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Abstract 

In 1995, Colombia signed the first legally binding international treaty that criminalizes all forms 
of violence against women. After this, the government took a number of steps to improve laws 
and policies, but progress was slow. This paper employs a differences-in differences approach 
and Demographic and Health Surveys from 2010 and 2015 to estimate the impact of a renewed 
effort to reduce intimate partner violence (IPV), based on recommendations by the UN. To 
identify the effect of the national policies, it uses the fact that while the central government 
passes laws and formulates policies, it partly relies on departments (provinces) to implement 
them. Of Colombia’s 33 departments, about a quarter had a gender policy in place by 2010. The 
main finding is that self-reported physical violence decreased from 20% to 16% between 2010 
and 2015 in departments that had implemented IPV policies, while it stayed at 18% in the 
others.  
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1. Introduction   

Intimate partner violence (IPV) is a common phenomenon across the world; on average about 

one-third of all women report having experienced physical or sexual violence from their 

partner (WHO, 2013). Apart from this direct effect on women’s physical and mental health, 

IPV has large negative social and economic consequences for families and society at large 

(Hoeffler, 2018). There is also a strong generational effect of IPV: children who witness their 

father beat their mother are much more likely to end up in a family with IPV (Capaldi, et al., 

2012).  

Despite this prevalence of IPV, the first legally binding international treaty that criminalizes 

all forms of violence against women did not take place until 1994; this was called the Inter-

American Convention on the Prevention, Punishment and Eradication of Violence against 

Women (Convention of Belém do Pará). Since then, the UN General Assembly has, in several 

instances, called on the member states to adopt national gender polices that address IPV. In 

2008, there was a renewed effort to do so when the UN launched the campaign, UNITE to 

End Violence against Women, as a multi-year effort aimed at preventing and eliminating 

violence against women and girls around the world (UN Women, 2012; UNDP and UN 

Women, 2017).  

Most Latin American countries initiated a process of enacting laws and formulating gender 

policies as a result of the Convention of Belém do Pará (CEPAL, 2015; Garcia-Moreno and 

Amin, 2019). In Colombia, which has among the highest rates of IPV in Latin America and 

the Caribbean (Bott et al., 2019), this process was initially slow and uneven, and the 

commitments did not seem to significantly improve women’s rights in general or to reduce 

IPV (Government of Colombia, 2013; Gómez Lópes et al., 2013; CEPM, 2017)).1 However, 

                                                            
1 CEPM (2017) provides a detailed list of problems facing the Colombian government in implementing policies 
to reduce IPV. 
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following the UNITE campaign, the Colombian government took a number of steps to 

improve laws and policies and reform institutions that manage gender policies. In particular, 

Colombia passed laws against IPV in 2008 and 2011 that according to Hoyos and Benjuméa, 

(2016) marked a turning point. Furthermore, it launched national plans in 2010 and 2013 with 

lists of policy actions that aimed to reduce IPV (Government of Colombia, 2013).  

This paper estimates the impact of Colombia’s efforts to reduce physical and sexual violence 

using data from Demographic and Health Surveys (DHSs) that were carried out in 2010 and 

2015. In Colombia, the central government passes gender laws and formulates policies, while 

the departments (provinces) play an active role in implementing them (Constitute, 2005; 

OECD 2016). Although the governors of the departments are agents of the president and 

central government, they are also elected leaders with a great deal of independence. Thus, in 

spite of support from the central government and international donors (Salazar, 2007; 

Government of Colombia, 2013), out of Colombia’s 33 departments and the capital Bogota 

D.C., only two had adopted a complete gender policy program by 2005. Around 2010, another 

six departments had implemented an IPV prevention program, two had plans to adopt such a 

program, and another four departments had institutions set up that address gender issues more 

broadly (AECID, 2011). By 2015, 14 departments had adopted a gender policy program 

(Government of Chocó, 2017).  

The departments’ slow adoption of gender policy programs makes Colombia a suitable case 

for evaluating national gender policies with a differences-in-differences (DiD) approach. 

Consequently, I assume that gender policy2 at the departmental level, which includes a 

number of IPV-related policy actions, is of key importance for the impact of national gender 

policy. In the main analysis, I include Bogota D.C. and nine departments that either had or 

                                                            
2 For simplicity’s sake, in the rest of the paper I use the characterization ‘with or without a gender policy’ when 
referring to treated and untreated departments, even though some untreated departments have implemented some 
policies aimed at gender issues. Moreover, I call Bogota D.C. a department, even though it is a city. 
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were in the process of formulating a gender policy program in 2010 in the group with treated 

departments (AECID, 2011). However, I also test narrower and broader definitions of treated 

departments.   

The key finding of my study is that self-reported physical and sexual violence declined by 

about 4 and 1.2 percentage points, respectively, in treated departments; this amounts to a 20% 

reduction in physical violence and a 24% reduction in sexual violence when compared to 

national averages in 2010. I also estimate models of related outcomes, both to study potential 

mechanisms and to provide indirect evidence, since there is a risk of social desirability bias in 

the responses to the questions about IPV. In departments with a gender policy, there was an 

increase in the share of women who lived with their partner, and a decrease in the share of 

women who considered divorce or separation during the past year. Moreover, among the 

women who considered divorce or separation, the share who gave IPV as the main reason 

increased in both groups of departments, but significantly less so in those with a gender 

policy. Yet another finding is that the association between accusations of unfaithfulness and 

IPV decreased in the departments with a gender policy, while it increased slightly in the other 

departments. Surprisingly, there was an increase in the share of women with positive attitudes 

towards IPV in general, though from a very low level. However, the increase was much 

smaller in departments with a gender policy.  

I test the sensitivity of the results to the classification of departments by narrowing it down to 

the departments with gender policy programs in place in 2010, and broadening it to the ones 

with government institutions that focus on gender policy issues. The results only changes 

marginally. I evaluate the assumption of parallel trends with the help of graphs and placebo 

tests using DHS data from 2000 and 2005, and this holds also.  
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A related issue to my analysis is the timing of the adoption of a gender policy, which is 

unlikely to be random. It is a challenge to pinpoint why some departments have implemented 

gender policies earlier than others, but data show that early adopters are wealthier and had a 

higher rate of IPV in 2010. To capture differences across the two groups, I use department 

fixed effects, which controls for constant unobserved differences across the departments, 

household wealth, and a number of other control variables. In addition, I include civilian 

deaths due to armed conflict, since studies have shown that local armed conflict violence 

increased the risk of IPV in Colombia (Rieckmann, 2014; Svallfors, 2020).   

This study contributes to research by evaluating the initiative of the government of Colombia 

and the UN to reduce IPV. To my knowledge, this is the only study addressing this issue. A 

number of studies evaluate specific prevention programs in other countries, such as workshop 

activities, public-awareness campaigns, and cash transfers (Michau et al., 2015; Haushofer et 

al., 2019); and some studies evaluate the introduction of new laws, such as divorce laws 

(Brassiolo, 2016; Stevenson and Wolfers, 2006; García-Ramos, 2021; Hoehn-Velasco and 

Penglase, 2021), the criminalization of domestic violence (Beleche, 2017), and female-

oriented property rights (Anderson and Genicot, 2015). Yet, it is widely recognized that there 

are many interconnected drivers of IPV and that prevention requires comprehensive strategies 

(Heise, 2011). A combination of laws and a national plan with a multi-sectoral program, 

which engages with a range of stakeholders, as in Colombia, is therefore considered the most 

promising approach to preventing gender-based violence (WHO, 2014; Ellsberg et al., 2015).  

Several studies analyzed other aspects of IPV in Colombia. Some describe the characteristics 

of the data on IPV, such as Barón (2010) and Friedemann-Sánchez and Lovatón (2012); 

whereas others focus on the consequences of IPV, such as Fajardo-Gonzalez (2021), which 

evaluate the effect of unemployment on IPV. There are two studies on exposure to armed 
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conflict and IPV in Colombia, Rieckmann (2014) and Svallfors (2020), and they both 

conclude that it increases the risk of IPV.  

Since I evaluate a policy that includes a large number of interventions, it is challenging to 

determine the relevant mechanisms at work. Moreover, it is not obvious that the adoption of a 

gender policy would have the same effect in all departments, since they differ in ways that can 

have a confounding influence. Nonetheless, although the level of IPV in Colombia still 

remains high, the results indicate that the UN initiatives, together with national and 

departmental gender policies, have had a sizable impact.  

The following section gives a brief description of laws and policies implemented in 

Colombia. Section 3 describes the data and methods. Section 4 reports results from the main 

analysis and Section 5 evaluates some indirect effects. Section 6 evaluates assumptions about 

parallel trends and carries out robustness checks. Section 7 concludes the paper.  

2. Background 

The ratification of the Convention of Belém do Pará in 1995 required that the signees 

establish mechanisms for the protection and defense of women's rights in terms of combating 

IPV. As a result, the Colombian government introduced new gender policies, upgraded the 

agency working on gender issues, and enacted and amended a number of laws related to IPV. 

However, many of the laws and policies were not enforced, and some of them put battered 

women in a weaker position than before (Gómez Lópes et al., 2013; CEPAL, 2015). For 

example, after the year 2000, acts of domestic violence could only be prosecuted if the victim 

reported it to the authorities; the victim could stop the legal process, the accused might not go 

to prison even if they were convicted, and the crime was reconcilable, that is: the parties could 

reach an agreement instead of going to court. Thus, there was little progress made in terms of 

preventing IPV in legal settings (Government of Colombia, 2013). 
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This lack of progress was not limited to Colombia; as a result, in 2008, the UN launched the 

campaign “UNiTE to End Violence against Women, 2008-2015,” which is an initiative that is 

designed to spearhead an accelerated effort of the United Nations to address violence against 

women globally (UNDP and UN Women, 2017; UN Women, 2021a). The aim of this 

campaign was to persuade countries to adopt and enforce a national legislation in line with 

international human rights standards, to adopt and implement multi-sectoral national action 

plans, and to carry out national and/or local awareness-raising campaigns. Moreover, the UN 

Entity for Gender Equality and the Empowerment of Women (UN Women) was established in 

order to coordinate policies aimed at reducing violence against women (WHO, 2014).    

UN initiatives and the efforts of civil society groups have led to a number of actions in 

Colombia. The government passed a set of comprehensive laws against IPV, most 

importantly, in 2008 and 2011 (CEPAL, 2015; Hoyos and Benjuméa, 2016). The new laws 

made it clear that it is the responsibility of the state to protect women’s rights, and to establish 

legal procedures for victims. Domestic violence became a normal crime; this legislation 

removed the possibility of reconciliation and the requirement that only the victim can file a 

report. A program managed jointly by the government and several UN agencies, Programa 

Integral contra la Violencia Basada en Género, was launched in 2008 (UN Women, 2021b). In 

2010 the government agency, Consejería Presidencial para la Equidad de la Mujer was 

changed to Alta Consejería Presidencial para la Equidad de la Mujer, High Presidential 

Council for Women’s Equity (ACPEM), and was granted the responsibility to assist the 

president and national government in designing policies that aim to improve gender equality 

(Government of Colombia, 2013; CEPAL, 2015). In the same year, the Colombian 

government launched a new national development plan, Plan Nacional de Desarrollo 2010-

2014: Prosperidad para todos, which included a section on gender policy and domestic 

violence. And in 2013 Colombia launched a national plan for gender equality “Política de 
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Equidad de Género para las Mujeres.” A key objective of the plans was to improve the 

implementation of gender policies, since it had become clear to the government that there was 

a gap between the policies and their actual implementation (Government of Colombia, 2013). 

The national gender policy plan of Colombia covered the period 2013-2016 and consisted of 

six parts, where one part focused on reducing violence against women. This plan involved 17 

government agencies, and had 67 actions, such as the establishment of inter-institutional 

alliances and agreements with civil society, the creation of institutions for monitoring and 

evaluation of policies and/or national plans, a program for collaboration with donors, and 

sensitization campaigns (Colombia Government, 2013; ACEPM, 2017).  

One of the tasks of ACPEM was to support the departments’ development of gender policy 

programs (CEPAL, 2015), which can be seen as an integral part of national policies, and a 

way to operationalize them. The formulation and adoption of departmental gender policy 

programs have proceeded slowly over time. Antioquia and Bogotá, D.C. adopted programs in 

2002 and 2004, respectively (Government of Chocó, 2017); these were followed by Valle del 

Cauca and Nariño in 2008. Eight departments had programs by 2010 and 14 by 2015. In 2010, 

ten departments had set up gender units of varying size and importance (AECID, 2011).  

In Colombia, the departmental gender programs follow the national programs closely, which 

in turn are based on UN Resolutions (see, for example, Government of Chocó, 2017).  A 

typical program consists of a number of policy actions that, among other things, aim to inform 

women about their rights, promote education programs that alter attitudes towards IPV, 

ensure enforcement of laws and policies, strengthen the capacity of the institutions that 

investigate and prosecute IPV offences, and improve access to shelters for battered women.  

The national gender policy plan was evaluated by Proyectamos Colombia SAS (2017) with a 

focus on actions, i.e., inputs. About 75% of the actions had been carried out. There is no 
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information about the impact on IPV of individual actions or of the program in general. One 

reason is probably because of the paucity of good data on IPV in Colombia. Yet, the general 

view seems to be that IPV did not decline (Ministerio de Salud, 2017; Instituto Nacional de 

Medicina, 2019); this is based on reports from a government agency that collects register data 

related to IPV (including reports from hospitals and legal authorities). One report fails to 

uncover a trend in the number of reports of physical IPV given to the authorities over the 

period of 2014 -2016 (Instituto Nacional de Medicina, 2016), while another report finds a 

decline in physical IPV between 2009 and 2013 and then an increase in 2014 (Instituto 

Nacional de Medicina, 2014).   

An alternative source of data are the DHSs. Gómez Lópes et al. (2013) use DHSs from 2000, 

2005 and 2010. They do not find that IPV had declined in Colombia. Yet, the share of women 

who reported their partner to the authorities increased from 11.8% in 2000 to 17.9% in 2005 

and 19.3% in 2010; this casts some doubts about the usefulness of detecting trends in data on 

reports about IPV that were given to the authorities. Bott et al. (2019) report national 

prevalence rates of physical and sexual IPV using four Colombian DHSs, from 2000, 2005, 

2010, and 2015. According to their measures, the data show a steady but small decline in both 

physical and sexual IPV. For example, among ever-partnered Colombian women that were 

aged 15-49 years, their reported exposure to physical IPV declined from 40% in 2000 to 

38.6% in 2005, 36.6% in 2010, and 32.3% in 2015. The conflicting results of Gómez Lópes et 

al. (2013) and Bott et al. (2019) may be due to a number of factors, such as how they handle 

differences in the geographical coverage of surveys and how they specify their measures of 

IPV, since these vary to some extent across the surveys.  
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3. Data and methods 

The main data source for this study is the DHS 2010 and DHS 2015. These are nationally 

representative, population-based, household surveys that are carried out with multistage 

clustered area sampling techniques. First, the country is stratified into major sub-national 

regions from which census-based enumeration areas are selected. Then, households are 

randomly selected from the household list within each enumeration area. The total sample of 

women ever in a union is 81,340, where 47,076 are from DHS 2010 and 34,246 are from DHS 

2015. The response rates were 92.5% in DHS 2010 and 88.1% in DHS 2015. Detailed 

information about survey design, sampling methods, and refusal rates are available in the 

DHS final reports (DHS 2010 and DHS 2015).  

Information about IPV was collected using a modified and abbreviated version of the Conflict 

Tactics Scale module. In every selected household, one randomly selected ever-married, or 

ever-in-a-union, woman aged 15-49, was asked about experiences with IPV from the current 

or last partner during the past year or at any point in time. Questions were asked only if 

privacy could be guaranteed. More information about the Conflict Tactics Scale module is 

available in Hindin et al. (2008) 

Exposure to IPV is measured by three binary variables: physical or/and sexual violence, 

physical violence, and sexual violence. The binary variables are equal to one if the respondent 

answered yes to any of the questions. Physical and sexual violence are combined into one 

variable since it is a commonly used measure (WHO, 2013). I report results with IPV during 

the past year, as I otherwise might capture IPV from before 2010. Yet, the results are similar 

when IPV at any point in time is used, but both the prevalence of IPV and the size of 

coefficients are somewhat larger (results available on request). 
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The use of binary variables is motivated by the design of the questionnaire, which gives many 

openings to report violence in order to reduce underreporting (Kishor and Johnson, 2004). 

There is also a possibility of differences in reporting due to social desirability bias, 

particularly among women in departments with gender policies who might be more aware of 

the official attitudes on IPV than the others. However, research on self-reported IPV and 

social desirability does not find a strong effect (Bell and Naugle, 2007; Visschers et al. 2017), 

though it cannot be ruled out. Thus, as described below, I carry out several tests of potential 

indirect effects of gender policy.  

The actual questions asked are specific, which makes the results less culturally bound than 

general questions about violence. I use seven questions about physical violence: Did he push 

you or shake you? Did he hit you with his hand? Did he hit you with something that could 

hurt you? Did he kick or drag you? Did he try to choke you or burn you on purpose? Did he 

threaten or attack you with a knife, gun, or other weapon? Have you ever been attacked with 

knife/gun or other weapon by your husband/partner? There is one questions about sexual 

violence: Did he physically force you to have sexual intercourse with him when you did not 

want to?  

To estimate the effect of laws and policies, I use DiD and exploit the variation in gender policy 

across 31 departments and Bogota, DC.3 I base the classification of departments on AECID 

(2011); this is a study commissioned by the Spanish department for international development,4 

which is one of the key aid agencies supporting Colombia’s efforts to implement gender policy 

                                                            
3 Two departments with very small populations, San Andres y Providencia and Amazonas, were excluded due to 
lack of data. 
4 AECID (2011) is a detailed review of gender policy indicators in departments and municipalities. Apart from 
gender policy programs, it reports on the presence of an institutional setup for gender issues, and on the quota 
law, requiring that 30% of the members of the cabinet should be females. The institutional gender setups are 
ranked from 1, which is an occurrence where there is one individual with little formal influence, to 5, which is a 
proper gender unit. I ignore the quota law since most departments have at least 30% women in the cabinet, 
including all departments with a gender policy in place, but I use the information about institutional gender 
setups for the robustness checks. 
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programs (CEPAL, 2015). The main treatment variable is whether a department had or was in 

the process of formulating a gender policy program in 2010. Out of the 31 departments and 

Bogota, D.C., eight had a policy program in place, and two, Caquetá and Magdalena, were 

implementing one. The ten departments cover 42% of the sample. Another three departments 

had gender units of some importance, i.e., an office with more than one person and with some 

political power (AECID, 2011). In addition to the treatment variable with ten departments, I 

report results where I exclude the two departments that are planning to adopt a gender policy 

program in 2010, and where I add the three departments with gender units, as reported by 

AECID (2011).5 

Whether a department has adopted a gender policy depends both on the interest of the provincial 

government and if support was provided by aid agencies. Thus, adoptions of gender policies 

are not random. However, they are important components of the government’s effort to reduce 

IPV. The key assumption is therefore that the classification of AECD (2011) provides 

information on a key link between the national government and outcomes; this indicates the 

willingness and efficiency of the departments in implementing national gender policies.   

The main DiD regression is specified as 

 ( )0 1 2 3 4idt t t dt idt dt d idtIPV Post Post x Policy X Z uβ β β β β α= + + + + + +  (1) 

where (IPV) represents the outcome variable for a woman i in department d included in the 

DHS survey t. Postt is an indicator that equals 1 for DHS 2015 and 0 otherwise, Policydt is 0 

for all departments in 2010, 1 in 2015 for departments with a gender policy, and 0 for the 

others. Individual and household control variables are represented by Xidt , variables at the 

                                                            
5 The departments included scored three or higher on a 0 to 5 scale. No department scored of 2, and one, 
Atlantico, scored is 1. Atlantico did not have a gender office and only one person worked on gender issues. I also 
estimated models where all departments that had adopted a gender policy before 2015, with similar results. 
These are available upon request.  
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department level are represented by Zdt, and dα is the department fixed effects. The 

coefficient of interest, 2 ,β shows the impact of gender policy on IPV. All regressions take into 

account the DHS sample design and use weights, as recommended by Croft et al. (2018). 

A number of control variables that potentially explain changes in IPV are included (see for 

example, Durevall and Lindskog, 2015; Vyas and Heise, 2016; Alesina et.al. 2021). The 

individual and household variables are age, ethnicity, whether the father beat the mother, age 

at first sexual encounter, age at first cohabitation, number of births during last five years, 

educational attainment, formerly married (or in union), household wealth, household size, and 

rural or urban residence.  

The department-level control variable is the number of civilian deaths due to armed conflict 

(per 1000 inhabitants of the department), which declined sharply between 2010 and 2015. 

Several recent studies evaluate the impact of conflict on IPV and find that it increases IPV 

(e.g. Kelly et al. 2017; La Mattina, 2017; La Mattina and Shemyakina, 2017; Østby et al. 

2019). Exposure to conflict in childhood or adolescence appears to increase the acceptance of 

violence in general and of IPV; women who are more exposed to conflict violence have more 

positive attitudes towards IPV and are more likely to stay in violent relationships. It may also 

affect the type of men available for marriage, educational attainment, employment, and so on. 

There are two studies on Colombia: Svallfors (2020), which concludes that exposure to 

violence probably increases the acceptance of IPV, and Rieckmann (2014), who argues that 

the main effect on IPV was due to an increase in the number of dysfunctional relationships. 

These long-run effects of armed conflict should, to some extent, be captured by department 

fixed effects, while the impact of the sharp decline in armed conflict between 2010 and 2015 

should be captured by civilian deaths due to armed conflict. As the analysis below shows, 

there is a significant association between civilian deaths and IPV, but it is not strong.  
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Since it is possible there is social desirability bias, i.e., some women in departments with 

gender policy recognize that IPV is illegal and are therefore either more or less willing to 

report it, I estimate the impact of gender policies on related outcomes: attitudes towards IPV 

among women (DHS 2010 does not have information about men’s attitudes), whether couples 

in a union live together, if there are more planned divorces/separations, if IPV is more often 

than other reasons given as a reason for considering a divorce/separation, and if there is more 

help-seeking from formal institutions when mistreated. Moreover, since suspicion of 

unfaithfulness is closely linked to IPV (Pinchon et al., 2020), i.e., it is probably the strongest 

predictor in the dataset, a change in the association between accusations of unfaithfulness and 

IPV could be an indication of a change in behavior. Thus, I use a triple differences approach, 

interacting Unfaithfulness, Policy, and Post, to evaluate how the relationship between 

accusations of unfaithfulness and IPV changed between 2010 and 2015.  

To evaluate the assumption of parallel trends, I use graphs and carry out placebo tests with 

additional data from the DHS 2000 and DHS 2005. I first evaluate the assumption of parallel 

trends with graphs using data from all four DHSs. Both DHS 2000 and DKS 2005 have 

domestic violence modules, but in DHS 2000 only 23 departments were covered and women 

were only asked if they ever had been exposed to IPV, not about exposure in the past year.  

Then, I carry out placebo tests assuming gender policy was introduced in 2005 or 2010. 

To check the robustness of the results, I remove the two departments that were implementing 

a gender policy according to AECID (2011), and add the three departments that had proper 

gender units in 2010. I also restrict the sample to those in a union at the time of the surveys. 

Unfortunately, DHS 2010 does not have a male questionnaire, which limits the of number of 

partner variables that can be used, but information about the partner’s age and education is 

available. Although dropping women who did not have a partner at the time of the survey 
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generates a selection bias since these women are more likely to leave violent men than 

others,6 gender policies should impact IPV among couples as well.  

4. A look at the data 

Table 1 provides descriptive statistics of the three key dependent variables for departments 

with and without a gender policy. The prevalence of IPV is a couple of percentage points 

higher in the departments with gender policy in 2010; 21% of the women have been exposed 

to physical and/or sexual violence during the past year in departments with a gender policy 

and 19% in the ones without one. Sexual violence is much less common: 6% and 5% of the 

women, respectively, report having been exposed to it. Since there is little difference between 

physical/sexual violence and physical violence only, most women who have experienced 

sexual violence have also experienced physical violence. In 2015, both physical and sexual 

violence are substantially lower in the departments with a gender policy, while physical and 

sexual violence are about the same in the other departments.  

Table 1. Descriptive statistics of IPV, women ever in union. 
 

   Gender policy    No gender policy  
2010 2015 2010 2015 

Physical/sexual violence  0.21 0.17 0.19 0.20 
Physical violence 0.20 0.17 0.18 0.19 
Sexual violence 0.06 0.03 0.05 0.04 
Observations 13,266 9,757 19,527 13,266 

Note: Weights for domestic violence used. 

Table 2 reports descriptive statistics of the control variables, by survey and treated and 

untreated departments, and normalized differences for the 2010 survey. Age at first sexual 

encounter is about the same (17 years), but a larger share of the women in departments with a 

gender policy report that their father beat their mother, 0.39 compared to 0.32. There is also a 

                                                            
6 Note that since the questions asked are about IPV during past 12 months, women who responded yes to any of 
them have either recently separated from their partner or had been in contact with a partner they separated from 
some time ago. 
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larger share of wealthy, urban-living and well-educated, non-minority people (whites, 

mestizos and castizos) in the departments with a gender policy. In 2010, the number of 

civilian deaths due to armed conflict was larger in departments with gender policies, but, in 

per capita terms, there were more civilian deaths in the departments without a gender policy. 

By 2015, civilian deaths had declined sharply in all departments.  

The normalized, standardized differences are relatively small; this indicates that the covariates 

are able to adjust for differences in the two samples (Imbens and Rubin, chaps. 14-15, 2015). 

The variables with the largest differences are the two measures of civilian deaths, which have 

normalized differences of 0.65 and -0.83. It is not obvious which of these is the best measure. 

In the regressions reported I use per capita-civilian deaths, but using the number deaths gives 

very similar results.  

Table 3 provides descriptive statistics of the departments. Departments with a gender policy 

have a more efficient public sector according to a UN quality index;7 in 2010, the mean was 

78 in the departments with a gender policy and 59 in the others (on a scale ranging from 1 to 

100). To some extent, this difference can be a reflection of the presence of a gender policy, 

but it is reasonable to assume that it is not the only reason for the higher scores. There is also 

a difference in poverty rates, which are lower in departments with a gender policy, while 

income inequality, as measured by the Gini coefficient, is similar in the two groups.  

Thus, departments with a gender policy seem to be wealthier and have more efficient 

governments. Since these differences only change marginally between 2010 and 2015, they 

can be captured by department fixed effects and the control variables measuring wealth 

distribution and the level of education.  

                                                            
7 The UN organization CEPAL regularly evaluates the performance of the departments in Colombia. The index 
measuring public sector quality is based on a number of indicators related to fiscal performance and public sector 
management of the governments of the departments and of the major cities (Ramírez. and Parra-Peña, 2010).   
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Table 2. Descriptive statistics of control variables 

    Gender policy No gender policy 
Standardized 
differences  

     2010     2015    2010     2015 2010 

Age, mean, 15-49 years 34.65 34.44 33.76 33.53 -0.05 

Formerly in union 0.24 0.23 0.20 0.21 -0.05 

Urban 0.80 0.82 0.70 0.70 -0.23 

Father beat mother 0.39 0.39 0.32 0.32 -0.07 

Age at first cohabitation 20.68 20.53 19.77 19.74 -0.17 

Age at first sexual encounter 17.60 17.16 17.61 16.98 -0.05 

Births in last five years 0.39 0.35 0.46    0.44 0.10 

Ethnicity     0.35 

 None below 0.88 0.87 0.80 0.82  

 Black/mulato/afro-colom./afro-descen. 0.09 0.08 0.12 0.08  

 Indigenous 0.02 0.03 0.07 0.08  

 Small minority groups 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.003  

Education     0.20 

 No education 0.02 0.01 0.03 0.03  

 Incomplete primary 0.11 0.07 0.16 0.12  

 Complete primary 0.14 0.10 0.15 0.12  

 Incomplete secondary 0.22 0.18 0.22 0.21  

 Complete secondary 0.27 0.28 0.25 0.24  

 Higher 0.22 0.33 0.18 0.29  

Wealth     0.57 

 Poorest 0.12 0.13 0.27 0.28  

 Poorer 0.18 0.18 0.25 0.26  

 Middle 0.22 0.22 0.22 0.21  

 Richer 0.24 0.23 0.15 0.15  

 Richest 0.24 0.24 0.09 0.09  

Household size 4.54 4.27 4.95 4.75 0.14 

Civilian conflict deaths per capita, in 1000 0.56 0.19 1.51 0,68 0.65 

Civilian conflict deaths, in 1000 1.10 0.03 0.48 0.02 -0.83 

Observations 19,792 14,590 12,033 9,028  

Note: Weights for domestic violence are  used. Civilian deaths due to conflicts are the cumulated number of 
deaths from 1989 to 2009 and 2010 to 2015. The source of the data is Uppsala Conflict Data (Sundberg and 
Melander, 2013). See Yang and Dalton (2012) for a definition of standardized differences. 
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Table 3. Descriptive statistics of departments with and without a gender policy in 2009/2010 

 Gender policy No gender policy 

 Mean Std. Min Max Mean Std. Min Max 
Inst. quality index 78 19 39 100 59 19 20 93 
Gini coefficient 0.50 0.03 0.45 0.54 0.52 0.04 0.47 0.59 
Poverty rate 32 13 13 52 47 10 30 64 

Notes: The source of the data is Ramírez and Parra-Peña (2010) and DANE (2010), which is the office for 
national statistics of Colombia.  

 

5. Results 

Table 4 reports the DiD estimates for samples with all women who have had a partner 

(complete results are available in the Appendix). Columns (1) to (4) include an increasing 

number of control variables, starting with department fixed effects only and ending with 

controls for individual, household, and department-level civilian deaths due to conflict.   

The estimates of the Post x Policy coefficients show a significant and negative effect in all 

regressions. Adding control variables reduces the impact somewhat; for example, the impact 

on physical and/or sexual violence changes from -0.047 to -0.039. For physical violence, the 

coefficient is -0.035 in the regressions with all controls, and for sexual violence, it is -0.012. 

These effects are quite substantial when compared to the means of the dependent variables in 

2010, which are also reported in Table 4. Physical violence declined by close to 20% and 

sexual violence declined by 24%.  

Table 4 shows that Post is insignificant and has a value close to zero in the regressions with 

physical violence, which indicates that the decline in physical violence was mainly 

concentrated in the departments with a gender policy. In the regressions with sexual violence, 

Post is negative and significant, which shows that there was a decline in departments without 

a gender policy. To compare changes across the two groups of departments, I replace the 
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department fixed effects with a gender policy dummy and use predictive margins. Physical 

violence declined from 20% to 16% in departments with a gender policy and remained at 18% 

in the other departments. Sexual violence declined from 5.6% to 3.4% in departments with a 

gender policy and from 5.2% to 4.2% in departments without a gender policy.  

 
Table 4. Effects of gender policy on intimate partner violence during the past year, all women 
currently and formerly in a union. 
 (1) (2) (3) (4) 
 Physical/sexual Physical/sexual Physical/sexual Physical/sexual 
     
Post 0.007 0.005 0.005 -0.007 
 (0.007) (0.006) (0.006) (0.008) 
Post x Policy -0.047*** -0.044*** -0.042*** -0.039*** 
 (0.010) (0.009) (0.009) (0.009) 
Mean 2010 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.20 
     
 Physical Physical Physical Physical 
     
Post 0.007 0.004 0.005 -0.007 
 (0.007) (0.006) (0.006) (0.008) 
Post x Policy -0.043*** -0.041*** -0.039*** -0.035*** 
 (0.010) (0.009) (0.009) (0.009) 
Mean 2010 0.19 0.19 0.19 0.19 
     
 Sexual Sexual Sexual Sexual 
     
Post -0.008** -0.008*** -0.008** -0.011*** 
 (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.004) 
Post x Policy -0.014*** -0.014*** -0.013*** -0.012*** 
 (0.005) (0.004) (0.004) (0.005) 
Mean 2010 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 
     
Department fixed eff Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Age and prev. in union No Yes Yes Yes 
Individual/household No No Yes Yes 
Household 
wealth/Deaths 

No No No Yes 

Observations 56,378 56,378 54,030 54,030 
Notes: OLS estimates are reported. Survey design and weights are accounted for in all regressions. Post is a 
survey dummy for DHS 2015. The control variables are Department fixed effects; Five-year age dummies; 
Formerly married or in a union; Ethnicity; Father beat mother; Age at first sexual encounter; Age at first 
cohabitation; Educational attainment; Number of births during the last five years; Urban residence, Household 
size; Household wealth; Per capita department-level civilian deaths due to armed conflict. * p<0.1; ** p<0.05; 
*** p<0.01.   
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6. Indirect evidence  

Earlier research has uncovered a strong correlation between attitudes towards IPV and the 

prevalence of IPV (Heise and Kotsadam, 2015). Thus, one would expect a decline in positive 

attitudes towards IPV in departments with a gender policy. In the DHSs, women were asked 

the following questions: Is it acceptable that the husband beats his wife if she goes out 

without telling the husband; neglects her children; argues with her husband; refuses to have 

sex; and/or burns the food. A binary variable measuring a positive response to any of these 

questions is used to estimate the effect of policy on attitudes.  

Table 5 displays that Post x Policy coefficient is -0.012 and significant. However, the 

coefficient on Post is 0.020, so there was possibly a small increase in the share of women with 

positive attitudes towards IPV in departments with a gender policy. Replacing department 

fixed effects with the policy variable and using predictive margins indicates that the positive 

attitudes increased from 2.9% to 3.6% in the departments with a gender policy and from 2.1% 

to 4.1%. in the other departments. This result is surprising but it could be an artifact of the low 

mean level in 2010, where only 3% had a positive attitude towards IPV; this can be compared 

to the fact that about 20% of the women reported being exposed to IPV.8 This discrepancy 

can be attributed to the interpretation of the questions about attitudes, i.e., if they refer to their 

own attitudes or to beliefs about norms in society (Perrin et al., 2019).  

Improved gender policies are also expected to affect behavior. Table 5, Column (2), indicates 

that in the sample of women who have a partner, about two percentage points more lived with 

their partner in 2015 than in 2010 in departments with a gender policy. In the other 

departments there was a two percentage point decrease. Moreover, the share of women who 

considered divorce or separation during the last 12 months decreased by 2.7 percentage points 

                                                            
8 Interestingly, an increase in the positive attitudes is not due to any particular question; the results are similar 
when they are analyzed one by one.     
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in departments with a gender policy, while there was no change in the others (Column 3). 

Among the women considering divorce or separation, there was a large increase in the 

number who indicated IPV as the main reason in both groups of departments (Column 4). In 

2010, the share was close to 30% in both groups; it increased to 44% in departments with a 

gender policy and 49% in the others. Since there is no evidence of an increase in IPV, these 

results could be accounted for by the reduced tolerance of IPV, in general, combined with a 

reduction of IPV in departments with a gender policy. Finally, column (5) shows that there 

was a decrease in the share of women who requested help from formal institutions, such as 

police, family commissary, courts, and so on, among the women exposed to violence, but 

there was no difference between the two groups of departments. Unfortunately, I could not 

test if there were changes in requests for help from friends and relatives, since there are only 

data for these factors in DHS 2015.  

Table 5. Differences in Differences coefficients, other responses. 
 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
VARIABLES Attitudes Lives with 

partner 
Plans 

divorce/separation 
Plans divorce due 

to IPV 
Asked for help 

      
Post 0.020*** -0.019*** 0.011 0.194*** -0.039*** 
 (0.004) (0.006) (0.010) (0.021) (0.014) 
Post x Policy -0.012***  0.019*** -0.027** -0.049** -0.009 
 (0.004) (0.007) (0.013) (0.025) (0.018) 
      
Mean in 2010 0.03 0.94 0.28 0.29 0.26 
Observations 54,030 42,065 42,065 11,611 18,233 

Notes: See Table 4.* p<0.1; ** p<0.05; *** p<0.01. 
 

  
Next, I use the strong association between accusations of unfaithfulness and IPV to evaluate 

the impact of gender policy. Although accusations of unfaithfulness can be due to a variety of 

reasons, such as male dominance, genuine suspicion of infidelity is likely to be common and a 

key trigger of IPV (Pichon et al., 2020). Since gender policy is unlikely to affect 

unfaithfulness or men’s suspicion of unfaithfulness to a significant degree, reduced IPV 

should show up as a change in the association between them.    
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Table 6 reports estimates of triple difference models. All control variables are included but the 

department fixed effects have been replaced by the policy variable to highlight its impact. 

Accusations of unfaithfulness are highly significant in all regressions and the coefficients are 

very large; for example, physical/sexual violence increases by 35 percentage points when the 

women report being accused of being unfaithful. However, as the triple difference coefficients 

show, the association between physical and sexual violence and unfaithfulness is not as strong 

in departments with a gender policy than in the other departments. To illustrate the results 

further, Figure 1 displays the estimates for physical/sexual violence using predictive margins. 

There is a clear decline in the association between unfaithfulness and IPV during the period of 

2010-2015 in the departments with a gender policy, while there is a small increase in the other 

departments. When there are no accusations of unfaithfulness, predicted IPV declines 

somewhat between 2010 and 2015 in departments with a gender policy, but there is no change 

in the others.  

To conclude, in four out the five regressions in Table 5, there is a significant difference 

between departments with and without a gender policy, and the impacts are consistent with a 

negative effect of a gender policy on IPV. However, the overall increase in positive attitudes 

towards IPV and the decline in requests for help from formal institutions are surprising, 

although the decline in requests could be due to less serious IPV.  
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Table 6. Accusations of unfaithfulness and differences in differences in differences 
coefficients 
 (1) (2) (3) 
VARIABLES Physical/sex 

violence 
Physical 
violence 

Sex 
violence 

    
Post -0.008 -0.006 -0.004 
 (0.006) (0.006) (0.003) 
Unfaithful 0.353*** 0.338*** 0.133*** 
 (0.010) (0.010) (0.007) 
Post x Unfaithful 0.053*** 0.039** -0.023* 
 (0.017) (0.017) (0.012) 
Policy -0.004 -0.003 -0.003 
 (0.005) (0.005) (0.002) 
Post x Policy -0.011 -0.013* 0.000 
 (0.008) (0.007) (0.003) 
Unfaithful x Policy 0.041*** 0.036** 0.009 
 (0.014) (0.014) (0.010) 
Post x Unfaithful x Policy -0.083*** -0.058** -0.040** 
 (0.026) (0.026) (0.016) 
Constant 0.165*** 0.153*** 0.017 
 (0.020) (0.020) (0.012) 
    
Mean in 2010 0.20 0.19 0.05 
Observations 54,030 54,030 54,030 

Notes: See Table 4.* p<0.1; ** p<0.05; *** p<0.01. 

 

Figure 1.  Predictive margins for physical or sexual violence and unfaithfulness based on the triple 
differences model in Table 6  
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7. Assumptions and robustness checks 

Figure 2 shows the mean prevalence of physical violence, using the ‘ever experienced IPV’ 

questions, in 23 departments and DHSs from 2000, 2005, 2010, and 2015. In 2000, the level 

was clearly higher in departments with a gender policy (0.42 compared to 0.36), but the 

percentage point decline between 2000 and 2010 is very similar in the two groups.  

Figure 3 to 5 show the mean values of physical/sexual violence, physical violence, and sexual 

violence during the past year using DHS 2005, DHS 2010, and DHS 2015. The trends of 

physical/sexual violence and physical violence are parallel between 2005 and 2010, while the 

decline in sexual violence is somewhat faster in departments with a gender policy than the 

others. Thus, movements before 2015 are roughly similar, and all figures indicate that IPV 

declined more in the departments with a gender policy than in others between 2010 and 2015. 

Figure 2. Mean value of any physical violence ever and 95% confidence intervals 
for 23 departments  

 

Note: The data are for physical violence ever and all women who have had a partner in 
23 departments.9 

                                                            
9 The following departments are not included due to lack of data: Amazonas, Arauca, Caquetá, Casanare, 
Guainía, Guaviare, Putumayo, San Andres y Providencia, Vaupés, and Vichada. Survey design and weights were 
accounted for using sampling weights; domestic violence weights are not available in DHS 2000.  

0,25

0,27

0,29

0,31

0,33

0,35

0,37

0,39

0,41

0,43

0,45

DHS2000 DHS2005 DHS2010 DHS2015

Gender policy No gender policy



25 
 

 

Figure 3. Mean values of physical or sexual violence during the past year and 
95% confidence intervals for 32 departments  

 

Figure 4. Mean values of physical violence during the past year and 95% 
confidence intervals for 32 departments  
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Figure 5. Mean values of sexual violence during past year and 95% confidence 
intervals for 32 departments by department with and without a gender policy 

 

To provide further support for the parallel trends assumption, I use DiD to carry out placebo 

tests that assume the gender policy was introduced in 2005 or 2010. Table 7 reports that there 

was no impact on physical violence in 2005 or 2010. I then carry out the same test using data 

from 2005 and 2010 only, which allows me to estimate the impact on IPV during the last 12 

months. Table 8 indicates that the estimates are insignificant and very small. The placebo tests 

thus support the conclusion drawn from the visual inspection of the graphs.  
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Table 7. Placebo test using DHS 2000, DHS 2005 and DHS 
2010 

 Physical violence ever 

Policy 0.063*** 
 (0.015) 
Post 2005 x policy  -0.016 
 (0.017) 
Post 2010 x policy -0.006 
 (0.016) 
Post 2005 -0.006 
 (0.013) 
Post 2010 -0.033*** 
 (0.012) 
N 55,258 

Note. Based on data from 23 departments. The following departments 
lack data: Amazonas, Arauca, Caquetá, Casanare, Guainía, Guaviare, 
Putumayo, San Andres y Providencia, Vaupés, and Vichada. Survey 
design and weights are accounted for using sampling weights 
(domestic violence weights are not available in DHS 2000). The 
results are for physical violence ever, measured as whether a husband: 
pushed her, slapped her, punched her, kicked her, strangled her, 
threatened her with a knife, and attacked her with knife. Department 
* p<0.1; ** p<0.05; *** p<0.01 

 

 

Table 8. Placebo test using DHS 2005 and DHS 2010  

 Physical/sexual violence Physical violence Sexual violence 
Post 2010 -0.025*** -0.022*** -0.014*** 
 (0.006) (0.006) (0.003) 
Post 2010 x Policy 0.007 0.008 -0.002 
 (0.009) (0.009) (0.005) 
Department FE Yes Yes Yes 

Age Yes Yes Yes 

Individual Yes Yes Yes 

Household Yes Yes Yes 

Observations 55,116 55,116 55,116 

Notes: Survey design and weights are accounted for. The control are Five-year age 
dummies; Ethnicity; Father beat mother; Age at first sexual encounter; Age at first 
cohabitation; Educational attainment; Formerly married (or in a union); Urban 
residence; Household wealth index; Department fixed effects. * p<0.1; ** p<0.05; *** 
p<0.01. 

 
 
It is not always apparent when a department’s gender policy can be expected to affect IPV. 

Some departments have had well-developed gender units in 2010 but no gender policy 

program, and some departments had adopted specific gender policies before the framework 
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was implemented.10 Thus, to evaluate the sensitivity of the specification of the gender policy 

variable, Table 9 reports estimates with narrow and broad specifications. The preferred 

specification, based on AECID (2011), includes 10 out of the 31 departments. The narrow 

specification includes only the 8 departments which had a gender policy in place, and the 

broad specification adds the departments that had gender units but no gender policy program 

to the ten departments in the main treatment variable. All regressions have a full set of control 

variables. The estimated impacts on physical and sexual violence are slightly smaller with the 

narrow definition and slightly larger with the broad one. The differences between the narrow 

measure and broad and preferred ones are significant in the regressions with any physical 

violence, while the other differences are insignificant (not reported). Other specifications of 

the treatment variable, such as including all departments that adopted a gender policy program 

before 2015, give similar results (available on request).    

Table 9. Alternative measures of treated departments; Narrow includes 8 
departments and Broad 13 departments 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) 
VARIABLES Physical 

violence 
Physical 
violence 

Sexual 
violence 

Sexual 
violence 

     
Post -0.013* -0.0001 -0.012*** -0.0081** 
 (0.007) (0.008) (0.004) (0.005) 
Narrow x Post -0.028***  -0.012***  
 (0.009)  (0.005)  
Broad x Post  -0.040***  -0.014*** 
  (0.009)  (0.005) 
Mean in 2010 0.19 0.19 0.05 0.05 
Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Observations 54,030 54,030 54,030 54,030 
Note: Narrow includes the eight departments that had a policy in place in 2011 and 
Broad includes three departments with gender units in place in 2010, in addition to 
the ten departments included in the preferred measure. See Table 4 for a list of control 
variables. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1. 
 

Finally, I report estimations with women in a union only (Table 10). The specification is the 

                                                            
10 One example is Caquetá, which according to AECID (2011), was in the process of implementing a policy 
framework but did not adopt one until 2016. However, as described by Government of Caquetá (2019), several 
gender-related policies were implemented between 1996 and 2013.  
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same as for previous models except for the inclusion of age and education of partner, and age 

difference between partners (summary statistics are available in the Appendix). The results 

are similar to those for women who have ever been in a union, for physical/sexual and 

physical violence, but the estimate regarding sexual violence is insignificant. As with all 

women ever in a union, the coefficients in the regressions with physical violence increase as I 

add control variables; from -0.31 in column (1) to -0.023 in column (4). The prevalence of 

physical violence was 0.15 in 2010, so the decline was about 15%. The impact of the reforms 

is thus smaller among women currently in a union than among women not in a union, which 

is what one would expect since IPV is a common reason for divorce and separation. 

 
Table 10. Differences in differences coefficients. Women in a union at the time of the survey 
 (1) (2) (3) (4) 
 Physical/sexual Physical/sexual Physical/sexual Physical/sexual 
     
Post 0.000 -0.004 -0.005 -0.005 
 (0.007) (0.007) (0.007) (0.009) 
Post x Policy -0.033*** -0.031*** -0.027** -0.025** 
 (0.011) (0.010) (0.011) (0.010) 
Mean 2010 0.16 0.16 0.16 0.16 
     
 Physical Physical Physical Physical 
     
Post -0.001 -0.005 -0.006 -0.008 
 (0.007) (0.007) (0.007) (0.009) 
Post x Policy -0.031*** -0.029*** -0.024** -0.023** 
 (0.010) (0.010) (0.010) (0.010) 
Mean 2010 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.15 
     
 Sexual Sexual Sexual Sexual 
     
Post -0.006* -0.006* -0.006* -0.001 
 (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.004) 
Post x Policy -0.002 -0.002 -0.001 -0.002 
 (0.005) (0.004) (0.004) (0.005) 
Mean 2010 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03 
     
Department fixed eff Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Age and prev. in union No Yes Yes Yes 
Individual No No Yes Yes 
Partner/ Household/ 
Department 

No No No Yes 

Observations 37,452 37,452 35,934 35,727 

Notes: See Table 4. In addition to the control variables described in Table 4, Age difference to partner and 
Partner education are included. * p<0.1; ** p<0.05; *** p<0.01. 
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8. Conclusion 

This study provides estimates of the impact of gender policy in Colombia on physical and 

sexual violence between 2010 and 2015. Although women’s advocacy groups were probably 

important drivers of the adoption of gender policy (Htun and Weldon, 2012; Rodríguez, 

2015), the adoption is also closely linked to international agreements, such as  the Convention 

of Belém do Pará, which Colombia signed in 1995, and the UN campaign “UNiTE to End 

Violence against Women, 2008-2015.” Thus, over time, the government of Colombia has 

substantially strengthened the legal system by passing new laws and policies, and by 

including IPV in national policy programs. A key component of this effort has been to 

provide support to the governments of the regional departments, which facilitates the adoption 

of departmental gender policies. To estimate the impact of the policy reforms, I exploit the 

fact that less than 30% of the departments had a gender policy in place in 2010.  

The main finding of this study is that gender policy has a significant impact on IPV. In 

departments with a gender policy, physical violence decreased from 20% to 16% between 

2010 and 2015, while it stayed at 0.18 in the other departments. Sexual violence decreased in 

both groups of departments, but it decreased more strongly in departments with a gender 

policy, from 5.6% to 3.4%, compared to 5.2% to 4.2% in the others. These estimates may be a 

lower bound, in that in gender policy departments’ reporting of IPV can become more socially 

acceptable, which would therefore increase the reported rates of IPV.    

Since a gender policy, as defined in this study, consists of a number of policy actions, the 

results do not shed light on the specific mechanisms at work. However, additional analyses do 

not find a decline in positive attitudes towards IPV among women, although this might be 

because of the small share reporting having such attitudes, i.e., about 3% in 2010, and because 

some respondents may think that the questions refer to social norms, rather than to their 

opinion (Perrin et al., 2019). Moreover, women in departments with a gender policy are not 
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more likely to ask for help from formal institutions than women in other departments. On the 

other hand, in departments with gender policies in place, more women live with their partner, 

which can be a result of lower IPV, and they are less likely to have considered divorce or 

separation during the previous year. Interestingly, of the women surveyed who have 

considered divorce or separation during last year, a much larger share of women in both 

groups of departments reported IPV as the main reason; it went from 0.30 to 0.44 in 

departments with a gender policy, and from 0.30 to 0.49 in those without one. This can be due 

to the combined effect of reduced tolerance of IPV in general, as there is no evidence that IPV 

increased, and a relative reduction of IPV in departments with a gender policy. Yet another 

piece of evidence of a change in behavior on account of these policies is the decline in self-

reported IPV in response to accusations of unfaithfulness in departments with a gender policy. 

Since it is unlikely that the policy affects the reason for men’s suspicion of unfaithfulness, and 

there does not seem to be a change, the decline in IPV can be due to a change in behavior.   

The departments that had adopted a gender policy program by 2010 were on average 

wealthier and had more efficient public sectors than the ones that did not, so I cannot with 

certainty draw conclusions about the adoption of gender policies in the other departments. 

Nevertheless, given the trends in IPV prior to 2010, a gender policy can potentially have a 

significant and socially relevant effect on the prevalence of IPV. Since both the national 

programs of Colombia and the process of adopting departmental gender policy programs have 

continued after 2015, future studies will be able to evaluate their final effects as more data 

become available.  
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Appendix 

Results with women in union 

Table A1. Descriptive statistics of IPV, women currently in a union 
 

Gender policy No gender policy  
2010 2015 2010 2015 

Physical and sexual 
violence  

0.17 0.13 0.16 0.16 

Physical violence 0.16 0.13 0.15 0.15 
Sexual violence 0.03 0.02 0.03 0.03 
N 36,567    

 

Table A2. Descriptive statistics of control variables, women currently in a union 

 Gender policy No gender policy 
Women currently in union     
Age difference   3.69 4.00 4.20 4.32 
Women in union who have had a partner  0.20 0.22 0.22 0.24 
Education of partner     
 No education 0.02 0.03 0.05 0.04 
 Primary 0.32 0.26 0.37 0.32 
 Secondary  0.47 0.43 0.44 0.42 
 Higher 0.19 0.28 0.15 0.22 
N 15,238 6,851 9,587 4,715 
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Complete Differences-in-Differences regressions 

Table A3. Effects of gender policy on intimate partner violence during past year, all women currently and 
formerly in a union. Physical or sexual violence 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) 
     
VARIABLES Physical/sex 

violence 
Physical/sex 

violence 
Physical/sex 

violence 
Physical/sex 

violence 
     
Post 0.00733 0.00488 0.00509 -0.00695 
 (0.00661) (0.00635) (0.00636) (0.00777) 
Post x Policy -0.0470*** -0.0442*** -0.0419*** -0.0387*** 
 (0.0101) (0.00947) (0.00923) (0.00918) 
Age (base 15-19)     
20-24  -0.00227 0.0254** 0.0249* 
  (0.0126) (0.0129) (0.0128) 
25-29  -0.0512*** -0.0109 -0.00895 
  (0.0118) (0.0124) (0.0123) 
30-34  -0.0615*** -0.0154 -0.0112 
  (0.0119) (0.0125) (0.0124) 
35-39  -0.0841*** -0.0335*** -0.0273** 
  (0.0118) (0.0126) (0.0126) 
40-44  -0.106*** -0.0487*** -0.0413*** 
  (0.0118) (0.0129) (0.0129) 
45-49  -0.126*** -0.0610*** -0.0520*** 
  (0.0118) (0.0131) (0.0131) 
Formerly in union  0.195*** 0.187*** 0.185*** 
  (0.00628) (0.00630) (0.00632) 
Ethnic group (base none 
below) 

    

Afro-Colombian   0.0185** 0.0156* 
   (0.00810) (0.00813) 
Indigenous   0.0129 0.0138 
   (0.0103) (0.0103) 
Palaquero/Rom/Raizal   -0.00165 -0.00451 
   (0.0499) (0.0498) 
Father beat mother   0.0750*** 0.0742*** 
   (0.00502) (0.00499) 
Age first cohabitation   -0.00147** -0.00128** 
   (0.000570) (0.000567) 
Age at first sexual encounter   -0.00828*** -0.00830*** 
   (0.000834) (0.000831) 
Urban residence   0.0261*** 0.0401*** 
   (0.00581) (0.00803) 
Education (base none)     
Incomplete primary   -0.00262 -0.00220 
   (0.0147) (0.0148) 
Complete primary   -0.00325 -0.00112 
   (0.0146) (0.0146) 
Incomplete secondary   0.00615 0.0109 
   (0.0147) (0.0147) 
Complete secondary   -0.0323** -0.0233 
   (0.0146) (0.0147) 
Higher   -0.0447*** -0.0260* 
   (0.0150) (0.0154) 
Births last 5 years   0.0127*** 0.0116*** 
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   (0.00410) (0.00410) 
Household size   -4.05e-05 0.000377 
   (0.00117) (0.00117) 
Wealth index (base Poorest)     
Poorer    0.00890 
    (0.00799) 
Middle    -0.00902 
    (0.0102) 
Richer    -0.0317*** 
    (0.0111) 
Richest    -0.0520*** 
    (0.0121) 
Civilian deaths, in 1000, per 
capita 

   -0.0184*** 

    (0.00692) 
8-department -0.0273** -0.0396** -0.00783 -0.0192 
 (0.0128) (0.0184) (0.0124) (0.0127) 
11-department 0.0238** 0.0289*** 0.0216** 0.0228** 
 (0.0118) (0.0111) (0.0108) (0.0112) 
13-department 0.0329** 0.0133 0.0368** 0.0277* 
 (0.0155) (0.0201) (0.0148) (0.0150) 
15-department 0.0208 0.0180 0.0353** 0.0268* 
 (0.0146) (0.0194) (0.0141) (0.0142) 
17-department -0.0238 -0.0388* -0.0216 -0.0198 
 (0.0163) (0.0203) (0.0146) (0.0148) 
18-department 0.0598*** 0.0588*** 0.0386*** 0.0265* 
 (0.0147) (0.0140) (0.0142) (0.0144) 
19-department 0.0141 -0.00379 0.00162 -0.00914 
 (0.0164) (0.0209) (0.0152) (0.0155) 
20-department -0.0310** -0.0466** -0.0229* -0.0312** 
 (0.0132) (0.0189) (0.0132) (0.0132) 
23-department -0.0304** -0.0391** -0.0152 -0.0315** 
 (0.0132) (0.0188) (0.0133) (0.0137) 
25-department 0.0256* 0.0371*** 0.0276** 0.0180 
 (0.0144) (0.0130) (0.0128) (0.0128) 
27-department 0.0765*** 0.0502** 0.0367** 0.0321* 
 (0.0167) (0.0215) (0.0177) (0.0183) 
41-department 0.00416 -0.00839 0.00441 -0.00102 
 (0.0182) (0.0218) (0.0166) (0.0166) 
44-department -0.0414*** -0.0619*** -0.0387*** -0.0521*** 
 (0.0148) (0.0197) (0.0147) (0.0149) 
47-department -0.0452*** -0.0414*** -0.0385*** -0.0551*** 
 (0.0114) (0.0119) (0.0117) (0.0121) 
50-department 0.0465*** 0.0528*** 0.0367** 0.0423** 
 (0.0160) (0.0153) (0.0160) (0.0173) 
52-department 0.00884 0.0168 0.0107 -0.00354 
 (0.0134) (0.0129) (0.0130) (0.0132) 
54-department 0.00532 -0.0134 0.000630 -0.00672 
 (0.0144) (0.0195) (0.0139) (0.0139) 
63-department -0.00488 -0.0317* -0.0114 -0.0181 
 (0.0136) (0.0187) (0.0129) (0.0131) 
66-department -0.0101 -0.0345* -0.0173 -0.0237* 
 (0.0131) (0.0185) (0.0127) (0.0129) 
68-department -0.00106 0.00955 0.00876 0.00631 
 (0.0136) (0.0134) (0.0129) (0.0128) 
70-department -0.0444*** -0.0591*** -0.0324*** -0.0454*** 
 (0.0126) (0.0181) (0.0125) (0.0127) 
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73-department 0.0166 0.0209 0.0106 0.00682 
 (0.0140) (0.0136) (0.0133) (0.0132) 
76-department 0.0310*** 0.0267** 0.0133 0.0105 
 (0.0110) (0.0106) (0.0106) (0.0108) 
81-department 0.0202 -0.00622 0.00249 0.0257 
 (0.0204) (0.0245) (0.0202) (0.0259) 
85-department -0.000777 -0.0175 -0.0160 0.000864 
 (0.0166) (0.0207) (0.0161) (0.0195) 
86-department 0.00219 -0.0209 -0.0195 -0.0123 
 (0.0172) (0.0223) (0.0188) (0.0213) 
94-department -0.0193 -0.0314 -0.0326 -0.0359 
 (0.0214) (0.0253) (0.0225) (0.0230) 
95-department 0.0389** 0.00528 0.000520 0.0438 
 (0.0168) (0.0206) (0.0155) (0.0295) 
97-department 0.102*** 0.0926*** 0.0891*** 0.107*** 
 (0.0262) (0.0296) (0.0286) (0.0316) 
99-department 0.0202 0.0222 0.00659 0.0102 
 (0.0186) (0.0180) (0.0183) (0.0203) 
Constant 0.197*** 0.241*** 0.316*** 0.318*** 
 (0.00836) (0.0189) (0.0231) (0.0236) 
     
Observations 56,378 56,378 54,030 54,030 
R-squared 0.005 0.055 0.075 0.077 

Note: Standard errors in parentheses *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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Table A4. Effects of gender policy on intimate partner violence during the past year, all women currently and 
formerly in a union. Physical violence 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) 
     
VARIABLES Physical violence Physical violence Physical violence Physical violence 
     
Post 0.00685 0.00429 0.00456 -0.00728 
 (0.00650) (0.00625) (0.00624) (0.00763) 
Post x Policy -0.0433*** -0.0406*** -0.0386*** -0.0354*** 
 (0.00990) (0.00929) (0.00905) (0.00901) 
Age (base 15-19)     
20-24  -0.000556 0.0254** 0.0249* 
  (0.0125) (0.0128) (0.0128) 
25-29  -0.0519*** -0.0137 -0.0119 
  (0.0117) (0.0122) (0.0121) 
30-34  -0.0645*** -0.0201 -0.0163 
  (0.0118) (0.0123) (0.0123) 
35-39  -0.0885*** -0.0397*** -0.0339*** 
  (0.0117) (0.0124) (0.0124) 
40-44  -0.112*** -0.0565*** -0.0496*** 
  (0.0117) (0.0127) (0.0127) 
45-49  -0.132*** -0.0701*** -0.0616*** 
  (0.0117) (0.0128) (0.0129) 
Formerly in union  0.190*** 0.183*** 0.180*** 
  (0.00618) (0.00619) (0.00620) 
Ethnic group (base none below)     
Afro-Colombian   0.0184** 0.0158** 
   (0.00796) (0.00799) 
Indigenous   0.0105 0.0115 
   (0.00979) (0.00981) 
Palaquero/Rom/Raizal   -0.0114 -0.0143 
   (0.0521) (0.0521) 
Father beat mother   0.0734*** 0.0726*** 
   (0.00495) (0.00493) 
Age first cohabitation   -0.00138** -0.00120** 
   (0.000558) (0.000556) 
Age at first sexual encounter   -0.00776*** -0.00778*** 
   (0.000815) (0.000812) 
Urban residence   0.0289*** 0.0409*** 
   (0.00566) (0.00799) 
Education (base none)     
 Incomplete primary   -0.00133 -0.00116 
   (0.0143) (0.0143) 
 Complete primary   -0.000733 0.000875 
   (0.0141) (0.0141) 
 Incomplete secondary   0.00886 0.0128 
   (0.0142) (0.0142) 
 Complete secondary   -0.0271* -0.0192 
   (0.0141) (0.0142) 
Higher   -0.0414*** -0.0244 
   (0.0145) (0.0149) 
Births last 5 years   0.0140*** 0.0130*** 
   (0.00407) (0.00406) 
Household size   -0.000534 -0.000132 
   (0.00115) (0.00115) 
Wealth index (base Poorest)     
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Poorer    0.0120 
    (0.00785) 
Middle    -0.00647 
    (0.0100) 
Richer    -0.0274** 
    (0.0110) 
Richest    -0.0465*** 
    (0.0119) 
Civilian deaths, in 1000, per 
capita 

   -0.0184*** 

    (0.00683) 
8-department -0.0245* -0.0150 -0.00616 -0.0171 
 (0.0126) (0.0123) (0.0122) (0.0125) 
11-department 0.0251** 0.0303*** 0.0224** 0.0233** 
 (0.0115) (0.0108) (0.0106) (0.0110) 
13-department 0.0292* 0.0313** 0.0326** 0.0244* 
 (0.0152) (0.0147) (0.0144) (0.0146) 
15-department 0.0212 0.0402*** 0.0355** 0.0275** 
 (0.0143) (0.0137) (0.0139) (0.0139) 
17-department -0.0269* -0.0198 -0.0240* -0.0221 
 (0.0162) (0.0150) (0.0145) (0.0146) 
18-department 0.0550*** 0.0532*** 0.0351** 0.0237* 
 (0.0143) (0.0137) (0.0139) (0.0142) 
19-department 0.00392 0.00744 -0.00671 -0.0168 
 (0.0160) (0.0156) (0.0150) (0.0152) 
20-department -0.0268** -0.0211 -0.0192 -0.0268** 
 (0.0130) (0.0130) (0.0130) (0.0131) 
23-department -0.0280** -0.0154 -0.0123 -0.0274** 
 (0.0131) (0.0129) (0.0132) (0.0135) 
25-department 0.0292** 0.0403*** 0.0316** 0.0221* 
 (0.0143) (0.0129) (0.0127) (0.0127) 
27-department 0.0765*** 0.0714*** 0.0382** 0.0351* 
 (0.0167) (0.0168) (0.0176) (0.0182) 
41-department 0.00112 0.00990 0.00191 -0.00317 
 (0.0182) (0.0170) (0.0167) (0.0167) 
44-department -0.0418*** -0.0410*** -0.0378*** -0.0504*** 
 (0.0142) (0.0139) (0.0142) (0.0144) 
47-department -0.0474*** -0.0445*** -0.0409*** -0.0567*** 
 (0.0108) (0.0115) (0.0113) (0.0117) 
50-department 0.0446*** 0.0503*** 0.0354** 0.0413** 
 (0.0161) (0.0154) (0.0161) (0.0173) 
52-department 0.00658 0.0143 0.0101 -0.00325 
 (0.0132) (0.0127) (0.0128) (0.0130) 
54-department 0.00346 0.00636 -0.00222 -0.00906 
 (0.0143) (0.0139) (0.0138) (0.0138) 
63-department -0.00514 -0.00969 -0.0116 -0.0182 
 (0.0134) (0.0127) (0.0127) (0.0129) 
66-department -0.00956 -0.0118 -0.0167 -0.0230* 
 (0.0128) (0.0123) (0.0123) (0.0125) 
68-department -0.00391 0.00635 0.00582 0.00344 
 (0.0133) (0.0130) (0.0125) (0.0125) 
70-department -0.0450*** -0.0383*** -0.0332*** -0.0453*** 
 (0.0124) (0.0119) (0.0123) (0.0125) 
73-department 0.0182 0.0222* 0.0121 0.00871 
 (0.0139) (0.0134) (0.0131) (0.0130) 
76-department 0.0295*** 0.0252** 0.0119 0.00893 
 (0.0108) (0.0104) (0.0105) (0.0107) 
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81-department 0.0243 0.0195 0.00713 0.0311 
 (0.0204) (0.0204) (0.0203) (0.0259) 
85-department 0.00418 0.00859 -0.0114 0.00567 
 (0.0163) (0.0155) (0.0157) (0.0191) 
86-department -0.00253 -0.00425 -0.0230 -0.0151 
 (0.0172) (0.0175) (0.0186) (0.0211) 
94-department -0.0138 -0.00517 -0.0241 -0.0262 
 (0.0212) (0.0213) (0.0222) (0.0227) 
95-department 0.0434*** 0.0312** 0.00611 0.0502* 
 (0.0164) (0.0152) (0.0154) (0.0292) 
97-department 0.108*** 0.119*** 0.0992*** 0.118*** 
 (0.0260) (0.0263) (0.0285) (0.0315) 
99-department 0.0251 0.0259 0.0119 0.0168 
 (0.0182) (0.0176) (0.0178) (0.0198) 
Constant 0.187*** 0.213*** 0.298*** 0.300*** 
 (0.00824) (0.0132) (0.0226) (0.0230) 
     
Observations 56,378 56,378 54,030 54,030 
R-squared 0.005 0.056 0.075 0.077 

Note: Standard errors in parentheses *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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Table A5. Effects of gender policy on intimate partner violence during the past year, all women currently and 
formerly in a union. Sexual violence 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) 
VARIABLES Sex violence Sex violence Sex violence Sex violence 
     
Post -0.00810** -0.00828*** -0.00810** -0.0112*** 
 (0.00323) (0.00318) (0.00324) (0.00385) 
Post x Policy -0.0144*** -0.0138*** -0.0126*** -0.0119*** 
 (0.00455) (0.00447) (0.00449) (0.00453) 
Age (base 15-19)     
20-24  0.00277 0.0130** 0.0130** 
  (0.00530) (0.00551) (0.00550) 
25-29  0.0104** 0.0238*** 0.0245*** 
  (0.00508) (0.00538) (0.00537) 
30-34  0.0117** 0.0259*** 0.0273*** 
  (0.00522) (0.00554) (0.00554) 
35-39  0.0141*** 0.0276*** 0.0298*** 
  (0.00526) (0.00566) (0.00567) 
40-44  0.0136** 0.0280*** 0.0308*** 
  (0.00537) (0.00599) (0.00603) 
45-49  0.00520 0.0227*** 0.0259*** 
  (0.00529) (0.00600) (0.00608) 
Formerly in union  0.0813*** 0.0790*** 0.0784*** 
  (0.00369) (0.00375) (0.00375) 
Ethnic group (base none below)     
Afro-Colombian   0.00973** 0.00822** 
   (0.00411) (0.00411) 
Indigenous   0.00668 0.00625 
   (0.00547) (0.00547) 
Palaquero/Rom/Raizal   0.0389 0.0384 
   (0.0370) (0.0369) 
Father beat mother   0.0208*** 0.0207*** 
   (0.00251) (0.00251) 
Age first cohabitation   -0.00106*** -0.000993*** 
   (0.000309) (0.000308) 
Age at first sexual encounter   -0.00189*** -0.00189*** 
   (0.000424) (0.000424) 
Urban residence   6.18e-05 0.00827** 
   (0.00315) (0.00418) 
Education (base none)     
 Incomplete primary   -0.00797 -0.00714 
   (0.00901) (0.00903) 
 Complete primary   -0.00940 -0.00750 
   (0.00895) (0.00899) 
 Incomplete secondary   -0.0138 -0.0106 
   (0.00884) (0.00890) 
 Complete secondary   -0.0264*** -0.0216** 
   (0.00876) (0.00888) 
Higher   -0.0247*** -0.0167* 
   (0.00896) (0.00922) 
Births last 5 years   -3.73e-05 -0.000583 
   (0.00201) (0.00200) 
Household size   0.00124* 0.00135** 
   (0.000669) (0.000669) 
Wealth index (base Poorest)     
Poorer    -0.00804* 
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    (0.00433) 
Middle    -0.0102* 
    (0.00554) 
Richer    -0.0166*** 
    (0.00573) 
Richest    -0.0257*** 
    (0.00613) 
Civilian deaths, in 1000, per 
capita 

   -0.00419 

    (0.00323) 
8-department -0.0134** -0.00869 -0.00578 -0.00907 
 (0.00611) (0.00603) (0.00615) (0.00625) 
11-department 0.000392 0.00181 0.00283 0.00349 
 (0.00537) (0.00525) (0.00534) (0.00531) 
13-department 0.00229 0.00584 0.00494 0.000924 
 (0.00729) (0.00720) (0.00726) (0.00738) 
15-department -0.00271 0.00453 0.00266 -0.000314 
 (0.00693) (0.00667) (0.00698) (0.00703) 
17-department -0.00743 -0.00483 -0.00783 -0.00766 
 (0.00803) (0.00781) (0.00777) (0.00795) 
18-department 0.0112 0.0155** 0.00698 0.00280 
 (0.00723) (0.00713) (0.00689) (0.00702) 
19-department 0.0151 0.0200** 0.00927 0.00535 
 (0.0101) (0.00998) (0.00988) (0.00991) 
20-department -0.0174*** -0.0115* -0.0132* -0.0162** 
 (0.00660) (0.00657) (0.00677) (0.00686) 
23-department -0.0134** -0.00500 -0.00942 -0.0156** 
 (0.00654) (0.00640) (0.00660) (0.00685) 
25-department -0.00537 0.000358 -0.00317 -0.00527 
 (0.00645) (0.00630) (0.00649) (0.00657) 
27-department 0.0187** 0.0224** 0.00793 0.00337 
 (0.00927) (0.00926) (0.00983) (0.0103) 
41-department 0.00326 0.0101 0.00504 0.00296 
 (0.00805) (0.00780) (0.00799) (0.00799) 
44-department -0.0157** -0.0115* -0.0163** -0.0211*** 
 (0.00699) (0.00691) (0.00742) (0.00759) 
47-department -0.0133** -0.00791 -0.0106* -0.0161** 
 (0.00628) (0.00622) (0.00621) (0.00636) 
50-department 0.00869 0.0131* 0.00697 0.00759 
 (0.00798) (0.00775) (0.00777) (0.00793) 
52-department -0.00176 0.00186 -0.00459 -0.00958 
 (0.00665) (0.00658) (0.00677) (0.00687) 
54-department 0.000685 0.00454 0.00374 0.00113 
 (0.00744) (0.00730) (0.00765) (0.00775) 
63-department 0.00125 -0.000506 -0.000884 -0.00277 
 (0.00673) (0.00650) (0.00665) (0.00670) 
66-department -0.00336 -0.00386 -0.00519 -0.00676 
 (0.00698) (0.00693) (0.00705) (0.00707) 
68-department 0.00769 0.0126* 0.0128* 0.0118* 
 (0.00672) (0.00673) (0.00679) (0.00678) 
70-department -0.00596 0.000100 -0.00138 -0.00666 
 (0.00633) (0.00623) (0.00647) (0.00662) 
73-department -0.00347 -0.000831 -0.00446 -0.00616 
 (0.00670) (0.00670) (0.00683) (0.00686) 
76-department 0.00129 -0.000164 -0.00315 -0.00356 
 (0.00517) (0.00509) (0.00520) (0.00521) 
81-department -0.00133 0.000602 -0.00531 -0.00165 
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 (0.00883) (0.00875) (0.00875) (0.0114) 
85-department 0.000109 0.00666 -0.000173 0.00307 
 (0.00836) (0.00808) (0.00842) (0.00981) 
86-department -0.0120 -0.00848 -0.0160* -0.0159 
 (0.00788) (0.00772) (0.00830) (0.00970) 
94-department -0.0248*** -0.0139** -0.0294*** -0.0331*** 
 (0.00675) (0.00642) (0.00758) (0.00811) 
95-department 0.0104 0.0104 0.00164 0.00991 
 (0.00887) (0.00845) (0.00817) (0.0146) 
97-department -0.0219** -0.00882 -0.0258*** -0.0250** 
 (0.00852) (0.00841) (0.00903) (0.0112) 
99-department -0.0105 -0.00327 -0.00856 -0.0107 
 (0.00940) (0.00937) (0.0101) (0.0112) 
Constant 0.0563*** 0.0251*** 0.0716*** 0.0739*** 
 (0.00421) (0.00581) (0.0127) (0.0129) 
     
Observations 56,378 56,378 54,030 54,030 
R-squared 0.003 0.029 0.036 0.037 

Note: Standard errors in parentheses *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
 
 
 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


	809. titel.pdf
	809. Gender-Policy-and-Intimate-Partner-Violence-in-Colombia_JDE.pdf
	1. Introduction
	2. Background
	3. Data and methods
	4. A look at the data
	5. Results
	6. Indirect evidence
	7. Assumptions and robustness checks
	8. Conclusion
	9.
	Table A2. Descriptive statistics of control variables, women currently in a union



