
Year and Mun. FE YES YES YES YES
Mean dep. var pre-reform 0.006 0.006 0.007 0.007
R-squared 0.163 - 0.167 -
Obs 117859 117859 117859 117859
Municipalities 7894 7894 7894 7894
Sample 2007-2021 2007-2021 2007-2021 2007-2021

Notes: OLS and 2SLS estimates with municipality and year fixed effects. Standard errors (in parenthesis)
clustered at the municipal level. *, **, *** denote significance at 10, 5, 1 percent level, respectively. The de-
pendent variables are indicators equal to one if at least one female (columns (1)-(2)) or male (columns (3)-(4))
homicide occurred in the municipality-year and the method of killing corresponds to categories most com-
monly observed in our femicide dataset. Specifically, we restrict the ISTAT registry to cases involving assault
by sharp/blunt object, hanging/strangulation/suffocation, drowning and submersion, handgun discharge (ICD
codes X99, Y00, X91, X92 and X93). These categories account for approximately 90 percent of femicide
cases in our dataset. Control variables are described in Table 4.

to a transport accident is recorded in the municipality-year.'® We then consider three additional
placebo outcomes capturing deaths from diseases that are unlikely to be directly affected by
changes in family dynamics. Specifically, we construct indicators equal to one if at least one
female death due to (i) blood diseases, (ii) respiratory diseases, or (iii) musculoskeletal diseases
occurs in the municipality-year.!” As shown in Figure A5 in the Appendix, the reduced-form
and 2SLS estimates are small and statistically insignificant across specifications for all depen-
dent variables, consistent with these causes of death being unrelated to household bargaining
or family-law mechanisms. We conclude that our main results are not confounded by general

trends in the overall mortality among women.

5.4 Excluding 2021

In Figure 9, we observe that 2021 is the only year in which the instrument turns negative and

statistically significant. As an additional robustness check, we assess whether our results are

16ICD-10 codes for transport accidents are VO1-V99. These codes include accidents involving pedestrians,
cyclists, motor vehicles, buses, trains, as well as water and air transport.

17Blood diseases correspond to ICD-10 codes D50-D89 and include conditions such as iron deficiency anemia,
hemolytic anemias, coagulation disorders (e.g., hemophilia), and immune disorders. Respiratory diseases corre-
spond to ICD-10 codes J0O0-J99 and include acute respiratory infections, chronic obstructive pulmonary disease
(COPD), pneumonia, and asthma. Musculoskeletal diseases correspond to ICD-10 codes M00-M99 and include
conditions such as rheumatoid arthritis, osteoarthritis, osteoporosis, and connective tissue disorders.
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Table 8. Probability of femicide, excluding 2021

@ @

3 “

() ©

At least one

At least one femicide

At least one femicide
committed by

femicide committed by partner,
Dependent variable = (any killer) ex or relative other killers
Reduced Second-stage Reduced Second-stage Reduced Second-stage
form 2SLS form 2SLS form 2SLS
Post-reform x Instrument (std.) 0.0011* 0.0010* 0.0002
(0.0006) (0.0005) (0.0003)
New divorced (%) 0.0775%* 0.0681* 0.0154
(0.0438) (0.0404) (0.0196)
Population YES YES YES YES YES YES
Pre-det. characteristics x Year YES YES YES YES YES YES
Year and Mun. FE YES YES YES YES YES YES
Mean dep. var pre-reform 0.013 0.013 0.011 0.011 0.003 0.003
R-squared 0.187 - 0.173 - 0.176 -
Obs 110516 110516 110516 110516 110516 110516
Municipalities 7894 7894 7894 7894 7894 7894
Sample 2007-2020 2007-2020 2007-2020 2007-2020 2007-2020 2007-2020

Notes: OLS and 2SLS estimates with municipality and year fixed effects. Standard errors (in parenthesis) clustered at the municipal level. *, **,
**% denote significance at 10, 5, 1 percent level, respectively. The dependent variable in columns (1)-(2) is an indicator equal to one if at least one
femicide occurred in the municipality. In columns (3)-(4), the dependent variable equals one if at least one femicide occurred and was committed
by a partner, ex-partner, or relative. In columns (5)-(6), the dependent variable equals one if at least one femicide occurred and was committed by
another type of perpetrator (e.g., professional relation, acquaintance, stalker or unknown). Control variables are described in Table 4.

sensitive to the inclusion of this year by restricting the sample to the 2007-2020 period. Table
Table 8 reports the results. Reassuringly, the estimates remain positive and statistically signifi-

cant, indicating that our findings are not driven by the anomalous behavior of the instrument in

2021.

5.5 Additional robustness checks

[Preliminary and incomplete] In Figure A6, we replicate our estimates by excluding one region
at a time. Both the RF coefficients and the 2SLS coefficients remain similar in magnitudes
and statistically significant, documenting that none of the region-level shocks that we exploit to
construct our shift-share design is essential to obtaining a positive and statistically significant

effect of eased access to divorce on the probability of a femicide.

6 Province-level analysis

Our main results are based on a municipality-level analysis, which maximizes the granularity
of the identifying variation and captures community-level exposure to the divorce law reforms.
However, this approach raises two concerns. First, since femicides are rare events, most munic-
ipalities are never exposed to such outcomes, and identification mainly relies on the intensive

margin. Second, municipality-level data do not allow us to consider alternative outcomes that,
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Figure 12. Province-level instrument
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Notes: The figure plots the estimated coefficients of the dynamic version of Equation 8. Vertical bars represent
95% confidence intervals with standard errors clustered at the province level. The vertical dashed line marks the
baseline year 2014.

while more commonly used in the literature, capture conceptually different forms of violence
relative to femicide. Measures of domestic violence are typically interpreted as instrumental
behaviors, through which perpetrators seek to exert control, enforce compliance, or extract re-
sources. By contrast, femicide represents an extreme form of violence with no expected future
returns. It may arise either as the unintended escalation of less severe abusive behavior or,
more often, as a deliberate act aimed at ending the victim’s life. As such, these outcomes may
respond differently to the same policy shock. Consistent with this distinction, Figure A7 and
Figure A8 show that femicides are generally not correlated with overall reports of gender-based
violence or most of their components, nor with judicial warnings, restraining orders, or calls to
anti-violence centers, with the only exception of reported beatings.

In this section, we shift the analysis to the provincial level. Provincial-level data allow us
to incorporate information on domestic and sexual violence, as well as on specific categories
of crimes, enabling us to assess whether homicides respond differently to the reform relative

to broader measures of gender-based violence. This distinction is particularly relevant in light
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Table 9. Alternative violence measures

@ @ 3 “ (&) ©)

All DV Intentional
Dependent variable (N. crimes per 100000 in.) = Beatings Threats Rapes Offences crimes homicides
Post-reform x Instrument (std.) -1.6538 -11.0118%* -0.1438 -14.0375%%* -27.6650%** 0.1792%#*

(1.0227) (6.2989) (0.2465) (4.0318) (5.3259) (0.0676)

Population YES YES YES YES YES YES
Pre-det. characteristics X Year YES YES YES YES YES YES
Year and Provice FE YES YES YES YES YES YES
Mean dep. var pre-reform 27.066 152.010 7.549 120.642 306.884 0.911
R-squared 0.670 0.856 0.577 0912 0.739 0.555
Obs 1593 1593 1593 1169 1605 1593
Provinces 107 107 107 107 107 107
Sample 2007-2021 2007-2021 2007-2021 2007-2021 2007-2021 2007-2021

Notes: OLS and 2SLS estimates with province and year fixed effects. Standard errors (in parenthesis) clustered at the province level. *, **, *** denote sig-
nificance at 10, 5, 1 percent level, respectively. The dependent variables in columns (1)—(4) are the number of crimes per 100,000 inhabitants, corresponding
respectively to beatings, threats, rapes, and offences. Column (5) reports an index of domestic violence constructed as the sum of these four categories. Column
(6) reports intentional homicides per 100,000 inhabitants. Control variables are described in Table 4 and measured at province level.

of the existing literature. Several papers find that increased divorce opportunities reduce vio-
lence, but typically rely on measures of domestic violence rather than homicide as the outcome
(Brassiolo, 2016; Stevenson & Wolfers, 2000). We hypothesize that these forms of violence
may respond differently to changes in divorce laws. An increase in women’s bargaining power,
driven by improved outside options, may reduce domestic violence within ongoing relation-
ships, as men optimally decrease violent behavior to avoid separation. However, when sepa-
ration occurs, this disciplining mechanism breaks down: once the relationship is about to end,
the incentive to moderate violence disappears, potentially increasing the likelihood of extreme
outcomes such as femicide.

The availability of provincial-level data allows us to directly test this hypothesis. This ensures
that 1) the probability that at least one femicide occurs within a province in a given year is around
50 percent (as compared to around 1.4 percent when using municipality-year data) and i1) we
can incorporate alternative measures of violence. Upon collapsing the data at the province-year

level, we define the shift-share variable

A Married, , D,
X

Ad, = 6
agl Married, Pop, ©
and we estimate the following regression models:
Fpr = Brr,p * (Ad,,) x PostRe formy) + X, 2011 Z),, +Mp+ 6+ &y, 9
t
D, ; = m,* (Ad, X PostRe form;) + X, 2011 Z% +Mp+ 6+, ®)
t
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and
Fp: = Bastsp*Dps +Xp 2011 Y A4np+ 6+ ¢p )
t

Figure 12 reports the dynamic specification of the first stage at the provincial level. Com-
pared to the municipality-level analysis, the discontinuity induced by the reform appears more
attenuated and mainly concentrated in the first post-reform years. In later periods, the instru-
ment becomes negative. This pattern, together with mechanical features of the data—such as
equal weighting across provinces despite substantial heterogeneity in population size—and the
fact that standard errors are clustered at the provincial level, weakens the strength of the first
stage in this specification. For these reasons, we focus on reduced-form estimates. Table A2
first replicates our main results using provincial-level outcomes, considering both the extensive
margin (dummy) and the number of femicides. Consistent with the municipality-level analysis,
the estimated coefficients remain positive and statistically significant, indicating that provinces
more exposed to the reform experience higher femicide incidence.

We then turn to other forms of violence.'® Table 9 reports the effect of the reform on crimes
typically associated with domestic violence — namely beatings, threats, offences, and rapes—as
well as on their aggregate index, constructed as the sum of these four categories. The estimated
coefficients are negative across all categories, although statistical significance is mainly con-
centrated in threats and offences. The composite index of domestic violence is also negative,
suggesting that the reform, by increasing women’s bargaining power, reduces the incidence of
non-lethal violence at the provincial level.

Finally, the last column shows the effect on intentional homicides. In line with our main re-
sults, the coefficient is positive and statistically significant. Taken together, these findings point
to a divergence between non-lethal and lethal violence: while improved outside options re-
duce domestic violence within relationships, extreme violence increases when this disciplining

mechanism no longer operates.

7 Heterogeneous treatment effects

In this section, we explore whether the estimated effects conceal meaningful variation across
contexts and groups. Examining heterogeneity allows us to better understand the mechanisms

through which the reform operates and to assess the consistency of the results with the hypoth-

18See https://esploradati.istat.it/databrowser/#/it/dw/categories/IT1,20840JUS,1.0/JUS
_CRIMINAL/DCCV_DELITTIPS
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esized channels. Formally, we estimate:

Finy = Brr1 * (Ady, X PostReform;) + Brr2 * (Ady % PostRe form; X Zy, 2011)
+ Bre3 * PostRe form; X Zu 2011 +Xm2011 Y_ A+ M+ 65 + €y (10)
r

Fing = Boses,1 % Dy + Boses2 * <Dm,z X Zm 201 1)

+ Bases 3 x PostRe form; x Zy, 2011 4+ Xm 2011 Z% + N+ 6+ Eny (11)
t

Equation 10 and Equation 11 extend the baseline specifications presented above by adding
an interaction term between the treatment and a pre-determined characteristic, Z,, 2011, as well
as the interaction between Z, 2011 and the PostReform; indicator. The coefficients Bgr and

Basis2 capture how the effect of the reform varies with baseline levels of Z.

7.1 Divorce attitudes

We first explore whether the effect of the reform varies across municipalities with different atti-
tudes towards divorce. The heterogeneity analysis is based on interacting our main explanatory
variable with a proxy for local divorce attitudes. A key feature of Italy, relevant to our purposes,
is that shortly after the introduction of divorce into the legal framework, a popular vote took
place in an attempt to repeal the policy. We use data from the 1974 Italian divorce referendum,
available from the Italian Ministry for Internal Affairs (Eligendo).'® In that referendum, voters
were asked whether to repeal the 1970 Law that had introduced divorce in Italy. A vote in fa-
vor of repeal (“Yes”) implied opposition to divorce, while a vote against repeal (“No””) implied
support for maintaining the divorce law. We exploit the municipality-level share of voters who
voted “No”, i.e., who were in favor of divorce, to construct an indicator equal to one if this share
is above the national median, capturing relatively more liberal attitudes toward marital disso-
lution. This indicator is interacted with both the reduced-form treatment and the instrumented
divorce measure in the 2SLS specification.

The results are reported in Table A3. The interaction term is positive and statistically signif-
icant in the reduced-form specifications, while it remains positive but statistically insignificant
in the 2SLS estimates. Consistent with this pattern, Figure 13 shows that the effect of the re-
form on femicide is not statistically different from zero in municipalities below the median of

support for divorce, whereas it is positive and statistically significant in municipalities above

19See https://elezionistorico.interno.gov.it/eligendo/opendata.php
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Figure 13. Heterogeneity by divorce attitudes
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Notes: Horizontal bars represent 95% confidence intervals based on standard errors clustered at the municipal level.
In favour of divorce above median is an indicator variable equal to one if the share of voters in the municipality who
voted “No” in the 1974 divorce referendum is above the national median, and zero otherwise. Control variables
defined in Table 4.

the median. These results suggest that the effect of the reform on the probability of femicide is
stronger in municipalities where support for divorce was historically higher. In municipalities
characterized by more favorable attitudes toward divorce, women may be more likely to exploit
the new legal opportunities to leave an unsatisfactory or abusive relationship. As a result, the
reform may have generated a more concrete and credible threat of separation in these contexts,
potentially intensifying conflict in unstable relationships. In other words, the reform’s impact
on femicide risk appears to be more pronounced where the possibility that a woman actually

uses the reform to exit the relationship is perceived as being more credible.

7.2 Incidence of homicides

We next investigate whether the effect of the reform varies depending on pre-existing levels of
violence in the local context. This exercise is motivated by the idea that the reform-induced

shock to relationship dynamics may translate into lethal outcomes more easily in environments
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Figure 14. Heterogeneity by intentional homicides

Panel A) RF estimates Panel B) 2SLS estimates
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Notes: Horizontal bars represent 95% confidence intervals based on standard errors clustered at the municipal
level. Homicides above median is an indicator variable equal to one if the share of intentional homicides relative
to the population measured at province level in the pre-reform period (2007-2013) is above the national median,
and zero otherwise. Control variables described in Table 4.

where violent behavior is already relatively more common. In localities characterized by higher
baseline violence, individuals may be more prone to resort to extreme reactions when facing
separation or changes in intra-household bargaining power.

To test this hypothesis, we interact our main treatment variable with a measure of local violent
crime intensity. Specifically, we use mean share of intentional homicides on total population,
measured at the provincial level prior to the reform, i.e., in the period 2007-2013.2° This dataset
comes from administrative records of police reports and is published by ISTAT at the provincial
level. The results, reported in Table A4 and depicted in Figure 14, indicate that the estimated ef-
fect of the reform on femicide probability is concentrated in municipalities located in provinces
with higher levels of intentional homicides. By contrast, in areas characterized by lower base-
line violence, the reform does not appear to have a statistically detectable impact on femicide

risk. Overall, these findings suggest that the reform-induced increase in divorce opportunities

20We utilize the incidence of homicides at the provincial level and not at the municipality level because the
number of homicides committed in the pre-reform period is exactly zero in 97% of municipalities.
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Figure 15. Heterogeneity by domestic violence
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Notes: Horizontal bars represent 95% confidence intervals based on standard errors clustered at the municipal
level. Domestic violence above median is an indicator variable equal to one if the share of domestic violence
crimes relative to the population measured at province level in the pre-reform period (2007-2013) is above the
national median, and zero otherwise. Control variables described in Table 4.

translates into lethal violence primarily in contexts where the propensity to engage in violent

behavior is already higher.

7.3 Incidence of sexual and domestic violence crimes

We next examine whether the effect of the reform varies with pre-existing levels of domestic
and sexual violence. The underlying hypothesis is that the reform-induced shock to relationship
dynamics may be more likely to escalate into lethal outcomes in contexts where such forms of
violence are already more prevalent.

To test this, we interact our main treatment variable with measures of domestic and sexual vi-
olence intensity at the provincial level in the pre-reform period.?! Both measures are expressed

as shares of the population and are constructed using administrative police records from ISTAT.

2IDomestic violence crimes include offences such as beatings, threats, and rape, while sexual violence crimes
comprise pornography-related offences, rape, rape of a minor, and prostitution-related crimes.
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Figure 16. Heterogeneity by sexual violence

Panel A) RF estimates Panel B) 2SLS estimates
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Notes: Horizontal bars represent 95% confidence intervals based on standard errors clustered at the municipal
level. Sexual violence above median is an indicator variable equal to one if the share of sexual violence crimes
relative to the population measured at province level in the pre-reform period (2007-2013) is above the national
median, and zero otherwise. Control variables described in Table 4.

The results, reported in Table A5 and illustrated in Figure 15, indicate that the effect of the
reform on femicide probability is primarily concentrated in municipalities located in provinces
with higher baseline levels of domestic violence. A similar, though weaker, pattern emerges
when considering sexual violence (see Table A6 and Figure 16). By contrast, no statistically
significant effect is detected in areas with lower pre-existing violence. These findings suggest
that the impact of increased divorce opportunities on lethal violence is strongest in contexts

where domestic violence is more widespread.

7.4 Education, employment and income

We next explore heterogeneity in the effects of the reform along pre-existing gender gaps in
employment and education, as well as across income levels. As discussed in Section 6, we doc-
ument a reduction in non-lethal domestic violence alongside an increase in extreme violence,

which we rationalize as the result of an increase in women’s bargaining power within the house-
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Figure 17. Heterogeneity by employment rate gap
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Notes: Horizontal bars represent 95% confidence intervals based on standard errors clustered at the municipal level.
Emoloyment rate gap above median is an indicator variable equal to one if the employment rate gap measured in
2011 Census is above the national median, and zero otherwise. Control variables described in Table 4.

hold. If this mechanism is correct, we should expect stronger effects in areas where the threat
of leaving the relationship is more credible—namely, where women have the economic means to
sustain themselves after divorce. This is more likely to be the case in municipalities where gen-
der gaps in employment and education are smaller. By contrast, in areas characterized by larger
gender gaps, women are more likely to remain economically dependent, and improvements in
outside options may not substantially alter their bargaining position within the household. Con-
sistent with this interpretation, Figure 17 and Figure A9 and the corresponding Table A7 show
that the effects are concentrated in municipalities with lower gender gaps in employment and
education.

A similar pattern emerges when considering income levels (see Figure 18 and Table AS).
Although income is not gender-specific, higher-income municipalities are likely to be charac-
terized by greater economic independence and better outside options. In line with this intuition,
we find that the effects of the reform are stronger in municipalities with higher average income.

Overall, this evidence is consistent with a mechanism in which the reform increases women’s

bargaining power, with effects concentrated in contexts where women are more economically
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Figure 18. Heterogeneity by income
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Notes: Horizontal bars represent 95% confidence intervals based on standard errors clustered at the municipal
level. Income above median is an indicator variable equal to one if mean income measured at municipal level in
the pre-reform period (2007-2013) is above the national median, and zero otherwise. Control variables described
in Table 4.

independent and therefore better able to take advantage of improved divorce opportunities.
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8 Conclusions

This paper studies how changes in divorce access affect extreme forms of intimate partner vi-
olence. Exploiting two major Italian divorce reforms enacted in 2014 and 2015, we use a
shift-share approach to construct a measure of local exposure to the reduction in divorce costs
and examine its impact on the probability of femicide at the municipal level.

We document four main findings. First, the reforms led to a substantial increase in divorce
rates, particularly among middle-aged cohorts. Second, municipalities more exposed to the re-
form experienced a statistically significant increase in the probability of femicide. This effect
is concentrated in cases involving ex-partners and relatives, consistent with the view that re-
lationship dissolution represents a particularly vulnerable phase. Third, using provincial-level
data, we show that the increase in femicide is accompanied by a reduction in non-lethal forms
of domestic violence. This divergence highlights that different measures of intimate partner
violence are not directly comparable and may respond differently to the same policy shock.
Fourth, we uncover meaningful heterogeneity. The effect is stronger in municipalities with
more favorable attitudes toward divorce and in areas characterized by higher pre-reform levels
of extreme, sexual, and domestic violence. Moreover, the effect is more pronounced in mu-
nicipalities with lower gender gaps in employment and education. These patterns suggest that
institutional changes interact with local norms, economic conditions, and pre-existing social
environments in shaping violent responses.

Our findings contribute to the debate on how policies that expand women’s outside options
affect intra-household dynamics. While reducing divorce costs strengthens women’s formal
exit opportunities, our evidence indicates that such reforms may also trigger extreme violent
reactions in the short run. This result aligns with theories of backlash and conflict arising from
shifts in bargaining power, highlighting that institutional progress toward gender equality can
generate transitional risks. From a policy perspective, these results do not imply that divorce lib-
eralization is undesirable. Rather, they underscore the importance of accompanying institutional
reforms with preventive measures, such as targeted support services, risk assessment protocols,
and protection mechanisms for women undergoing divorce. If relationship dissolution is indeed

a high-risk period, policy responses should explicitly account for this vulnerability.
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Figure A2. Dynamic of the main effect
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Notes: The figure plots the estimated coefficients from the dynamic specifications of Equations 2 (Panel A) and
9 (Panel B). The dependent variable is the number of femicides committed by a partner, ex-partner, or relative
occurred in municipality m in year ¢ 4 1. Vertical bars represent 95% confidence intervals based on standard errors
clustered at the municipal level. The vertical dashed line marks the last pre-reform year.
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Figure A3. Effect decomposed by reported motive of the femicide

a) RF estimates b) 2SLS estimates
[ |
[ |
Family issues —| | —_— Family issues —| | ———— o——————
[ |
[ |
[ I
I |
Monetary reasons | 407: Monetary reasons —| 407:
| |
| |
| |
| |
Mental health issues R S A— Mental health issues — —
| |
| |
| |
| |
Toxic dynamics — ! A4 Toxic dynamics — ! @
I |
| |
I I
| |
| |
Addition-related factors - [ A4 Addition-related factors — I @
[ |
T ! T T T T ! T T T
-.01 0 .01 .02 .03 -1 0 1 2 3
Coefficient Coefficient

Notes: The figure plots the estimated coefficients from Equation 2 (panel A) and Equation 9 (panel B) when the
dependent variable is constructed using alternative femicide classifications based on the reported motive behind the
femicide, as documented in media sources. Family issues include cases in which one of the following motives was
reported: illness, abandonment, betrayal, quarrels, jealousy, honor-related conflicts, domestic abuse, or disputes
involving children or other relatives. Monetary reasons include cases involving debt, extortion, broader financial
distress, inheritance disputes, or conflicts over separation payments or wages. Mental health issues include cases
citing depression, psychological distress, or other mental health conditions. Toxic dynamics include cases involving
sexual assault, revenge, raptus, unrequited love, or possessive behavior. Addiction-related factors include cases
involving alcohol abuse, drug abuse, or gambling. The dependent variables have been standardized using their
pre-reform mean and standard deviation. Horizontal bars represent 95% confidence intervals based on standard
errors clustered at the municipal level. Control variables defined in Table 4.
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Figure A4. Correlation between femicides and ISTAT female homicides

Female homicides ICD10

Femicides

Notes: The figure reports a binned scatter plot. The horizontal axis reports the number of femicides recorded in
the authors’ dataset, while the vertical axis reports the number of female homicides as calculated from the ISTAT
Cause di morte dataset. Each marker represents the average value of the vertical-axis variable within groups of the
horizontal-axis variable. Marker size is proportional to the number of observations in each group, and the solid
line shows the linear fit across group averages.

53



Figure AS. Transport accidents and other accidental deaths

a) RF estimates b) 2SLS estimates
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Notes: The dependent variables are dummies capturing municipal mortality from two distinct causes. The first
outcome, Transport accidents (blue markers), equals 1 if at least one death due to transport-related accidents is
recorded in the municipality-year. Transport accidents are identified using ICD-10 codes V01-V99, which include
accidents involving pedestrians, cyclists, motor vehicles, buses, trains, as well as water and air transport accidents.
The second outcome, Blood diseases (purple markers), equals one if at least one death due to unintentional blood
or blood-forming diseases occurred in the municipality-year. These correspond to ICD-10 codes D50-D89 and
include conditions such as iron deficiency anemia, hemolytic anemias, coagulation defects (e.g., hemophilia), and
immune disorders. The third outcome, Respiratory diseases (green markers), equals one if at least one death due
to diseases of the respiratory system occurred in the municipality-year. These correspond to ICD-10 codes JOO-
J99 and include conditions such as acute respiratory infections, chronic obstructive pulmonary disease (COPD),
pneumonia, and asthma. The last outcome, Musculoskeletal diseases (orange markers), equals one if at least
one death due to diseases of the musculoskeletal system and connective tissue occurred in the municipality-year.
These correspond to ICD110 codes M00-M99 and include conditions such as rheumatoid arthritis, osteoarthritis,
osteoporosis, and connective tissue disorders. The dependent variables have been standardized using their pre-
reform mean and standard deviation. Panel a) reports coefficients of the reduced form, while Panel b) reports
coefficients of the 2SLS analysis. Horizontal bars represent 95% confidence intervals based on standard errors
clustered at the municipal level. Control variables defined in Table 4.
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Figure A6. Probability of femicide, excluding regions

a) RF estimates
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Notes: The figure plots the estimated coefficients from Equation 2 (panel A) and Equation 9 (panel B) when we
sequentially exclude one region at a time. Horizontal bars represent 95% confidence intervals based on standard
errors clustered at the municipal level. Control variables defined in Table 4.
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Figure A7. Correlation between femicides and measures of reported gendered violence
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(d) Mistreatment

Notes: The figures illustrate the correlation between the number of femicides per 100,000 inhabitants and the
number of reported incidents of gender-based violence per 1,000 inhabitants: overall (panel a), beatings (panel
b), sexual assaults (panel c¢), and mistreatment (panel d). The incidence rate is computed as the ratio between
the number of reports for each type of gender-based violence and the total number of female residents in each
municipality, as recorded in the 2021 Census. The data refer to criminal offenses reported to the judicial authority
by the State Police, the Carabinieri Corps, and the Financial Police, available from ISTAT. The dataset includes
information on reported crimes and individuals referred to the judicial authority by law enforcement agencies.

56



Figure A8. Correlation between femicides and measures of reported gendered violence
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(b) Judicial restraining orders
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(d) Calls to AVC

Notes: The figures illustrate the correlation between the number of femicides per 100,000 inhabitants and the
number of reported incidents of gender-based violence per 1,000 inhabitants: stalking (panel a), judicial restraining
orders (panel b), judiciary warnings (panel c), and calls to AVC (panel d). The incidence rate is computed as the
ratio between the number of reports for each type of gender-based violence and the total number of female residents
in each municipality, as recorded in the 2021 Census. The data refer to criminal offenses reported to the judicial
authority by the State Police, the Carabinieri Corps, and the Financial Police, available from ISTAT. The dataset
includes information on reported crimes and individuals referred to the judicial authority by law enforcement
agencies. Data on the number of calls to anti-violence centers are obtained from ISTAT and are available at the

provincial level.
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Figure A9. Heterogeneity by education rate gap
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Notes: The figure plots the estimated coefficients from Equation 2 (panel A) and Equation 9 (panel B) when we
sequentially exclude one region at a time. Horizontal bars represent 95% confidence intervals based on standard
errors clustered at the municipal level. Education rate gap above median is an indicator variable equal to one if the
education rate gap measured in 2011 Census is above the national median, and zero otherwise. Control variables

described in Table 4.
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Appendix Tables

Table A1. Number of femicides - alternative specifications

@ @ 3 “
Panel A: Inverse hyperbolic sine transformation
Total number of

Femicides committed by

Dependent variable = femicides partner, ex or relative
Reduced Second-stage Reduced Second-stage
form 2SLS form 2SLS
Post-reform x Instrument (std.) 0.0013%* 0.0010**
(0.0006) (0.0005)
Nuovi divorziati (%) 0.1256%* 0.1029*
(0.0627) (0.0563)
Population YES YES YES YES
Pre-det. characteristics x Year YES YES YES YES
Year and Mun. FE YES YES YES YES
Mean dep. var pre-reform 0.013 0.013 0.011 0.013
R-squared 0.266 - 0.228 -
Obs 118410 118410 118410 118410
Municipalities 7894 7894 7894 7894
Sample 2007-2021 2007-2021 2007-2021 2007-2021
(1) 2 (3) (4)

Panel B: Pseudo Poisson estimation

Total number of Femicides committed by

Dependent variable = femicides partner, ex or relative
Reduced Second-stage Reduced Second-stage
form 2SLS form 2SLS
Post-reform x Instrument (std.) 0.24097%#* 0.2255%*
(0.0828) (0.0904)
Linear prediction 23.6854%** 22.1722%*
(8.1451) (8.8905)
Population YES YES YES YES
Pre-det. characteristics x Year YES YES YES YES
Year and Mun. FE YES YES YES YES
Mean dep. var pre-reform 0.131 0.131 0.118 0.118
Pseudo R-squared 0.171 0.171 0.142 0.142
Obs 14970 14970 12960 12960
Municipalities 998 998 864 864
Sample 2007-2021 2007-2021 2007-2021 2007-2021

Notes: OLS and 2SLS estimates with municipality and year fixed effects. Standard errors (in parenthesis)
clustered at the municipal level. *, **, *** denote significance at 10, 5, 1 percent level, respectively. The
dependent variable in columns (1)-(2) is the number of femicides occurred in the municipality. In columns
(3)-(4), the dependent variable is the number of femicides occurred in the municipality and that were commit-
ted by a partner, ex-partner, or relative. Control variables are described in Table 4. Panel A reports estimates
where the dependent variables are transformed using the inverse hyperbolic sine (IHS). The IHS transforma-
tion is similar to the natural logarithm and reduces the influence of extreme values while retaining zero obser-
vations. Panel B reports estimates obtained using the Poisson pseudo—maximum likelihood (PPML) estimator.
The number of observations is lower than in the main tables because PPML drops observations for which the

outcome is perfectly predicted.
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Table A2. Femicides - province level

@ @ 3) @
At least one At least one femicide Number of Number of femicides
femicide committed by partner, femicides committed by partner,
Dependent variable = (any killer) ex or relative (any killer) ex or relative
Post-reform x Instrument (std.) 0.0669%* 0.0495* 0.1731%%* 0.1603%%**
(0.0318) (0.0289) (0.0657) (0.0511)
Population YES YES YES YES
Pre-det. characteristics x Year YES YES YES YES
Year and Provice FE YES YES YES YES
Mean dep. var pre-reform 0.576 0.508 1.222 0.952
R-squared 0.278 0.275 0.561 0.509
Obs 1605 1605 1605 1605
Provinces 107 107 107 107
Sample 2007-2021 2007-2021 2007-2021 2007-2021

Notes: OLS and 2SLS estimates with province and year fixed effects. Standard errors (in parenthesis) clustered at the province
level. *, *#*, *** denote significance at 10, 5, 1 percent level, respectively. The dependent variable in column (1) is an indicator
equal to one if at least one femicide occurred in the province. In column (2), the dependent variable equals one if at least one
femicide occurred and was committed by a partner, ex-partner, or relative. In column (3), the dependent variable is the number
of femicides, while in column (4) the dependent variable is the number of femicides committed by partner, ex-partner or relative.
Control variables are described in Table 4 and measured at province level.

Table A3. Heterogeneity by divorce attitudes

(&) @

3

“

At least one

At least one femicide

femicide committed by partner,
Dependent variable = (any killer) ex or relative
Reduced Second-stage Reduced Second-stage
form 2SLS form 2SLS
Post x Inst. (std.) 0.0005 0.0003
(0.0006) (0.0006)
Post x Share of voters in favour (above median) x Inst. (std.) 0.0017* 0.0019%*
(0.0010) (0.0009)
New divorced (%) -0.0034 -0.0279
(0.0789) (0.0717)
New divorced (%) x Share of voters in favour (above median) 0.2643 0.2883
(0.1870) (0.1822)
Population YES YES YES YES
Pre-det. characteristics x Year YES YES YES YES
Year and Mun. FE YES YES YES YES
Mean dep. var pre-reform 0.013 0.013 0.011 0.011
P-value B1+ 2 0.013 0.085 0.011 0.080
R-squared 0.183 - 0.169 -
Obs 117675 117675 117675 117675
Municipalities 7845 7845 7845 7845
Sample 2007-2021 2007-2021 2007-2021 2007-2021

Notes: OLS and 2SLS estimates with municipality and year fixed effects. Standard errors (in parenthesis) clustered at the municipal level.
*, % %% denote significance at 10, 5, 1 percent level, respectively. The dependent variable in columns (1)-(2) is an indicator equal to one
if at least one femicide occurred in the municipality. In columns (3)-(4), the dependent variable equals one if at least one femicide occurred
and was committed by a partner, ex-partner, or relative. Share of voters in favour (above mean) is an indicator variable equal to one if the
share of voters in the municipality who voted “No” in the 1974 divorce referendum is above the national median, and zero otherwise. Con-

trol variables described in Table 4.
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Table A4. Heterogeneity by intentional homicides

1) ) 3 )
At least one At least one femicide
femicide committed by partner,
Dependent variable = (any killer) ex or relative
Reduced Second-stage Reduced Second-stage
form 2SLS form 2SLS
Post x Inst. (std.) 0.0003 0.0004
(0.0006) (0.0006)
Post x Intentional homicides (% pop) (above median) x Inst. (std.) 0.0016* 0.0013
(0.0009) (0.0009)
New divorced (%) 0.0076 0.0190
(0.0678) (0.0624)
New divorced (%) x Intentional homicides (% pop) (above median) 0.2050 0.1673
(0.1400) (0.1285)
Population YES YES YES YES
Pre-det. characteristics x Year YES YES YES YES
Year and Mun. FE YES YES YES YES
Mean dep. var pre-reform 0.013 0.013 0.011 0.011
P-value 1+ B2 0.024 0.075 0.034 0.089
R-squared 0.182 -0.059 0.168 -0.053
Obs 118410 118410 118410 118410
Municipalities 7894 7894 7894 7894
Sample 2007-2021 2007-2021 2007-2021 2007-2021

Notes: OLS and 2SLS estimates with municipality and year fixed effects. Standard errors (in parenthesis) clustered at the municipal level. *, **,
*** denote significance at 10, 5, 1 percent level, respectively. The dependent variable in columns (1)-(2) is an indicator equal to one if at least one
femicide occurred in the municipality. In columns (3)-(4), the dependent variable equals one if at least one femicide occurred and was committed
by a partner, ex-partner, or relative. Intentional homicides (% pop) (above median) is an indicator variable equal to one if the share of intentional
homicides relative to the population measured at province level in the pre-reform period (2007-2013) is above the national median, and zero oth-
erwise. Control variables described in Table 4.

Table AS. Heterogeneity by domestic violence

@ @ 3) @
At least one At least one femicide
femicide committed by partner,
Dependent variable = (any killer) ex or relative
Reduced Second-stage Reduced Second-stage
form 2SLS form 2SLS
Post x Inst. (std.) 0.0003 0.0003
(0.0007) (0.0007)
Post x Domestic violence crimes (% pop) (above median) x Inst. (std.) 0.0018* 0.0016*
(0.0010) (0.0009)
New divorced (%) 0.0154 0.0221
(0.1107) (0.1030)
New divorced (%) x Domestic violence crimes (% pop) (above median) 0.1637 0.1397
(0.1391) (0.1293)
Population YES YES YES YES
Pre-det. characteristics x Year YES YES YES YES
Year and Mun. FE YES YES YES YES
Mean dep. var pre-reform 0.013 0.013 0.011 0.011
P-value 1+ 32 0.006 0.032 0.008 0.036
R-squared 0.182 - 0.168 -
Obs 118410 118410 118410 118410
Municipalities 7894 7894 7894 7894
Sample 2007-2021 2007-2021 2007-2021 2007-2021

Notes: OLS and 2SLS estimates with municipality and year fixed effects. Standard errors (in parenthesis) clustered at the municipal level. *, %, #*%%*
denote significance at 10, 5, 1 percent level, respectively. The dependent variable in columns (1)-(2) is an indicator equal to one if at least one femicide
occurred in the municipality. In columns (3)-(4), the dependent variable equals one if at least one femicide occurred and was committed by a partner,
ex-partner, or relative. Domestic violence crimes (% pop) (above median) is an indicator variable equal to one if the share of domestic violence crimes
relative to the population measured at province level in the pre-reform period (2007-2013) is above the national median, and zero otherwise. Control

variables described in Table 4.
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Table A6. Heterogeneity by sexual violence

@ @ 3 “

At least one At least one femicide

femicide committed by partner,
Dependent variable = (any killer) ex or relative
Reduced Second-stage Reduced Second-stage
form 2SLS form 2SLS
Post x Inst. (std.) 0.0004 0.0006
(0.0007) (0.0006)
Post x Sexual violence crimes (% pop) (above median) x Inst. (std.) 0.0016 0.0009
(0.0010) (0.0009)
New divorced (%) -0.0405 0.0111
(0.0980) (0.0883)
New divorced (%) x Sexual violence crimes (% pop) (above median) 0.2380 0.1448
(0.1736) (0.1518)
Population YES YES YES YES
Pre-det. characteristics x Year YES YES YES YES
Year and Mun. FE YES YES YES YES
Mean dep. var pre-reform 0.013 0.013 0.011 0.011
P-value 1+ B2 0.018 0.083 0.046 0.114
R-squared 0.182 - 0.168 -
Obs 118410 118410 118410 118410
Municipalities 7894 7894 7894 7894
Sample 2007-2021 2007-2021 2007-2021 2007-2021

Notes: OLS and 2SLS estimates with municipality and year fixed effects. Standard errors (in parenthesis) clustered at the municipal level. *, **,
*#% denote significance at 10, 5, 1 percent level, respectively. The dependent variable in columns (1)-(2) is an indicator equal to one if at least one
femicide occurred in the municipality. In columns (3)-(4), the dependent variable equals one if at least one femicide occurred and was committed by
a partner, ex-partner, or relative. Sexual violence crimes (% pop) (above median) is an indicator variable equal to one if the share of sexual violence
crimes relative to the population measured at province level in the pre-reform period (2007-2013) is above the national median, and zero otherwise.

Control variables described in Table 4.
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Table A7. Heterogeneity by education and employment gap

@ 2 3) )
Panel A: Heterogeneity by education rate gap
At least one At least one femicide
femicide committed by partner,
Dependent variable = (any killer) ex or relative
Reduced Second-stage Reduced Second-stage
form 2SLS form 2SLS
Post x Inst. (std.) 0.0018%%* 0.0016**
(0.0008) (0.0007)
Post x Education rate gap (above median) x Inst. (std.) -0.0010 -0.0008
(0.0009) (0.0009)
New divorced (%) 0.3470 0.3103
(0.2402) (0.2206)
New divorced (%) x Education rate gap (above median) -0.3113 -0.2712
(0.2556) (0.2349)
Population YES YES YES YES
Pre-det. characteristics x Year YES YES YES YES
Year and Mun. FE YES YES YES YES
Mean dep. var pre-reform 0.013 0.014 0.011 0.011
P-value 1+ 32 0.252 0.544 0.204 0.467
R-squared 0.182 - 0.168 -
Obs 118410 118410 118410 118410
Municipalities 7894 7894 7894 7894
Sample 2007-2021 2007-2021 2007-2021 2007-2021
1) 2) (3) 4)
Panel B: Heterogeneity by employment rate gap
At least one At least one femicide
femicide committed by partner,
Dependent variable = (any killer) ex or relative
Reduced Second-stage Reduced Second-stage
form 2SLS form 2SLS
Post x Inst. (std.) 0.0016%** 0.0013%#%*
(0.0007) (0.0007)
Post x Employment rate gap (above median) x Inst. (std.) -0.0010 -0.0008
(0.0009) (0.0009)
New divorced (%) 0.1845%* 0.1589*
(0.1073) (0.0963)
New divorced (%) x Employment rate gap (above median) -0.1699 -0.1381
(0.1323) (0.1199)
Population YES YES YES YES
Pre-det. characteristics x Year YES YES YES YES
Year and Mun. FE YES YES YES YES
Mean dep. var pre-reform 0.013 0.013 0.011 0.011
P-value 1+ 32 0.468 0.837 0.428 0.753
R-squared 0.182 - 0.168 -
Obs 118410 118410 118410 118410
Municipalities 7894 7894 7894 7894
Sample 2007-2021 2007-2021 2007-2021 2007-2021

Notes: OLS and 2SLS estimates with municipality and year fixed effects. Standard errors (in parenthesis) clustered at the municipal
level. *, ** *** denote significance at 10, 5, 1 percent level, respectively. The dependent variable in columns (1)-(2) is an indicator equal
to one if at least one femicide occurred in the municipality. Education rate gap (above median) (Panel A) is an indicator variable equal
to one if the education rate gap measured in 2011 Census is above the national median, and zero otherwise. Emoloyment rate gap (above
median) (Panel B) is an indicator variable equal to one if the employment rate gap measured in 2011 Census is above the national median,

and zero otherwise. Control variables described in Table 4.
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Table A8. Heterogeneity by income

@ @

3

“

At least one

At least one femicide

femicide committed by partner,
Dependent variable = (any killer) ex or relative
Reduced Second-stage Reduced Second-stage
form 2SLS form 2SLS
Post x Inst. (std.) 0.0001 0.0001
(0.0006) (0.0006)
Post x Mean income (above median) x Inst. (std.) 0.0026%* 0.0027%*
(0.0013) (0.0013)
New divorced (%) -0.0376 -0.0410
(0.0650) (0.0605)
New divorced (%) x Mean income (above median) 0.3199 0.3327
(0.2144) (0.2169)
Population YES YES YES YES
Pre-det. characteristics x Year YES YES YES YES
Year and Mun. FE YES YES YES YES
Mean dep. var pre-reform 0.013 0.013 0.011 0.011
P-value 1+ 32 0.027 0.123 0.022 0.117
R-squared 0.182 - 0.168 -
Obs 118410 118410 118410 118410
Municipalities 7894 7894 7894 7894
Sample 2007-2021 2007-2021 2007-2021 2007-2021

Notes: OLS and 2SLS estimates with municipality and year fixed effects. Standard errors (in parenthesis) clustered at the mu-

nicipal level. *, **, *** denote significance at 10, 5, 1 percent level, respectively. The dependent variable in columns (1)-(2) is

an indicator equal to one if at least one femicide occurred in the municipality. In columns (3)-(4), the dependent variable equals
one if at least one femicide occurred and was committed by a partner, ex-partner, or relative. Mean income (above median) is an
indicator variable equal to one if mean income measured at municipal level in the pre-reform period (2007-2013) is above the na-

tional median, and zero otherwise. Control variables described in Table 4.
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