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Abstract 

Theory suggests competing predictions about effects of financial independence on women’s 

experience of intimate-partner violence (IPV). Financial independence may give women greater 

bargaining power and the means to exit abusive relationships, but may incite backlash from a 

partner. A psychological prediction adds that when women view abuse as normative, they 

require a new reference group that sustains norms of female independence. An 18-month field 

experiment among 1800 women in Colombia tested (relative to a control condition) two versions 

of a financial intervention that granted women an incentivized individual savings account. In one 

version, the account was presented as a personal project (personal messaging condition); in the 

other version, the account was presented as a project many women are pursuing, thereby creating 

a new reference group of women who are pursuing financial independence (normative messaging 

condition). We did not find consistent effects of the personal versus normative messaging 

manipulation. The financial treatment (vs. control) led to greater self-reported formal financial 

engagement, as expected. We found some evidence that the financial treatment led to greater 

self-reported independent decision-making and lower self-reported depression, but these effects 

must be interpreted cautiously due to attrition and inconsistency across related outcome 

measures. However, the financial treatment had heterogeneous effects on several primary survey 

outcomes, depending on women's baseline self-reports of IPV. For women who began with no 

self-reported IPV, the financial treatment (vs. control) moved them in the direction of making 

more decisions jointly with their partner (instead of independently) and experiencing less IPV. 

For women who began with self-reported IPV, the financial treatment (vs. control) moved them 

in the direction of making more decisions independently (instead of jointly with their partner) 

and experiencing more IPV. Changes in perceptions of other women's support for following a 



 v 

partner's wishes, but not changes in personal attitudes or confidence, paralleled this interaction 

pattern. Despite much policy interest in financial interventions, and strong theoretical predictions 

about women’s financial empowerment and social norms as pathways to reducing IPV, we did 

not find strong results from a savings intervention and a normative messaging intervention. We 

discuss implications for research and practice. 

Keywords: empowerment, gender, savings, financial inclusion, social norms, behavior change 
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1 Introduction

When women have greater control over resources, are they less vulnerable to violence from a male

partner? Variations of this question have long been posed across disciplines such as sociology, feminist

theory, economics, and psychology (e.g., Ahmed, 2005; Aizer, 2010; Bates, Ruth, Schuler, Islam, &

Islam, 2004; Cheston & Kuhn, 2002; Dalal, 2011; Heise, 2011; Kabeer, 2005b; Tauchen, Witte, &

Long, 1991). Indeed, some scholars have suggested that money, as a form of power, is at the core of

female empowerment, with women’s financial independence translating into greater control over other

aspects of their lives (Glennerster &Takavarasha, 2010; Heise, 2011). If financial services endeavoring

to reduce poverty and support economic growth in developing countries also empower women and

reduce intimate-partner violence (IPV), they represent a potentially scalable, cost-effective form of

intervention.

However, there is a widespread counter-prediction that a woman’s newfound financial power is

perceived by amale partner as threatening, leading him tomaintain or intensify violent behavior toward

her (e.g., Bates, et al., 2004; Heise, 2011; Kabeer, 2005b; MacMillan & Gartner, 1999; Tauchen et

al., 1991; Vyas & Watts, 2009). In other words, women’s empowerment may not always result in

decreased IPV; it may be accompanied by sustained or increased conflict in the relationship. This

counter-prediction makes it all the more critical to have rigorous evidence regarding the effects of

financial programs on women’s decision-making power and experience of IPV.

Much of the literature investigating this topic, however, has been theoretical, qualitative, or corre-

lational. Experimental tests are critical to examine whether changes in women’s financial power result

in this backlash response from male partners. While recent experimental research has been conducted,

many studies have measured only empowerment and not IPV. Empowerment in these studies is un-

derstood as a woman’s control over her life, including her body, her behavior, her relationships, and

her decision-making. Additionally, much of the experimental literature has focused on multi-faceted,

group-based interventions that conflate education, awareness of other women’s participation in the

program (normative awareness), and financial independence. It is unclear what aspect of these inter-

ventions is critical to observed changes. For example, groups may create a new support system by
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creating friendships, may increase women’s sources of information, or at a minimum may encourage

women to make changes in their lives because they are now aware that other women are doing so. We

estimate the impact of this mere awareness of other women who are acting in new ways.

We sought to contribute new rigorous evidence to this literature by conducting a randomized

controlled trial amongwomen in the Valle del Cauca region of Colombia. Understanding how to reduce

IPV, particularly in developing contexts such as Colombia, is critical given its prevalence and adverse

consequences. Approximately 1 in 3 women globally who have been in relationships report having

experienced physical or sexual IPV in their lives, a rate that is higher in developing (vs. developed)

countries (García-Moreno et al., 2013). IPV leads to poor health outcomes, negative effects on the

emotional wellbeing of an entire household, and economic consequences arising from health service

provision and reduced employment (García-Moreno et al., 2013). Thus, greater knowledge of which

strategies are effective in decreasing the incidence of IPV and influencing its antecedents, in different

international contexts, is crucial.

The present research aimed to contribute to knowledge of the effectiveness of financial interven-

tion strategies in this domain. The study manipulated whether female participants in Colombia were

offered a savings account and whether regular messaging about the account focused on the participant

as an individual saver or as part of a group of women participating in the program. We measured

the effects of these interventions on women’s financial engagement, empowerment, and experience of

IPV.

Before presenting the interventions in more detail, we review existing research and theory on the

two elements of the experimental treatments: financial empowerment programs for women and norm-

based interventions. We also discuss key background information on the Colombian context in which

we worked.
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2 Financial Empowerment Programs

Financial programs seeking to empower women stand in contrast to, and complement, programs and

policies seeking to directly target underlying patriarchal attitudes across a community (Heise, 2011).

Programs targeting attitudes show some signs of success (e.g., Abramsky et al., 2014; Jewkes et al.,

2008; Kim et al., 2009). Yet the process of overturning patriarchal attitudes through educational pro-

grams is resource-intensive, lengthy, and likely to encounter resistance.

Financial services such as savings accounts, cash transfers, and loans are theorized to reduce IPV

against women in heterosexual relationships through several theorized pathways (Heise, 2011). Some

pathways may be more specific to a particular financial intervention than others, and multiple pathways

may be at work for the same financial intervention.

First, women may be more able to exit an abusive relationship if they have sufficient resources to

move out and subsist without a partner (Heise, 2011). This pathway may be most relevant to financial

interventions in which a woman gains more independent control over resources. A savings account,

for example, may enable a woman to begin putting money aside in a secure location that only she can

access, to be able to leave a partner.

Second, women’s control over resources can affect their self-perceptions and identity (e.g.,

Kabeer, 2005a). Psychological research has found that behavior change often leads to broader changes

in an individual’s attitudes and identities (Bem, 1967; Cialdini, 1998; Festinger & Carlsmith, 1959).

When a woman saves for a personal goal using an independent savings account and interacts with a

formal financial institution, for example, she may come to see herself as more in control of her life,

deserving of good treatment, and competent. A change in self-esteem and self-efficacy of this kind

may enable women to seek help in response to violence or take positive steps to fortify themselves

against violence (e.g., by attending to their reproductive and general health). Psychological findings

suggest that such additional behaviors are both a consequence of identity shifts and a way to continue

to develop and clarify a new identity—in this case, as a woman with control over her life (Wicklund

& Gollwitzer, 1981). New financial behaviors can also change how other people see a woman (Heise,

2011). If she has her own job or is listed on the title of her residence, for example, she may be seen as
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higher-status in her household and as helping her family to survive.

Third, economists have theorized that women have greater bargaining power within a relation-

ship when they are financially independent (Heise, 2011). Controlling resources can provide greater

leverage when discussing decisions with a partner, and the potential to subsist on one’s own allows

for making a credible threat to leave when bargaining (Farmer & Tiefenthaler, 1997). Men may be

less able to “buy” the opportunity to engage in violence against their partners, because when women

have their own money they gain less utility from a partner’s money, and can set a higher standard of

acceptable treatment in the relationship (Farmer & Tiefenthaler, 1997).

Finally, if financial independence comes in the form of introducing additional resources to a

household, it may reduce stress and conflict (Angelucci, 2008; Haushofer & Shapiro, 2013). Stress

is understood to be a behavioral risk factor for engaging in violence (Anderson & Carnagey, 2004; De-

Wall, Anderson, & Bushman, 2011; Mullainathan & Shafir, 2014). Additionally, when conflict over

how to allocate limited resources across meals, utilities, and other expenses is reduced, there are likely

to be fewer arguments and thus fewer situations that may escalate to violence (Haushofer & Shapiro,

2013).

As noted previously, however, a prevalent counter-hypothesis in the literature is that there may

be initial or ongoing backlash against women’s growing power in a household, which is an important

possible side effect of changes in women’s decision-making power (e.g., Bates et al., 2004; Bobonis,

González-Brenes, & Castro, 2013; Heise, 2011; Kabeer, 2005b; MacMillan & Gartner, 1999; Tauchen

et al., 1991; Vyas & Watts, 2009). This hypothesis has basis in psychological theory. A financially

independent woman violates prescriptive feminine roles and challenges the gender hierarchy (e.g.,

Rudman, 1998; Rudman, Moss-Racusin, Phelan, & Nauts, 2012). As such, she is often a target of

backlash (e.g., Brescoll, Uhlmann, Moss-Racusin, & Sarnell, 2012; Eagly & Karau, 2002; Rudman et

al., 2012). Men perceive such role incongruity on the part of women as a threat to their own “precarious

masculinity,” and respond with anger and a desire to subjugate women (e.g., Dahl, Vescio, & Weaver,

2015; Vandello & Bosson, 2008; Weaver & Vescio, 2015). Economic theory also suggests that men

may use violence to extract a woman’s new financial resources (e.g., Bobonis et al., 2013; Rao &
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Bloch, 1999). However, previous experimental research measuring effects of real-world programs on

IPV in developing contexts has not found strong evidence of such backlash effects.

Recent field research has begun to test experimentally whether financial services shift relation-

ship dynamics in any of these theorized ways. Commitment savings accounts, which restrict access to

savings to help with self-control or family-control issues, have shown potential as a means of increas-

ing women’s empowerment, defined here as decision-making power. Ashraf, Karlan, and Yin (2010)

collected experimental evidence in the Philippines and found that engaging in an individual-based sav-

ings project led women to be more involved in making decisions in their household about topics such

as recreational use of money, children’s schooling, and use of family planning. Critically, this study

did not measure IPV as an outcome, and thus does not contribute evidence to the question of whether

women’s new empowerment is accompanied by an increase in violence.

Other studies have focused on microfinance interventions, which typically provide small loans

to low-income entrepreneurs and business owners (Banerjee, Karlan, & Zinman, 2015). Experimental

evidence for the effects of these interventions on women’s empowerment and on IPV has been incon-

sistent. Four studies in a coordinated series of microfinance field experiments, conducted in Mexico,

India, Morocco, and Ethiopia, tested for effects on women’s decision-making power. They varied

in how they operationalized decision-making power, for example assessing women’s participation in

or independent control over various household decisions (e.g., purchases, transportation, children’s

schooling). Among the four experiments, only one found evidence of any effects on women’s decision-

making power (Angelucci, Karlan, & Zinman, 2015; cf. Banerjee, Duflo, Glennerster, &Kinnan, 2015;

Crepon, Devoto, Duflo, & Pariente, 2015; Tarozzi, Desai, & Johnson, 2015). A small but significant

positive effect of the microfinance program on female decision-making power was found in Mexico,

with no significant effect on reports of household conflict, although IPV was not specifically measured

(Angelucci et al., 2015). Similarly, a randomized evaluation of savings and loan groups in Mali did not

find effects on female decision-making power (Beaman, Karlan, & Thuysbaert, 2014). Another several

studies, which added components to microfinance programs, found mixed effects. The South African

intervention IMAGE—a microfinance program combined with a discussion-based component—was
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found to empower women and reduce self-reported IPV in a randomized evaluation, although a non-

experimental follow-up suggested that the microfinance component alone was insufficient (Kim et al.,

2009). A randomized evaluation of business training and grants in Uganda, which paralleled micro-

finance interventions in its aim of supporting low-income entrepreneurs, also did not find effects on

female decision-making power or IPV (Blattman, Green, Annan, & Jamison, 2013).

Recently, researchers have turned their attention to the study of cash transfers, which provide di-

rect payments to individuals living in poverty as opposed to food aid or other resources (Haushofer &

Shapiro, 2013). Evidence on the effectiveness of these interventions in reducing IPV has been more

promising than that for microfinance, but mixed. Experimental research in Kenya found that uncondi-

tional cash transfers to either males or females in a cohabiting relationship decreased violence perpe-

trated by a male partner against a female partner, as self-reported by the female (Haushofer & Shapiro,

2013). Similarly, a randomized evaluation of unconditional transfers in Ecuador found a reduction in

self-reported experience of intimate-partner violence regardless of the transfer’s modality (cash, vouch-

ers, or food; Hidrobo, Peterman, & Heise, 2015). However, weak or mixed effects have been found

in other experimental research. A study of unconditional cash transfers to women in Ecuador reported

finding a decrease in self-reports of experiencing psychological IPV among more educated women, but

an increase in self-reports of experiencing psychological IPV among less educated women who are at

least as educated as their partners (Hidrobo& Fernald, 2013). Experimental research on the conditional

cash transfer program Oportunidades in Mexico found mixed effects of transfers to women on their re-

ports of whether the person who consumes the most alcohol in the household (typically the male head)

engages in “aggressive behavior” while drinking (Angelucci, 2008). In a conditional cash transfer

program, however, the financial component cannot be isolated from other substantial components.

Overall, recent experimental research has suggested that financial services have potential as a

strategy for empowering women and reducing IPV in developing contexts, but with several limitations.

Many evaluations only measure women’s decision-making power, without measuring IPV, meaning

that it is unknown whether women experience IPV in response to new financial power and increased

decision-making. In our research, we measure both decision-making power and IPV.
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Additionally, these different financial interventions operate through distinct pathways and thus

test different theories of change in IPV. Introducing resources to a household through a cash transfer

may reduce stress and thus domestic violence, without any effect on women’s control over their lives.

Cash transfers and loans may be difficult for a recipient to keep away from other household members;

thus, even when provided directly to a woman, their link to the woman’s financial independence and

empowerment is tenuous (Aker, Boumnijel, McClelland, & Tierney, 2015; Ashraf et al., 2010). The

first three pathways of change reviewed above (exiting of an abusive relationship, changes in identity,

and household bargaining power) are only relevant if a woman is able to determine the ends toward

which certain financial assets are directed. Financial services that provide resources through a less

observable channel (e.g., a mobile transfer) or build in female control over resources (e.g., a savings

account) are likely to have greater effects onwomen’s financial independence (Aker et al., 2015; Ashraf

et al., 2010). Keeping money in a personal savings account can provide an excuse not to give personal

savings to a partner or other household members, given that the money is more difficult to retrieve than

when it is saved at home (Ashraf et al., 2010).

Savings accounts show promise as a way of developingwomen’s financial independence, but have

been less studied. In our research, we investigate the three financial independence pathways of change

in IPV by testing the effects of a personal savings account offer. The account provides women with an

outlet for accumulating and maintaining control over financial resources, and the intervention offers

incentives to encourage continued usage of the account. In the present study, we examine whether this

exercise in control of money leads women to report lower levels of IPV, by way of exiting abusive

relationships, developing greater confidence, or having greater control over household decisions.

In our research, we also investigate one form of social influence involved in financial interventions

that has only been estimated as part of a package of influences. Specifically, with multi-component

programs such as conditional cash transfers and microfinance, it is difficult to isolate which aspects

of the programs were critical to obtaining effects. The group-based nature of meetings and training

sessions in microfinance interventions have been theorized to be important to women’s empowerment

(e.g., Feigenberg, Field, & Pande, 2013; Feigenberg, Field, Pande, Rigol, & Sarkar, 2013; Kim et al.,
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2009). We separately estimate the effects of awareness of other women’s participation in the financial

program (normative awareness), as a form of norm-based intervention.

3 Norm-Based Programs

Banks typically reach out to clients as individuals, focusing on the personal needs and goals of the

individual client. Yet theory suggests that social norms offer a promising way to fortify women with

community support. This support may be beneficial as women develop identities as people who have

control over their finances and lives. Psychologists define norms as perceptions of what is common and

accepted in a group (Miller & Prentice, 1996; Tankard & Paluck, 2016). Thus, a financial intervention

targeting perceived social norms of women’s financial independence would not only invite individual

women to participate. It would also make individuals aware of the other women participating in the

financial program, to establish solidarity with other financially independent women (to establish a

“reference group” of financially independent women).

There are at least two theoretical reasons for the importance of this normative awareness in efforts

to empower women. First, targeting perceived social normsmay reduce the likelihood of male backlash

by signaling to a skeptical male partner that an individual woman is not acting out of line with other

women’s practices. If a woman communicates that she is not part of the vanguard but rather part

of a growing social group, a male partner may find her new financially independent behavior to be

more acceptable. Perceptions of the “vanguard” of a social change are more strongly associated with

backlash (Green, Strolovitch, & Wong, 1998).

Second and critically, norms are known to be a powerful tool for changing behavior in diverse

domains (Tankard & Paluck, 2016). People are motivated to act in line with the beliefs and behavior of

peer reference groups, to gain social approval and to be more accurate and informed (Cialdini & Gold-

stein, 2004). For example, making households aware of the energy consumption of a reference group

of neighbors can influence their own energy consumption. In one of a series of experimental tests,

households received information about their own energy consumption and the energy consumption of
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their neighbors (via a brief note on a door hanger; Schultz, Nolan, Cialdini, Goldstein, & Griskevicius,

2007). Those who were consuming more than their neighbors decreased their consumption the follow-

ing month, and those who were consuming less than their neighbors increased their consumption. The

latter effect was eliminated, however, when the note included a hand-drawn smiling face to indicate

approval of their below-average consumption. Similar interventions have proven effective for reduc-

ing littering (Cialdini, Reno, & Kallgren, 1990), increasing recycling (Cialdini, 2003), and reducing

energy use (Allcott, 2011).

In a different domain, Schroeder and Prentice (1998) tested an intervention that assigned college

students to participate in discussions about drinking on campus that focused either on responsible in-

dividual decision-making or on the common misperception that one’s reference group of campus peers

strongly supports heavy drinking. At a six-month follow-up, students assigned to the peer-oriented

discussions self-reported drinking significantly fewer drinks per week than students assigned to the

individual-oriented discussions. This result highlights the effect that students’ subjective perception

of campus drinking norms had on their own expressed support for drinking. Additionally, Gerber &

Rogers (2009) found in a field experiment that likely voters who heard a get-out-the-vote message

emphasizing a high expected turnout expressed stronger intentions to vote themselves than did voters

who heard a get-out-the-vote message emphasizing a low expected turnout.

In the domain of financial services, initial experimental work has pointed to the importance of a

social component for greater participant engagement. In experimental work in India, for example, fe-

male bank clients who were invited to attend business counseling with a friend instead of on their own

experienced greater business success and were less likely to be housewives four months later (Field,

Jayachandran, Pande, & Rigol, 2015). A set of field experiments among Chilean micro-entrepreneurs

comparing strategies for increasing participant savings found that making individuals aware of a ref-

erence group’s engagement in savings was more effective than the classic strategy of an increased

interest rate (Kast, Meier, & Pomeranz, 2014). Notably, it was not only a self-help peer group treat-

ment that was an effective peer-based strategy in this research, but also the more scalable treatment of

SMS relaying peer pressure or information about peer savings.
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A field experiment in Mexico has also pointed to the power of social information in the absence

of face-to-face peer contact (Arias, 2014). Information about social norms is particularly powerful

when people know others are receiving it at the same time. Arias (2014) experimentally tested effects

of publicly shared information compared to privately received information in changing norms and

attitudes regarding violence against women. When the delivery method was social, whether at an in-

person group meeting or over a loudspeaker, the radio program increased perceptions of social norms

rejecting violence against women. This effect did not hold when the delivery method was individual

(via CD-rom). Knowing that other individuals are receiving the samemessage, as with a groupmeeting

or a loudspeaker, demonstrates to an individual that a view or behavior is widely supported or enacted

by a group (Chwe, 2003). These results suggest that simply knowing that a reference group is receiving

the same content (in this case, over a loudspeaker) is in itself powerful, even in the absence of direct

social interaction with fellow listeners. Our research uses several methods of communication with

participants (e.g., SMS, mail), each of which is received individually but which can also be understood

to be a form of mass communication when reminded of other recipients. While we hold the modes

of communication constant between our financial treatment groups, these particular modes allow us

to manipulate whether participants are reminded in project communication that other women are also

participating in the project and working toward their goals.

Even if an individual woman personally believes that she should be able to make her own deci-

sions and be respected in a relationship, she may not act upon this belief unless she perceives it to be

common and accepted among a reference group (Prentice, 2012). Theories of social norms predict that

when women’s decision-making power is considered typical and desirable (i.e., normative) within a

group, women are more likely to speak out against violence or seek help, men are less likely to treat

themwith violence, and men who do behave violently are more likely to be considered “deviants.” Per-

ceived social norms about women’s decision-making power are predicted to change when individuals

become aware that many women are in fact saving their own resources and making their own financial

decisions. To our knowledge, the impact of establishing a reference group of other women pursuing

financial independence has never been tested experimentally and separately from other intervention
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components, such as educational programming, training sessions, and discussion of gender roles (e.g.,

Abramsky et al., 2014; Blattman, Green, Annan, & Jamison, 2013; Iyengar & Ferrari, 2011; Jewkes et

al., 2008; Kim et al., 2009).

Our research addresses this question in the literature by manipulating whether regular communi-

cation about the savings account offer establishes a reference group of other women who are also using

the account to save. In one version of this messaging, which can be considered the default messaging

used by most banks to reach out to individual clients, instructional language was used to describe the

account as one for the participant to work toward personal goals (personal messaging condition). In

the other version, the account was described as one that many women similar to the participant are

also using to work toward personal goals (normative messaging condition). The normative messaging

incorporated the experiences of other women in the project and invited participants to join them in

saving.

Several conditions of the research site led to our decision to provide normative awareness by es-

tablishing a reference group of other women in the project, as opposed to simply providing information

about peer formal savings. First, qualitative research indicated that safety issues in the communities

where participants live make it difficult for them to interact in public spaces with other community

members (quantitatively, 65% indicate in survey responses that they talk to their neighbors “never”

or “occasionally”). Thus, fellow women in their community did not represent an existing salient and

meaningful reference group about which we could provide normative information. However, this issue

highlights the potentially powerful role that could be played by giving women greater awareness of one

another through a new group.

Second, use of formal banking in the communities is low, so we anticipated that factual statistics

about high rates of peer formal savings would be challenging to obtain. They also might be mistrusted,

due to not aligning with participants’ own observations of peer behavior. We worked closely with

Colombian members of our team to develop both the medium and content of the normative (vs. per-

sonal) messaging, to maximize its significance in the local context.
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4 Colombian Context

We situated our project in the cities of Cali, Palmira, and Buenaventura, in the Valle del Cauca region

of Colombia. In a literature that has frequently turned to rural settings to test links between financial

interventions and vulnerability to IPV (e.g., Haushofer & Shapiro, 2013; Kim et al, 2009), this context

stands out as an urban setting with a relatively educated sample (77% had started or completed high

school by the start of the project). In an urban setting, women may have more exposure to institutions

such as banks and domestic violence services, which could lead them to be either more comfortable

with such institutions or more mistrusting of them, depending on their personal experiences.

The neighborhoods in which the present research was conducted experience high levels of or-

ganized violent crime. In 2014, Cali (the city in which more than half of the sample for the present

research was recruited) had a homicide rate of 65 per 100,000 inhabitants, compared to 27 in Medellín

(a larger Colombian city) and 34 in the U.S. city of Baltimore, which is one of the topmost violent cities

in the United States (Seguridad, 2014). Our qualitative research has revealed descriptions of “invisi-

ble borders” between rival criminal groups—–streets that cannot be crossed by civilians without being

attacked by a criminal band member—–at our project sites in Cali and Buenaventura (see also Human

Rights Watch, 2014). Human Rights Watch (2014) has reported on the humanitarian crisis in Bue-

naventura, in which paramilitary successor groups abduct and kill civilians who have interfered with

them, sometimes in what are gruesomely known as “chop-up houses” (casas de pique). Qualitative

interviews with our participants have affirmed these events.

These conflicts and the more than 50-year armed political conflict in Colombia have led to high

levels of forced civilian displacement; in survey responses, 29% of our sample report that they or

someone in their immediate family have had to flee their home involuntarily. Colombian economists

have found links between displacement, which is understood as a traumatic experience and source of

stress, and domestic violence (Calderón, Gáfaro, & Ibáñez, 2011). This association is present despite

women’s greater contribution to household earnings after (vs. before) being displaced from rural set-

tings to urban settings, where their skills are better suited than men’s for the labor market (Calderón et

al., 2011).
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High rates of crime may increase local perceptions that violence is normative in the community,

thereby also increasing perceived acceptance of IPV (Littman & Paluck, 2015). These types of charac-

teristics make urban settings in the Valle del Cauca region an interesting, although challenging, context

for testing theories about the potential for women’s financial independence to reduce their experience

of IPV.

4.1 Financial Behavior

Colombian rates of financial inclusion (use of a financial service at a formal institution, e.g., a savings

account at a bank) are low compared to more developed nations (Global Findex, 2014). They have

grown in recent years, however, in part due to the expansion of a conditional cash transfer program,

Familias en Acción, which uses savings accounts to disburse subsidies to its participants (Camacho,

2012).

In Colombia, 44% of adults over age 15 report having saved any money in the past year, formally

or informally (compared to 76% in the United States; Global Findex, 2014). However, only 38%

report having an account at a formal financial institution (compared to 94% in the United States) and

only 12% report having saved at a formal financial institution (compared to 54% in the United States;

Global Findex, 2014). While these rates of formal saving are similar by gender in the United States

(54% for women, 55% for men), they diverge more by gender in Colombia (8% for women, 16% for

men). Colombia is a context in which there is much room for growth in financial inclusion and for

the introduction of savings accounts among women, but in which formal saving behavior at a bank is

still rare. Along with other features of the environment, including insecurity and organized crime, this

rarity presents challenges for a financial intervention.

4.2 Intimate-Partner Violence

Evidence suggests that physical and psychological forms of violence against women are more prevalent

in Colombia and other Latin American countries relative to more developed countries. A rate of 50

femicides (killing of a female) per 1 million women in Colombia was documented the same year as
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a rate of 22 in the United States (Sanmartín, Iborra, García, & Martínez, 2006). According to the

Encuesta Nacional de Demografía y Salud (Ojeda, Ordóñez, & Hernando Ochoa, 2010), about 74% of

women in Valle del Cauca have experienced psychological violence from their current or last intimate

partner (e.g., his preventing her from contacting friends or insisting on knowing where she is), and 40%

have experienced physical violence from, or been violated sexually by, their current or last intimate

partner (e.g., being pushed, hit, attacked with a weapon).

Major differences in survey methods and cultural contexts make it difficult to compare rates of

IPV across survey instruments and nations, particularly given the sensitive nature of the topic. As

a point of indirect comparison, it has been reported using a different survey instrument that 48% of

women in the United States have experienced psychological aggression in their lives from an intimate

partner (or 14% in the last 12 months), 33% have experienced physical violence in their lives from

an intimate partner (or 4% in the last 12 months), and 9% have experienced rape in their lives by an

intimate partner (or 0.6% in the last 12 months; Black et al., 2011).

Preliminary qualitative research in the communities where the present research was conducted

suggested that there are strong cultural narratives about women being partnered—often young and at

the expense of their own education and economic means—and being deferential to a male partner.

While our qualitative work found that participants view Colombian women as strong and admired, this

view was often described in terms of women’s grit in the face of challenges such as having limited

resources, being a single head of household, or enduring mistreatment from a partner. Many norms

surrounding intimate relationships in this context are related to machismo, a strong sense of traditional

masculine roles (Ortiz & Davis, 2009). Machismo refers to norms of men being providers and protec-

tors, as well as being aggressive out of pride and to exert control (Ortiz & Davis, 2009). These norms

make Colombia a particularly interesting setting for testing the effects of a norm-based intervention on

gender-relevant outcomes.

In this context, where IPV is prevalent and often viewed as socially acceptable, we sought to

test several of the most widely held theoretical predictions about women’s financial empowerment and

social norm change as strategies for reducing IPV.
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5 Present Research

We conducted an 18-month randomized controlled trial among 1800 women in the Valle del Cauca

region of Colombia (see pre-registration; Tankard, Paluck, & Prentice, 2014). We randomly assigned

whether participants were offered a savings account and whether initial information and regular follow-

up messaging about the account focused on the participant as an individual saver (personal messaging)

or established a normative reference group of other women in the program (normative messaging).

In line with theory and evidence to date, we predicted that women who received the savings account

offer, compared to those who did not, would be more financially engaged, more empowered, and less

vulnerable to intimate-partner violence (IPV) after 18 months. We predicted that these effects would be

larger for women who received normative messaging about the savings account as opposed to personal

messaging. We also planned to examine whether effects differed based on the initial quality of the

relationship.

6 Method

6.1 Participants

1800 female participants were recruited across four different project sites in the Valle del Cauca region

of Colombia. The project sites were lower-income neighborhoods surrounding Poblado (Cali), Ver-

salles (Cali), Palmira, and Buenaventura (Appendix H). Each site contained a branch of the project’s

partnering bank (Banco WWB, the Colombian chapter of Women’s World Banking) and partnering

health clinic (Profamilia, the Colombian chapter of International Planned Parenthood Federation).

Eligibility requirements for participation in the study included being a woman of age 18-55 who

has a male partner (not necessarily a cohabiting partner), not having used a formal or informal savings

service or any service of Banco WWB within the past 12 months, and indicating preliminary interest

in opening a savings account (see Appendix H for full list of requirements). These restrictions helped

ensure that participants all began in a similar socioeconomic position in which they were not saving
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formally.

6.2 Procedure

The project was conducted from June 2013 to June 2015. Participants were surveyed at baseline, af-

ter approximately 9 months (midline survey), and after approximately 18 months (endline survey). A

team of female survey enumerators employed by a Colombian survey research firm (Centro Nacional

de Consultoría) recruited participants using a random walk method. By this method, each enumerator

received a randomly generated list of the numbers 2 and 3, which determined the number of residences

to skip before approaching the next household during recruitment. At each of the project sites, the

enumerators moved outward from the location of the bank and health clinic as they walked, visiting

neighborhoods whose modal social class was 1, 2, or 3 (the lowest levels on Colombia’s 6-class sys-

tem; DANE, 2013) and that were safe enough for them to pass through. Only one participant could

be recruited from a household. After ensuring that a prospective participant passed the series of eligi-

bility requirements, they invited her to participate in a project called Proyecto Crecer (Project Grow),

presented as a set of social programs related to health and wellbeing (Appendix H). Participants were

asked to make a commitment to participating in the project for the full time period of the study (18

months).1

Participants completed a baseline survey verbally with the enumerator in their home. The partic-

ipant’s random assignment to one of the three treatment groups was pre-written on the last page of the

survey before the enumerator received it. Enumerators were blind to the treatment assignment during

the survey; they were instructed not to skip to the last page to view the treatment assignment. One

group received the financial treatment (savings account offer) combined with personal messaging (685

participants), one received the financial treatment combined with normative messaging (679 partici-

pants), and a control group received neither the financial treatment nor a messaging treatment (436

participants). Baseline demographic characteristics by condition are presented in Table 2 (the single

characteristic differing by financial treatment assignment is included in one of our covariate controls).
1While refusals to participate in the project were low, the enumerators reported some difficulty finding participants who

met the full set of eligibility requirements.
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Treatment assignment was conducted using ordering of randomly generated numbers in a spread-

sheet, giving each participant a 24% chance of assignment to the control condition and a 38% chance of

assignment to each of the two financial treatment conditions. Power analysis was conducted based on

savings product takeup rates from previous research (Ashraf et al., 2010) and the effect size in research

analyzing the addition of a group-based education and discussion component to a financial intervention

(Kim et al., 2009).

At the end of the baseline survey, participants were given a voucher for three free health check-

ups at the project’s partnering health clinic (Profamilia, a sexual and reproductive health clinic). The

checkups were intended to be used at the three survey time points to complement the survey self-report

measures with behavioral and physical outcome measures. The checkups also offered a clinical setting

in which some participants might feel more comfortable self-reporting IPV when asked about it. The

checkups also served as a benefit to participants; qualitative work conducted prior to the study launch

revealed that participants had positive perceptions of Profamilia and valued the checkups. Participants

received vouchers to access a pre-designated set of services, including a medical checkup, serology,

and an optional family planning consultation with the offer of a complimentary sample of one of five

birth control methods. Participants were reminded by phone calls and SMS to attend their checkups.

They were encouraged to attend close to the time of each of the three survey waves, but were allowed to

attend at any point during the project. Participants assigned to the financial treatment conditions were

initially informed that they needed to open the savings account first to access the health checkups, but

this requirement was later lifted. Participants were given a map showing the location of the nearest

project health clinic and, if assigned to one of the financial treatment conditions, a map showing the

location of the nearest project bank branch.

We attempted to survey the full original sample in the two follow-up surveys at 9 and 18 months.

Participants were compensated with a gift certificate with a value of 10,000 Colombian pesos (~$5

USD) for completing the baseline survey, a value of 15,000 pesos for completing the 9-month survey,

and a value of 30,000 pesos for completing the 18-month survey. The certificate could be redeemed

at a number of local grocery stores and shops. Patterns of results for sensitive questions did not differ
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based on location. All participants received occasional SMS reminding them about project benefits

such as the health checkup.

For the 18-month survey, participants were given the choice of responding at home or at a Profa-

milia clinic, for participants who preferred the privacy of responding away from household members.2

6.2.1 Savings Account Treatment

For participants assigned to one of the two financial treatment groups after the baseline survey, the

enumerator used a visual aid to explain how the savings account worked and then asked if the participant

wanted to open it. The account was the basic transactional savings account at Banco WWB, enhanced

with a flexible matching scheme developed for the project by Women’s World Banking to encourage

regular saving. The account matched at a rate of 1/3 up to a limit, with several additional requirements

to prevent opportunistic behavior.

The visual aid explained that the 18-month project sought to motivate women to save, and that

the participant would be able to open a savings account at Banco WWB. It reminded participants that

saving in an account can help in working toward goals and moving a family forward. It explained that

the account is free, belongs to the participant, and allows deposits and withdrawals at any time.3 It then

stated that Proyecto Crecer offers certain incentives to motivate the participant to save in the account,

and that if one saved at least 20,000 pesos (~$10 USD) during 3 months, she would receive 20,000

pesos as a prize from the project for saving well.4

2Being surveyed at a Profamilia clinic in the 18-month survey was unrelated to IPV self-reports (both baseline and
18-month self-reports), but was less frequent among participants in the financial treatment groups (14%) than participants
in the control group (18%), B = -0.40, 95% CI = [-0.77, -0.04], p = 0.03. We note that in the 9-month survey wave, 9%
of surveys (not differing by condition) were conducted outside of participants’ homes due to logistical factors such as a
neighborhood becoming unsafe for a survey enumerator to enter. The difference in the rate of responding to the 18-month
survey at a clinic based on treatment group holds when controlling for responding to the 9-month survey at a clinic.

3The account had an interest rate of approximately 3% (all banks in Colombia vary their interest rates for accounts from
month to month).

4The visual aid noted that the matching went up to a maximum of 50,000 pesos that could be earned in a 3-month period,
that a deposit of at least 10,000 pesos needed to be made each month out of the 3 to qualify, and that in order to receive the
prize for a 3-month period withdrawals should be made from the amount that a participant had accumulated by the previous
period (Appendix H). The withdrawals stipulation was designed to encourage net saving and to prevent the behavior of
making deposits only to receive matching and then withdrawing the amount deposited. If the amount withdrawn in a 3-
month period exceeded the balance of the account when the period started, a matching prize for that period could not be
earned. The enumerator used the visual aid to guide the participant through 3 examples of deposits that a participant might
make across 3 months and how much she would earn as a prize in each case, if any (e.g., depositing 40,000 pesos for each
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The enumerator asked if the participant wanted to open the account. If the participant wanted

to do so, it was explained that she only needed to arrive at the bank, sign, and give her fingerprint,

and that the project would cover the deposit of 10,000 pesos (~$5 USD) needed to open the account.

Colombian regulatory and related logistical factors prevented opening the accounts in the home during

the enumerator’s visit. In addition to the account’s seed money as an incentive, behavioral strategies

to increase the rate of account opening included provision of a map showing the bank’s location, SMS

reminders using colloquial language (developed by local project staff in consultation with the bank’s

marketing staff), phone calls from local project staff in which an appointment time was set, and a

small gift awaiting participants at the bank. Other incentives were developed as the project unfolded,

to encourage continued usage and account opening. These incentives included several lotteries that

participants could enter if they engaged with the project in different ways, such as by completing a

goal-planning worksheet or making several bank deposits (Appendix H).

Banco WWB took steps to ensure the confidentiality of each participant’s savings account, such

that a woman had the option of being the only person in her family who knew about the account and

was able to withdraw funds from it (in our surveys, we asked women if they talked to their partner

about the project and received help from their partner in using the savings account). The name on the

account was that of each individual participant, and no bank statements were sent to home addresses.

To prevent any accounts from closing due to inactivity, the project made several periodic deposits of

500 Colombian pesos in all open accounts and notified participants of this deposit by text message.

6.2.2 Personal Versus Normative Messaging Treatment

Regular communications to participants manipulated whether the account was framed as one for the

participant to work toward personal goals (personal messaging) or as one that many women similar to

the participant are also using to work toward personal goals (normative messaging).

The personal versus normative messaging manipulation was applied to recruitment materials used

of 3 months and withdrawing only part of the previous account balance would lead to a prize of 40,000 pesos; depositing
0 pesos in month 1, 0 pesos in month 2, and 60,000 pesos in month 3 would not lead to a prize; depositing 20,000 pesos in
month 1, 15,000 pesos in month 2, and 40,000 pesos in month 3 would lead to a prize of 25,000 pesos).
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to describe the savings account offer, regular SMS reminders to save in the account (shown to be

effective in other norm-based interventions; Kast et al., 2014), and communications such as a mailed

booklet and project website. The project logo and slogan used on such materials was manipulated by

messaging condition (Appendix H). In the personal messaging condition, the logo depicted a woman

standing on her savings in the form of coins, with the slogan “I am growing” (“Estoy creciendo”). In

the normative messaging condition, the logo depicted a group of women standing on their savings in

the form of coins, with the slogan “Women growing” (“Mujeres creciendo”). In the control condition,

the logo depicted a woman with the slogan “Project Grow” (“Proyecto Crecer”).

These slogans reappeared in other forms of messaging, such as at the end of selected SMS mes-

sages. Across the 18 months of the project, participants in the financial treatment conditions received

manipulated SMS reminders to save (e.g., “If you want something, you have to start somewhere. [Get

some momentum with your / Women like you are getting some momentum with their] Proyecto Crecer

account, going to Banco WWB”; Appendix H).

6.3 Banking Behavior

For participants in the two financial treatment conditions, we obtained reports of their account-opening,

deposits, withdrawals, and earned matching prizes throughout the project from Banco WWB.

6.4 Survey Measures

We measured different aspects of participants’ financial engagement, empowerment, and experience

of IPV. The surveys at the beginning, middle, and end of the project were conducted verbally by an

enumerator. All items were translated to Spanish by a Colombian translator, and back-translated to

English.

As noted previously, there is not a single standard way of measuring IPV across cultural contexts,

nor a standard way of measuring empowerment in the literature. Where we used selected individual

items from a scale, we chose them based on their loading on the scale’s factors in past research and

on how interpretable they were to participants during piloting. Most items were answered on a four-
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point scale, presented as agree-or-disagree questions with a single follow-up question asking about the

strength of the participant’s agreement or disagreement. For sets of items planned to serve as scales, we

calculated mean scores and report Cronbach’s α as a measure of the scale’s reliability. We generated

standardized index variables for each family of outcomes based on factor analysis, selecting the first

factor in the factor solution. The letter (R) indicates when an item or score was reverse-scored in the

corresponding index.

At baseline, additional information was collected about the participant’s household, family struc-

ture, relationship history, income, personal goals, education, other demographic characteristics, and

potential psychological moderators such as identification with women in the community as a group.

6.4.1 Perceived Norms Regarding Saving Behavior

As amanipulation check for the personal versus normativemessaging treatment, participants responded

to three items measuring perceived descriptive norms surrounding saving behavior (e.g., “Thinking of

the women in your community, how many have their savings in the bank?”; 1=none, 5=all; α = .67).

6.4.2 Formal Banking Index

Trust in banks. Participants’ trust in banks was measured using the following two items based on other

scales of trust in institutions (e.g., Devos, Spini, & Schwartz, 2002): “Do you trust in banks?” and “Do

you feel comfortable interacting with people who work in banks?” (1=not at all, 4=a lot; α = .80).

Negative perceptions of banks (R). Participants’ negative perceptions of banks were measured

using the following two items developed based on preliminary qualitative research: “Banks are just

trying to take your money” and “An account means I cannot get benefits from the government or I may

be taxed” (1=not at all in agreement, 4=very much in agreement; α = .74).

Difficulty going to bank (R). Participants’ perceived difficulty of going to the bank was measured

with the following question: “How difficult does it feel to go to a bank?” (1=not at all difficult,

5=haven’t tried).

Formal saving. Participants’ self-reported formal saving behavior in the last six months was

21



measured for each of three purposes (“small, everyday expenses,” “future expenses such as education,

a wedding, or a big purchase,” and “emergencies or a time when you expect to have less income”).

Participants were asked whether they had saved money at a bank for each of the three saving purposes

(α = .78).

6.4.3 Economic Status Index

Income. Participants indicated the average monthly income that they receive in Colombian pesos,

adding up all sources including a family member, informal work, formal work, an informal business,

a formal business, and other sources. This amount was log-transformed (after adding a value of “1” to

each response to be able to retain responses of “0” in the transformation).

Subjective SES. As a measure of subjective socioeconomic status (SES), participants indicated

where they would place themselves on a ladder representing where people stand in Colombia (1=people

“who are the worst off—who have the least money, least education, and the least respected jobs or no

job,” 10=people “who are the best off—those who have the most money, the most education, and the

most respected jobs”; adapted from Adler, Epel, Castellazzo, & Ickovics, 2000).

Work status. Participants indicated their current work status. We coded whether they were work-

ing (stable or unstable work) as opposed to looking for work, unemployed and not looking for work,

housewife and not looking for paid work, disabled (unable to work), or another work status.

6.4.4 Confidence Index

Self-efficacy. Self-efficacy (Bandura, 1986) was measured as it related to confidence in being able to

access services and resources under challenging life circumstances, through three items (e.g., “In the

event of a crisis in the home, would you feel capable of raising enough money to feed your family

for 4 weeks, if it were your responsibility?” and “If your partner were mistreating you physically or

emotionally, would you feel capable of finding where to go if it were necessary?”; 1=not at all sure,

4=very sure; α = .46; adapted from Kim et al., 2007).

Self-esteem. Self-esteem was measured using four items from Heatherton and Polivy’s (1991)

22



state self-esteem scale (e.g., “Do you feel confident about your abilities?” and “Are you pleased with

your appearance right now?”; 1=not at all, 4=a lot; α = .62).

Future time perspective. Future time perspective (FTP), a dimension that is positively related

to constructs such as optimism and life satisfaction (Brothers, Chui, & Diehl, 2014), was measured

using six items from Carstensen and Lang’s (1996) scale (e.g., “Do you believe that the future is full

of possibilities?” and “Do you expect that you will set many new goals in the future?”; 1=not at all,

4=a lot; α = .83).

6.4.5 Personal Attitudes Index: Support For Following Partner’sWishes and Justification of IPV

Wemeasure personal attitudes and perceived norms regarding support for following a partner’s wishes

and regarding justification of of IPV. We create two separate indices for attitudes and norms, as pre-

registered.

Following partner’s wishes. Participants responded to sets of questions about behavior and

attitudes regarding following the wishes of a partner. Within each question set, they were asked about

the following 4 behaviors: telling a partner about money one has saved, following a partner’s decisions

about family planning, telling a partner who one spends time with, and following the wishes of a partner

when making decisions about education, life conditions, and work.

Following partner: behavior. Participants indicated how frequently they engage in each of the 4

behaviors toward their partner (4 items; e.g., “With what frequency do you tell your husband or partner

about money you have saved?”; 1=almost never, 4=almost always; α = .80).

Following partner: attitudes. Participants indicated whether they think women should engage

in each of the 4 behaviors toward their partner (4 items; e.g., “Do you think women should tell their

husband or partner about money they have saved?”; 1=not at all, 4=a lot; α = .70).

Justification of IPV: attitudes. Participants responded to four items about whether a man has

a good reason for hitting his partner based on 4 different behaviors in which she might engage (e.g.,

“Does a man have a good reason for hitting his partner if she neglects taking care of the children?”;

1=not at all, 4=a lot). The 4 behaviors were neglecting taking care of the children, not having sex with
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him, not preparing the food, and going out without telling him (α = .82).

Tolerance of IPV: attitudes. Participants responded to the following single item: “Do you think

women should tolerate violence from their partner to keep the family together?” (1=not at all, 4=a lot).

6.4.6 Perceived Norms Index: Perceptions of Women’s Support For Following Partner’s Wishes

and Justification of IPV

Following partner’s wishes. Participants responded to sets of questions about perceived descriptive

and prescriptive norms regarding following the wishes of a partner. Within each question set, they

were asked about the same 4 behaviors as in the corresponding question sets in the personal attitudes

index (above).

Following partner: perceived descriptive norms. Participants indicated how frequently women

in their community engage in each of the 4 behaviors toward their partner (4 items; e.g., “With what

frequency do women in your community tell their husband or partner about money they have saved?”;

1=almost never, 4=almost always; α = .73).

Following partner: perceived prescriptive norms. Participants indicated whether women in

their community think women should engage in each of the 4 behaviors toward their partner (4 items;

e.g., “Do women in your community think women should tell their husband or partner about money

they have saved?”; 1=not at all, 4=a lot; α = .76).

Perceived change in norms among women (R).After responding to the questions about attitudes

and norms surrounding following a partner’s wishes, participants were asked about whether they think

women’s attitudes andmen’s attitudes on these topics are changing. We used the following two items to

measure perceived change in women’s support for having control over their finances and lives: “When

you think about women having their own money and deciding how to spend it the way they want, are

women’s attitudes becoming more supportive, less supportive, or are they not changing?” and “When

you think about women being able to make their own decisions about issues like family planning, free

time, their education, and their work, are women’s attitudes becomingmore supportive, less supportive,

or are they not changing?” (1=support much less, 3=no change, 5=support much more; α = .58).
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Justification of IPV: perceived prescriptive norms. Participants responded to 4 items about

whether women in the community think a man has a good reason for hitting his partner based on 4

different behaviors in which she might engage (e.g., “Do women in your community think a man has

good reason for hitting his partner if she neglects taking care of the children?”; 1=not at all, 4=a lot; α

= .93). The 4 behaviors were the same as those for attitudes justifying IPV.

Tolerance of IPV: perceived prescriptive norms. Participants responded to the following single

item: “Do women in your community think women should tolerate violence from their partner to keep

the family together?” (1=not at all, 4=a lot).

6.4.7 Relationship Status

In the 9-month survey, participants were asked whether they were in the same relationship now as when

they started the project. In the 18-month survey, participants were reminded of the month and year in

which they were last surveyed, and asked if they remembered whether they had been in a relationship

at that time. They then indicated whether they were in the same relationship now and, if the original

relationship had ended, whether they were seeing a new partner now.

We analyzed relationship status at 18 months as well as reports that a relationship had ended in

either the 9-month or 18-month survey wave, among participants who responded to one or both follow-

up survey waves. Participants were asked about their relationship status at 9 months both during the

9-month survey and retrospectively during the 18-month survey.

6.4.8 Subject of Relationship-Relevant Items

In the 9-month survey, questions regarding a partner or relationship dynamics were not presented to

participants who did not identify as being in a relationship. In the 18-month survey, to minimize

missing data, all participants were asked to respond to questions regarding a partner or relationship

dynamics (measures described below), regardless of current relationship status. For these questions,

any participant who was not currently in a relationship was asked once early in the survey if she would

like to respond about her last partner just before breaking up, her last partner after breaking up, or
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a new person who is not her partner yet. We excluded only responses about the last partner before

breaking up, given that these responses reflect past interactions whereas the other responses reflect

current interactions.

6.4.9 Independent Decision-Making Index

Independent versus joint decision-making and initiation of discussions. Participants responded to

questions about how decisions are made in their household (adapted from Ashraf et al., 2010; Pitt,

Khandker, & Cartwright, 2006). For five topics, participants were asked who makes most of the de-

cisions (themselves, their partner, or both). The five topics were what to buy at the market, purchase

of expensive items, recreational use of money, schooling of children, and visits to parents or other

family members. We calculated the proportion of applicable decisions made independently (α = .80),

as opposed to jointly or by the partner. Participants were also asked whether or not they themselves

initiate discussions about each topic; we calculated the proportion of applicable decisions for which

participants initiate discussions (α = .75). Factor analysis revealed that independent decision-making,

joint-decision making, and initiation of decision-making discussions all loaded onto one factor, while

partner decision-making loaded onto a separate factor. The average proportion of decisions made by

the partner was 11%.

Independent decision-making about gift certificate. At the end of the survey, a novel financial

resource was introduced when participants were presented with a gift certificate as compensation for

their time responding. They were asked whether or not they would tell their partner about the gift

certificate (not telling him was coded as greater independent decision-making). They were also asked

who would decide how to use the gift certificate (themselves, their partner, or both); we coded whether

or not participants would decide independently. Less than 1% of participants indicated that their partner

alone would decide and this response loaded onto a different factor than independent and joint decision-

making.

Partner’s knowledge of money (R). Participants indicated whether or not their partner “usually

knows how much money [they] have, either at home or in [their] savings” (the partner not knowing
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how much money was coded as greater independent decision-making).

Talking to partner about project (R). Participants were asked if they have talked to different

people on a list (e.g., partner, children, friends) about Proyecto Crecer. We coded whether or not they

self-reported talking to their partner about it (not talking to him was coded as greater independent

decision-making).

6.4.10 Self-Reported Intimate-Partner Violence

Questions about intimate-partner violence and relationship satisfaction were presented to the partici-

pant using a written card to allow for nonverbal responses.

Intimate-partner violence. Participants were asked whether or not, in the past six months, their

partner had engaged in each of 11 different violent and controlling behaviors (adapted from other stud-

ies investigating IPV internationally, e.g., Kim et al., 2007; α = .80). These behaviors were related to

financial violence (2 items; e.g., “taken your earnings or savings against your will”; α = .26), emotional

violence (5 items; e.g., “insulted you or made you feel bad about yourself”; α = .69), physical violence

(2 items; e.g., “thrown something at you, slapped you, pushed you, or crushed you”; α = .69), or sexual

violence (2 items; e.g., “physically forced you to have sexual relations against your will”; α = .77).

For each of these 4 types of violence, we generated a count of the number of behaviors reported. We

then calculated the total number of IPV behaviors reported across all 11 items.

Relationship satisfaction. Participants responded to the seven items of Hendrick’s (1988) Re-

lationship Assessment Scale (e.g., “Is your relationship good compared to most?” and “In general,

are you satisfied with your relationship?”; 1=not at all, 4=a lot). The following two items were also

included based on preliminary qualitative research: “Would you feel comfortable telling your partner

that he has to be loyal to you?” and “Does your family think your relationship with your partner is

good for you?” (α = .89).
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6.4.11 Supplementary Questions

Additional questions about participants’ relationships, engagement with the project, and perceptions

of intimate-partner violence were included in the 18-month survey, to aid in the interpretation of the

results (results for a selection of these items are included in Tables 12-16 and Tables 30-34).

6.5 Health Checkup Outcomes

During the physical health checkups at Profamilia offered to participants by the project, they first met

with an assessor who oriented them to the different services offered, and then met with a doctor who

collected other physiological and psychological data points. In focus groups, participants described

feeling comfortable talking to the assessors, and feeling that the assessors cared about them, during

checkups and reminder phone calls. The clinicians at Profamilia guided participants through a series

of questions andmeasures related to physical andmental health. Physical andmental health and signs of

stress have been found to correlate with experience of IPV (Campbell, 2002), and serve as an indicator

of a women’s control over her own body and wellbeing.

Mental health. Stress was assessed using the four-item version of Perceived Stress Scale (e.g., “In

the last month, how often have you felt difficulties were piling up so high that you could not overcome

them?”; α = .70; Cohen, Kamarck, & Mermelstein, 1983; Cohen & Williamson, 1988). Depression

was assessed using the four Spanish items with the highest loading on each of four factors of the CES-D

(e.g., “In the last week, how often have you felt that you enjoyed life?”; α = .72, Losada et al., 2012;

Radloff, 1977). Anxiety was assessed using the four Spanish items with the highest loading on the Beck

Anxiety Inventory (e.g., “In the last week, how often have you been affected by feeling shaky?”; α =

.76; Beck, Epstein, Brown, & Steer, 1988; Magán, Sanz, & García-Vera, 2008). Participants responded

to all mental health items on a scale from 0 (never) to 4 (very often).

Service takeup. Participants were offered a test for sexually transmitted infections and a family

planning consultation to discuss birth control methods. The service providers recorded whether the

participant accepted or declined each service.

Physical health. The clinicians recorded participants’ systolic and diastolic blood pressure, heart
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rate, and weight.

Domestic violence. The clinicians asked participants a series of self-report questions about expe-

riences of mistreatment, based on their existing protocol. They recorded whether participants had ever

felt emotionally or psychologically assaulted by their partner (e.g., being humiliated in public, having

important things destroyed, being insulted), had ever felt emotionally or psychologically assaulted by

another person important in their life (e.g., parents, children, siblings), had ever been hurt physically

by their partner (e.g., being pushed or hit), had ever been hurt physically by someone else important in

their life (e.g., parents, children, siblings), and had ever been forced to have sexual relations. The ser-

vice providers also asked participants whether they would be safe when they went home, and whether

they were afraid of their partner or someone else causing them harm.

Additionally, the clinicians recorded signs of physical injury identified on each part of the body

(e.g., bruises, cuts), as in customary clinical IPV screening protocols (Basile, Hertz, &Back, 2007). We

coded whether any injuries other than scars were recorded at any of a participant’s checkups, given that

scars do not necessarily indicate recent violence and the health clinic reported that many participants

had scars from Cesarean sections.

6.6 Qualitative Research

Qualitative research took place at various points before, during, and after the project, to supplement

the quantitative measures and aid in interpreting them. The qualitative components were designed to

deepen the research team’s understanding of the effects of the experimental treatments and augment the

quantitative data. Six rounds of qualitative research, including individual interviews and focus groups,

were conducted.

The first round of qualitative research was conducted by a Colombian research assistant and the

first author prior to the survey pilot, with individuals of a similar profile to the study participants. Focus

groups were used to gather richer baseline data on intimate-partner violence and the decision-making

behavior of women located in the communities where the studywas conducted, and to better understand

the reference groups that are most relevant to these women. This research provided a context of the
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women in these communities to inform adjustments to the survey tool and other aspects of the research.

The second round was conducted by staff from Women’s World Banking, a project partner affil-

iated with Banco WWB. It was also conducted prior to the survey pilot, with individuals of a similar

profile to the study participants. Eleven focus groups were used to better understand the financial

practices of women in the communities where the study was conducted, as well as their perceptions of

financial institutions. The focus groups also examined responses to different savings account features

and forms of matched savings as incentives to save. The first author and a Colombian research assistant

were present to observe.

The third round consisted of individual interviews conducted by a Colombian research assistant

and the first author with 14 participants in the two financial treatment conditions, in the months after

the project launched. The interviews were conducted to understand participants’ reasons for opening

or not opening the savings account offered to them, and to understand reactions to the savings product

and savings incentives.

The fourth round consisted of individual interviews conducted by a team of survey enumerators

with 27 participants who were among those who reported experiencing the greatest number of intimate-

partner violence behaviors in the baseline survey. The interviews were conducted between the 9-month

and 18-month surveys. They were conducted to ensure that these participants were not being put at

risk in their household due to communication from the project, and in an effort to understand whether

their self-reports of violence in the surveys corresponded to changes in their relationships.

The fifth round consisted of free-response questions asked of all participants in the 18-month

endline survey. These questions were intended to further probe changes in participants’ relationship

dynamics during the project and participants’ beliefs and perceptions about intimate-partner violence.

This round was conducted by survey enumerators.

The final round consisted of a series of 11 focus groups conducted after the project’s conclusion

among a subset of participants in the two financial treatment conditions. These focus groups were used

to examine participants’ perceptions concerning changes in financial behavior and the participants’

lives over the study period. This round was conducted by staff from Women’s World Banking. The
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first author and a Colombian research assistant were present to observe.

7 Analytic Strategy

Where not otherwise noted, we generated a standardized weighted index variable for each family of

primary outcome measures using principal components analysis (standardized based on the control

group of the respective wave).

7.1 Effect Estimation

We conducted intention-to-treat analyses, analyzing all responses recorded based on condition assign-

ment, regardless of whether a participant took up the savings account offer. We conducted OLS regres-

sion for continuous dependent measures and logistic regression for binary dependent measures, using

robust error estimation in all models.

We first tested for main effects of treatment at 18 months. Where we separated the personal and

normative financial treatment conditions, the model is as follows:

YEndi = β1X1i + β2X2i + β3YBasei + β4S1i + β5S2i + αj + ϵi

The dependent variable for the individual i is YEndi and the baseline measure of this variable (or

a close proxy, where not measured at baseline) is YBasei . The personal messaging financial treatment

condition isX1i and the normative messaging financial treatment condition isX2i. Baseline covariates

are a standardized index of socioeconomic status (SES; S1i; based on neighborhood modal social class

(estrato), income, subjective SES, work status, and education level) and a standardized index of life

stage (S2i; based on age, having children, and being married or in a civil union). For socioeconomic

dependent variables, we excluded S1i from the model, given its redundancy with YBasei . Fixed effects

of project site j areαj (with Buenaventura as the reference group) and the error term is ϵi. We estimated

robust standard errors. The parameter of interest in estimating the effect of the personal financial

treatment condition (vs. control group) is β1, and the parameter of interest in estimating the effect of

the normative financial treatment condition (vs. control group) is β2.
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Where we collapsed the two financial treatment conditions, we adapted the model as follows:

YEndi = β1Xi + β2YBasei + β3S1i + β4S2i + αj + ϵi

Here, financial treatment is Xi and the parameter of interest in estimating the main effect of

financial treatment on the dependent variable is β1. Again, we estimated robust standard errors.

We then tested whether the effects of financial treatment differed depending on baseline self-

reports of IPV. Specifically, we interacted condition assignment with a dummy variable indicating

whether a participant self-reported experiencing any of the 11 listed violent behaviors from her partner

in the baseline survey. At baseline, 43% of participants (768 out of 1800) reported experiencing any

of the 11 listed violent behaviors; among participants surveyed successfully at 18 months, 42% (635

out of 1510) had reported at baseline experiencing any of the 11 listed violent behaviors. The model is

as follows:

YEndi = β1Xi + β2VBasei + β3 (Xi ∗ VBasei) + β4YBasei + β5S1i + β6S2i + αj + ϵi

A dummy variable coding whether the participant reported one or more of the 11 IPV behaviors at

baseline is VBasei . For dependent variables measuring IPV, we excluded YBasei from the model, given

its redundancy with VBasei for these variables. We estimated robust standard errors. The parameter of

interest in estimating the interaction between baseline IPV and financial treatment is β3.5 6

7.2 Attrition

We successfully surveyed 89.6% of the original sample at 9 months and 83.9% at 18 months, which

compares favorably with other longitudinal research in developing contexts (average retention of 71%

between rounds among 7 studies; Alderman, Behrman, Kohler, Maluccio, &Watkins, 2000). Retention
5See Appendix D-E for contrasts among the three conditions for the interaction between condition and baseline IPV.
6A methodological limitation in the present research is the possibility of contamination across treatment groups. In the

final survey, 30% of participants indicated that they knew another participant in the project, with this rate not differing by
condition. It is possible that participants in the control group who learned of peers receiving the savings account oppor-
tunity resented, or were otherwise affected by, not receiving this same benefit. While implementing randomization at the
neighborhood level would help in addressing spillover concerns, and might present other formats for normative messaging
in the community, it would require the availability of a sufficient number of neighborhoods.
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was lower in the personal messaging condition (82.8%) than the control group (87.8%), B = -0.41, 95%

CI = [-0.76, -0.06], p = 0.02. It was also lower in the normative messaging condition (82.4%) than the

control group, B = -0.43, 95% CI = [-0.78, -0.08], p = 0.02. Retention did not differ in the two financial

treatment conditions, p = 0.90.

In the financial treatment conditions, attrition was greater among participants who did not open

the savings account, and qualitative work revealed that participants in the financial treatment conditions

who did not take up treatment did not feel like members of the project. Participants who did not open

the account may have felt more distanced from the project than control participants, who were not

given the same opportunity to reject, or have difficulty engaging with, this part of the project.

Self-reports of IPV at baseline were not consistently related to attrition. While there was a trend

of a negative relation between baseline IPV self-reports and participation in the 18-month survey (p =

0.08), baseline IPV self-reports were unrelated to participation in the 9-month survey (p = 0.78; see

Table 1). These relations at 9 and 18 months were found when self-reported IPV at baseline was coded

as binary or continuous.

Where we found effects on major outcomes, we constructed bounds on the effects of treatment

on example index components to account for attrition and changes in relationship status (Appendix A).

We used several imputation strategies. We first replaced missing values with the mean of recorded re-

sponses for the corresponding outcome measure (Angrist & Pischke, 2009), which must be interpreted

cautiously given that it reduces the variability in the data. We then turned to the highly conserva-

tive strategy of replacing missing values with the minimum and maximum values on the scale of the

corresponding outcome measure (adapted from Horowitz & Manski, 2000).

8 Results

8.1 Savings Account Takeup and Banking Outcomes

52% of the 1364 participants assigned to the financial treatment conditions opened the savings account,

which compares both favorably and unfavorably with similar research offering a savings account (e.g.,
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28% takeup of a commitment savings account in the Philippines, 87% takeup of a noninterest-bearing

savings account in Kenya; Ashraf, Karlan, & Yin, 2010; Dupas & Robinson, 2013). Takeup of the

account did not differ by messaging condition, although there was a trend of greater takeup in the

normative messaging condition (53%) compared to the personal messaging condition (50%), p = 0.19

(logistic regression contrasting the two conditions). Account opening was unrelated to baseline IPV

reports.

Among participants with open accounts, about 65%made a deposit during the project, 41% made

a withdrawal, and 26% earned a matching prize (Appendix H). We did not find differences in banking

behavior based on the personal versus normative messaging. When asked whether they receive dif-

ferent forms of help from their partner in managing the account, 34% said that their partner provides

money for the account by lending or giving money, 29% said that their partner helps by making de-

posits on their behalf or taking them to the bank, and 51% said that their partner encourages them to use

their account. These forms of help were negatively related to IPV self-reports (Pearson’s correlation

of -0.26, p < 0.001, for the relation between number of IPV behaviors reported at endline and endline

reports of receiving any form of help).

In-depth analysis of participants’ banking behavior during the project is beyond the scope of our

theoretical predictions and the present analysis, but represents a direction for further investigation.

8.2 Personal Versus Normative Messaging Treatment

We found only weak evidence of effects of the normative messaging treatment on the manipulation

check measuring perceived norms regarding saving behavior (Figure 1). At 18 months, women in

the normative messaging condition perceived more women in their community to engage in saving

behaviors (M = 2.58, 95% CI = [2.53, 2.64]) compared to women in the control group (M = 2.51, 95%

CI = [2.44, 2.57]), although this difference was not significant, B = 0.07, 95% CI = [-0.01, 0.15], p =

0.08. Women in the personal messaging condition (M = 2.56, 95%CI = [2.51, 2.61]) did not differ from

women in the normative messaging condition (p = 0.45) or women in the control group (p = 0.21) at

18 months. The two financial treatment conditions, collapsed together, also did not differ significantly
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from the control group (p = 0.13).

In other analyses, we collapsed across the two financial treatment conditions given that they gen-

erally did not differ from one another. We indicate where patterns were suggestive of differences

between them (Appendix D-E presents effects of the personal and normative messaging conditions on

the major outcome indices).
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Figure 1: Effect of condition on perceived norms of saving behavior by survey wave. Note: Point
estimates with 95 percent CIs are presented.

8.3 Formal Banking

Higher scores on the formal banking index indicated greater self-reported trust in banks and formal sav-

ing, and lower self-reported negative perceptions of banks and difficulty going to banks. The financial

treatment (vs. control) led to greater receptiveness to and engagement with formal banking at 9 and 18

months, an effect that was consistent across the index’s components (Figure 2, Table 3). Taking as an

example the subcomponent of trust in banks, the mean level among financial treatment participants on

the 1-4 scale was 2.91, 95% CI = [2.86, 2.95], compared to 2.57, 95% CI = [2.48, 2.66] in the control

group, B = 0.33, 95% CI = [0.23, 0.43], p < 0.001.
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Using seemingly unrelated regression to estimate the system of equations jointly, the joint signif-

icance of this main effect across the index’s subcomponents was p < 0.01. This finding indicates that

the financial treatment was effective at increasing women’s formal financial participation, an effect

supported by data from the bank regarding participants’ account use.7

8.4 Economic Status

We did not find evidence of a main effect of the financial treatment, or a treatment effect moderated by

baseline IPV, on participants’ overall economic status (Figure 2, Tables 4 and 22). Higher scores on

this index indicated higher income and subjective SES and greater likelihood of working. Given that

the financial treatment did not affect these outcomes, the results do not speak to the reduced stress and

financial strain mechanism of change that other financial interventions have tested (e.g., Haushofer &

Shapiro, 2013).

We found some evidence that treatment effects on participants’ work status depended on baseline

self-reported IPV. For participants who reported no IPV at baseline, those in the financial treatment

conditions were less likely to report working than the control group, although the difference was not

significant, p = 0.14. For participants who reported any IPV at baseline, those in the financial treatment

conditions were more likely to report working than the control group, but the difference was again not

significant, p = 0.32.

8.5 Confidence

We did not find evidence of a main effect of the financial treatment, or a treatment effect moderated

by baseline IPV, on participants’ confidence (Figure 2, Tables 5 and 23). We note that participants

responded nearly at ceiling on the scale for each of the index’s components (on scales from 1 to 4, at

baseline: Mself-efficacy = 3.75, Mself-esteem = 3.63, MFTP = 3.72).

7While takeup of the savings account is confounded with individual differences, we note that the effect of financial
treatment on formal banking outcomes emerged only among financial treatment participants who opened a savings account
(Appendix F). The effect was present at both 9 and 18 months (Appendix G).
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8.6 Personal Attitudes Index: Support For Following Partner’s Wishes and Jus-

tification of IPV

We did not find evidence of a main effect of the financial treatment, or a treatment effect moderated by

baseline IPV, on participants’ support for following a partner’s wishes and justification of IPV (Figure

2, Tables 6 and 24). Higher scores on this index indicated more frequent following of a partner’s

wishes, greater belief that women should follow their partner’s wishes, greater justification of a man

hitting his partner for different reasons, and greater belief that women should tolerate IPV to keep the

family together.

8.7 Perceived Norms Index: Perceptions of Women’s Support For Following

Partner’s Wishes and Justification of IPV

We did not find evidence of a main effect of financial treatment on participants’ perceptions of other

women’s support for following a partner’s wishes and justification of IPV (Tables 7-8). Higher scores

on this index indicated perceiving other women as more frequently following their partner’s wishes,

greater belief that women think they should follow their partner’s wishes, lower perception that other

women are changing to support making their own decisions, greater perception that other women justify

a man hitting his partner for different reasons, and greater perception that other women believe women

should tolerate IPV to keep the family together.

We found that the effects of the financial treatment on these perceptions depended on baseline

IPV self-reports (Tables 25-26). The simple effects of financial treatment on the perceived norms

index at each level of baseline IPV self-reports were not significant, however. Among participants

who reported no IPV at baseline, the financial treatment led to perceiving less support for following

a partner’s wishes and less justification of IPV, although the difference was not significant, p = 0.11.

Among participants who reported any IPV at baseline, the financial treatment led to perceiving greater

support for following a partner’s wishes and greater justification of IPV, although the difference was

not significant, p = 0.13.
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Taking as an example perceived change in norms among women (Figure 4; reverse-scored in in-

dex), for participants who reported no IPV at baseline, those in the financial treatment group perceived

a greater increase in women’s support for having control over their finances and lives (M = 4.4, 95%

CI = [4.34, 4.46]) compared to the control group (M = 4.27, 95% CI = [4.16, 4.38]), B = 0.15, 95%

CI = [0.02, 0.28], p = 0.01. For participants who reported any IPV at baseline, those in the financial

treatment group perceived less of an increase in women’s support for having control over their finances

and lives (M = 4.31, 95% CI = [4.23, 4.39]) compared to the control group (M = 4.44, 95% CI = [4.32,

4.56]), B = -0.15, 95% CI = [-0.29, -0.01], p = 0.03.

Using seemingly unrelated regression to estimate the system of equations jointly, the joint signif-

icance of the interaction between the financial treatment and baseline self-reports of IPV, across the

index’s subcomponents, was p = 0.02. The moderated effects on perceived change in norms among

women were robust to bounding to account for attrition, across nearly all of the imputation strategies

that we implemented (Appendix A). The effects of the personal messaging condition on this family of

outcomes were generally at least as strong as the effects of the normative messaging condition (Ap-

pendix D-E).8

In sum, for participants who did not self-report IPV at the start of the project, the financial treat-

ment moved them in the direction of perceiving other women as more “progressive” in terms of making

their own decisions and taking a stand against IPV, relative to the control group. For participants who

did self-report IPV at the start of the project, the financial treatment moved them in the opposite direc-

tion on these outcomes, relative to the control group.

8.8 Relationship Status

Among the 1625 participants surveyed at one or both of the follow-up survey waves, 22.6% (367)

reported that their initial relationship had ended during the project. This rate did not differ significantly

by condition (Table 12). While baseline reports of any IPV positively predicted relationship-ending (B
8While takeup of the savings account is confounded with individual differences, we note that the interaction between

financial treatment and baseline IPV in changing perceived norms be less supportive of following a partner’s wishes and
less justifying of IPV did not emerge when excluding participants who did not open a savings account (Appendix F). The
interaction was present at 18 months but not at 9 months (Appendix G).
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= 0.61, 95% CI = [0.13, 1.09], p = 0.01), we did not find evidence that baseline IPV interacted with

the financial treatment to predict relationship ending (Table 30).9

Among the 1625 participants surveyed at one or both of the follow-up survey waves, 7.3% (119)

reported that they were seeing someone new (a subset of the 367 who reported that their initial rela-

tionship had ended). This rate did not differ significantly by condition (Table 12) and was unrelated

to baseline IPV reports. We did not find evidence that baseline IPV interacted with the financial treat-

ment to predict beginning a new relationship (Table 30). Thus, the results did not support the idea that

finances lead women to leave a relationship or start a newer one.

8.9 Subject of Relationship-Relevant Items

In order to include participants in the analyses about relationships even if they had broken up with

their partners, we examined participants’ responses to the question asking them to select someone as

the subject of these relationship-relevant items. Among the 14.4% (218 / 1510) of participants in the 18-

month survey who did not identify as being in a relationship, 79.8% (174 / 218) chose to respond about

their last partner just before breaking up, 17.9% (39 / 218) chose to respond about their last partner after

breaking up, and 2.2% (5 / 218) chose to respond about a new person who is not their partner yet. For

the relationship-relevant items (results reported below), we eliminated responses about a participant’s

last partner just before breaking up and included responses about more recent interactions with the last

partner or a new person. Including responses about a participant’s last partner just before breaking up

did not substantially change the overall pattern of results.
9We conducted exploratory analyses modeling the relationship between relationship-ending and the amount that partic-

ipants in the financial treatment groups saved in their bank accounts, given theory about financial independence providing
the means to exit an abusive relationship. We also conducted exploratory analyses modeling the relationship between
relationship-ending, different indicators of the seriousness of participants’ relationships (e.g., age, relationship length, hav-
ing children, being married or in a civil union), and the financial treatment, given that newer or less serious relation-
ships ended at a higher rate. We did not find evidence that these factors interacted with the financial treatment to affect
relationship-ending.
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Figure 3: Heterogeneous effects on independent and joint decision-making, by baseline self-reports of
intimate-partner violence. Note: Point estimates with 95 percent CIs are presented.
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presented.
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8.10 Independent Decision-Making

Higher scores on the independent decision-making index indicated making a greater proportion of

decisions independently, being more likely to initiate discussions about decisions, being less likely to

tell one’s partner about the gift certificate and more likely to decide on one’s own how to use the gift

certificate, being less likely to have a partner who knows how much money they have, and being less

likely to talk to one’s partner about Proyecto Crecer.

The financial treatment (vs. control) led to higher independent decision-making scores, although

the difference was not significant, p = 0.05 (Tables 9-10). Taking as an example participants’ reports

of whether they would tell their partner about the gift certificate they received after completing the

survey, 73.1% of participants in the control group planned to tell their partner, compared to 68.1% of

participants in the financial treatment groups, B = -0.32, 95% CI = [-0.60, -0.04], p = 0.03. Using

seemingly unrelated regression to estimate the system of equations jointly, the joint significance of this

main effect across the index’s subcomponents was p < 0.01. The main effect on telling one’s partner

about the gift certificate was robust to bounding to account for attrition and changes in relationship

status, across all of the imputation strategies that we implemented (Appendix A).

We found significant evidence that effects of the financial treatment on independent decision-

making depended on baseline self-reported IPV (Tables 27-28). For participants who reported no IPV

at baseline, those in the financial treatment conditions did not differ from the control group in their

independent decision-making scores, p = 0.39. For participants who reported any IPV at baseline, those

in the financial treatment conditions had significantly higher independent decision-making scores than

the control group, B = 0.33, 95% CI = [0.16, 0.5], p < 0.001. This interaction pattern was consistent

across the index’s components.

Taking as an example the proportion of 5 decisions made independently, jointly, or by the partner

(Figure 3), for participants who reported no IPV at baseline, those in the financial treatment condition

reported making fewer independent decisions (M = 0.31, 95% CI = [0.29, 0.34]) than the control group

(M = 0.39, 95% CI = [0.34, 0.44]), B = -0.07, 95% CI = [-0.12, -0.02], p = 0.02. Those in the financial

treatment condition also reported making more joint decisions (M = 0.59, 95% CI = [0.56, 0.62]) than

43



the control group (M = 0.52, 95% CI = [0.47, 0.57]), B = 0.06, 95% CI = [0, 0.12], p = 0.05. In other

words, for participants who did not self-report IPV at the start of the project, the financial treatment

led them to make more decisions collaboratively with their partner instead of on their own.

For participants who reported any IPV at baseline, the financial treatment did not affect rates

of independent decision-making, p = 0.21, but participants in the financial treatment group reported

making fewer joint decisions (M = 0.42, 95% CI = [0.38, 0.45]) than the control group (M = 0.52, 95%

CI = [0.46, 0.59]), B = -0.09, 95%CI = [-0.16, -0.02], p = 0.02. In other words, for participants who did

self-report IPV at the start of the project, the financial treatment led them to make more decisions on

their own instead of collaboratively with their partner. The effects on independent and joint decision-

making were relatively consistent across the 5 decision topics (Appendix C).

Using seemingly unrelated regression to estimate the system of equations jointly, the joint signif-

icance of this interaction across the index’s subcomponents was p < 0.01. The moderated effects on the

proportion of decisions made independently or jointly were robust to bounding to account for attrition

and changes in relationship status, across nearly all of the imputation strategies that we implemented

(Appendix A).10

In sum, we found some modest evidence that the financial treatment on average led participants

to make more independent decisions, but we also found significant evidence that this effect varied by

baseline self-reported IPV. For participants who did not self-report IPV at the start of the project, the

financial treatment moved them in the direction of making more decisions collaboratively with their

partner and communicating more with their partner, relative to the control group. For participants

who did self-report IPV at the start of the project, the financial treatment moved them in the opposite

direction on these outcomes, relative to the control group.
10While takeup of the savings account is confounded with individual differences, we note that the interaction between

financial treatment and baseline IPV in predicting independent decision-making emerged both when excluding financial
treatment participants who did not open a savings account and when excluding those who did open a savings account
(Appendix F). The interaction was present at 18 months but not at 9 months (Appendix G).
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8.11 Self-Reported Intimate-Partner Violence

Higher scores on the total count of self-reported IPV behaviors indicated more forms of financial,

emotional, physical, or sexual forms of violence experienced in the past six months. We did not find a

main effect of the financial treatment on participants’ self-reports of any form of IPV or on relationship

satisfaction (Table 11). We found significant evidence that effects of the financial treatment on partici-

pants’ self-reports of IPV and relationship satisfaction at 18 months depended on baseline self-reported

IPV (Figure 4, Table 29). For participants who reported no IPV behaviors at baseline, scores on the

IPV behavior count did not differ by condition at 18 months, p = 0.21. For participants who reported

any IPV behaviors at baseline, however, those in the financial treatment group had significantly higher

scores on the IPV behavior count at 18 months (M = 1.3, 95% CI = [1.12, 1.48]) than the control group

(M = 0.95, 95% CI = [0.7, 1.21]), B = 0.39, 95% CI = [0.07, 0.71], p = 0.02.

This interaction pattern was substantively, but not significantly, stronger among participants in the

normative messaging condition compared to the personal messaging condition (Appendix D-E). For

participants who reported no IPV behaviors at at baseline, those in the normative messaging condition

had a trend of lower scores on the IPV behavior count at 18 months (M = 0.25, 95% CI = [0.16, 0.34])

than the control condition (M = 0.4, 95% CI = [0.26, 0.55]), B = -0.16, 95% CI = [-0.33, 0.01], p =

0.08. Participants in the personal messaging condition (M = 0.36, 95% CI = [0.26, 0.47]) did not differ

significantly from the control condition (p = 0.58) or the normative messaging condition (p = 0.12) in

their IPV behavior count at 18 months. For participants who reported any IPV behaviors at baseline,

those in the normative messaging condition had significantly higher scores on the IPV behavior count

at 18 months (M = 1.45, 95% CI = [1.18, 1.71]) than the control group (M = 0.95, 95% CI = [0.7,

1.21]), B = 0.53, 95% CI = [0.16, 0.9], p 0.005. Participants in the personal messaging condition (M

= 1.13, 95% CI = [0.89, 1.38]) did not differ significantly from the control condition (p = 0.23) or the

normative messaging condition (p = 0.09) in their IPV behavior count at 18 months.

The pattern of interaction between financial treatment and baseline self-reported IPV was con-

sistent across the different subtypes of IPV as outcomes, although the interaction was significant only

as a predictor of emotional violence. Using seemingly unrelated regression to estimate the system of
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equations jointly, the joint significance of the interaction across the different subtypes and relationship

satisfaction was p = 0.09. The moderated effects on the total count of IPV behaviors were robust to

imputation of the mean to account for attrition and changes in relationship status, but were not robust

to the more conservative strategy of imputing extreme values for missing data (Appendix A). Notably,

main effects of financial treatment on IPV did not emerge at either extreme of this bounding proce-

dure.11

The pattern illustrates differential regression to the mean over time, among both participants who

self-reported baseline IPV and participants who did not. Participants who reported no IPV behaviors

at baseline significantly increased over time in their IPV self-reports by 18 months (compared to base-

line), moving closer to the full sample’s mean response of approximately 1 IPV behavior (Figure 4).

Likewise, participants who reported any IPV behaviors at baseline significantly decreased over time

in their IPV self-reports by 18 months (compared to baseline), moving closer to the full sample’s mean

response of approximately 1 IPV behavior (Figure 4). This regression to the mean aligns with findings

in our qualitative research that IPV sometimes fluctuates in this context, happening from time to time

in many relationships rather than incessantly in a smaller number of “pathologically abusive” rela-

tionships. However, the degree of movement toward the sample’s mean varied by condition. Among

participants reporting no baseline IPV, those in the financial treatment conditions exhibited less regres-

sion to the mean than the control group (i.e., less of an increase in IPV over time). Among participants

reporting any baseline IPV, those in the financial treatment conditions also exhibited less regression

to the mean than the control group (i.e., less of a decrease in IPV over time). Thus, the financial treat-

ment appears to have sustained baseline levels of violence (or lack thereof) in relationships to a greater

degree than the control condition.

Qualitative responses to questions about changes in relationship dynamics were generally not

consistent with the idea that the financial treatment intensified IPV over time for participants who
11While takeup of the savings account is confounded with individual differences, we note that the interaction between

financial treatment and baseline IPV in predicting IPV emerged both when excluding financial treatment participants who
did not open a savings account and when excluding those who did open a savings account (Appendix F). The interaction
was present at both 9 and 18 months (Appendix G), again suggesting differential regression to the mean that began after
the baseline survey.
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self-reported IPV at the start of the project. For example, when asked to describe qualitatively whether

and how tensions in their relationship had changed in the last year, only 8% of participant responses

were coded as indicating that tensions had increased (as coded by two independent Colombian research

assistants who were blind to treatment group). There was no main effect of financial treatment on

this rate, or an effect moderated by baseline IPV reports. We then analyzed a quantitative version

of the question about changes in tensions, in which categorical options were provided. The financial

treatment did not have a main effect, or an effect moderated by baseline self-reported IPV, on reports

of an increase (vs. decrease or no change) in tensions and conflicts in the relationship over the past year

(Tables 13 and 31). This pattern again suggests that new IPV (i.e., IPV that had not been experienced

previously) did not underlie the effects of the financial treatment for participants who self-reported IPV

at the start of the project.

In sum, for participants who did not self-report IPV at the start of the project, the financial treat-

mentmoved them in the direction of reporting less IPV and beingmore satisfiedwith their relationships,

relative to the control group. For participants who did self-report IPV at the start of the project, the

financial treatment moved them in the opposite direction on these outcomes, relative to the control

group.

8.12 Supplementary Measures

The financial treatment did not have reliable main effects, or effects moderated by baseline IPV re-

ports, on a number of other relationship-relevant variables (Tables 12-13 and 30-31). These variables

included a participant’s belief that when someone has a negative impression of her partner they also

have a negative impression of her (i.e., partner reflecting on her), reports of a partner’s drinking and

drug use, and mentioning of a partner as one of her close ties (i.e., one of the people she would ask

for money, trust with a secret, or ask for advice). The financial treatment (vs. control) did lead par-

ticipants to report being less able to influence their partner in situations when they want their partner

to do something or change something, an effect that was greater for participants who reported IPV at

baseline. This pattern aligns with the narrative that, among women in violent relationships, the finan-

47



cial treatment (vs. control group) pushed them away from their partners and maintained conflict in the

relationship.

The financial treatment (vs. control) led to greater reports of reading project SMS, lower reports of

feeling like a member of the project, and greater reports of believing that other participants had similar

difficulties engaging in the project (Tables 14-15 and 32-33). These effects suggest that participants

experienced the account offer and savings reminders as engaging and memorable, but challenging. An

interaction between baseline IPV reports and financial treatment in predicting talking to children about

the project (Table 32) paralleled the interaction predicting talking to one’s partner about the project

(Table 28), in that the financial treatment led to greater communication for participants who did not

report baseline IPV and less communication for participants who did report baseline IPV.

We did not find consistent evidence of a main effect of the financial treatment, or an effect mod-

erated by baseline IPV, on a number of questions about perceptions of IPV (Tables 16 and 34). These

questions examined views about how possible it is for situations of IPV to change, and examined reac-

tions to case stories of abuse that other women have experienced (i.e., how “normal” the behavior of

the male partner in the story is and how serious of a problem his behavior is).

These supplementary measures provide some insight regarding how participants engaged with

the project and related to their partners. They also, however, indicate a number of ways in which

participants’ perceptions of their partners and views on different situations of IPV were not affected

alongside their self-reports of decision-making and IPV in their own relationships.

8.13 Health Checkup Outcomes

Sixty-five percent (1170) of the 1800 participants attended at least one checkup, a rate that was greater

in the control condition (78%) compared to the financial treatment conditions (59% personal messag-

ing, 62% normative messaging), B = -0.86, 95% CI = [-1.11, -0.61], p < 0.001. The two messaging

conditions did not differ from one another. Qualitative research revealed that participants in the control

condition viewed the health checkups as more central to the project, while for the financial treatment

conditions this service was crowded out by the project’s apparent focus on savings accounts. Checkup
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attendance was unrelated to baseline IPV reports.

Given great variation in the timing of each participant’s checkup attendance and the number of

checkups attended, and given that all checkups took place after treatment assignment, we treated the

data from all checkups as outcomes. We computed each participant’s average response value for each

outcome measure, across the number of checkups that the participant attended. Thus, measures that

are binary for individual checkups were not treated as binary for these averaged outcomes. Given

the low rate of visible injuries documented during checkups, we computed whether any injuries were

documented for a participant at any of her checkups, rather than computing the average value across

checkups.12

We controlled for the number of checkups that a participant attended and whether or not the

participant attended any checkups during the first half of the project (on or before March 3, 2014).

Among the 1170 participants who attended at least one checkup, 331 (28%) attended one checkup, 294

(25%) attended two, 542 (46%) attended three, and 3 (.3%) attended four. Five-hundred ninety-four

participants (51%) did attend a checkup during the first half of the project (the other 576 who attended

at least one checkup did not attend any during the first half of the project).

Among participants who attended at least one checkup, those in the financial treatment conditions

reported lower levels of depression (M = 1.36, 95% CI = [1.31, 1.41]) than participants in the control

condition (M = 1.49, 95% CI = [1.42, 1.56]), p = 0.01 (Table 17). However, given that checkup

attendance was also greater among the control group than the treatment group, it is possible that in the

treatment group the checkups captured only a subgroup of mentally healthy women. The finding was

robust to several imputation procedures, but did become null when missing values were replaced with

maximum depression levels, a highly conservative bounding strategy (Appendix A).

The financial treatment (vs. control) had a positive, marginally significant relation to accepting the

test for sexually transmitted infections (STIs; Table 17). The financial treatment also interacted with

baseline IPV reports to affect takeup of the family planning consultation (Table 35). Among women

who did not report baseline IPV, the financial treatment was unrelated to takeup of the consultation, p =
12An injury other than a scar was documented for only 4% (47) out of 1170 participants. We note that examining the

participant’s body for injuries may have felt unnatural and time-consuming to the clinicians.
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0.50. Among women who reported baseline IPV, the financial treatment was related to greater takeup

of the consultation, B = 0.08, 95% CI = [0.01, 0.15], p = 0.05.

We did not find evidence of a main effect of the financial treatment, or a treatment effect moder-

ated by baseline IPV, on other health outcomes, including visible injuries and self-reports of domestic

violence. In sum, while the health checkup data must be treated cautiously due to high attrition rates,

they suggest that the financial treatment (vs. control) may have led participants to experience lower

symptoms of depression and to make a decision to care for their own sexual health and, for participants

who self-reported IPV at the start of the project, reproductive health.

9 Discussion

Despite much interest in financial interventions in recent policy and academic work, and the very

strong hypothesis in theory that women given an opportunity to have their own finances will benefit

by becoming empowered and less susceptible to violence, we did not find strong results from a savings

intervention. Similarly, despite longstanding theory and evidence regarding the influence of social

norms on individual behavior, we did not find strong effects of providing information about social

norms. We conducted a rigorous, large-sample test of some of the most central ideas about empowering

women to be free from violence in their personal lives. We found some effects of interventions that

instantiated these ideas, but not of the scale that researchers and practitioners would anticipate based on

the resources devoted to these projects and the certainty surrounding these theories of empowerment.

In this study, the financial treatment (vs. control) led to greater self-reported formal financial

engagement, as expected, but we did not find consistent effects of the personal versus normative mes-

saging manipulation. We found some evidence that the financial treatment led to greater self-reported

independent decision-making and lower self-reported depression, but these main effects must be inter-

preted cautiously due to attrition in health checkup attendance and inconsistency across related outcome

measures. However, the financial treatment had reliable heterogeneous effects on IPV and forms of

decision-making in the relationship, depending on the initial quality of women’s relationships. Changes
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in perceptions of other women’s support for following a partner’s wishes, but not changes in personal

attitudes or confidence, paralleled this interaction pattern.

Given the frequency with which the prediction is invoked that providing women with an outlet for

financial independence can improve their social standing and reduce IPV, a null average effect on IPV

is surprising and important. As we will discuss further, factors leading to this pattern of results likely

included characteristics of the communities in which the study took place, the form that the financial

and norm-based interventions took, and the intricate nature of women’s empowerment.

9.1 Were the financial and norm-based interventions successful in reducing IPV?

While the financial and norm-based treatments on average had null effects on IPV, examining their

effects for women in different kinds of relationships revealed a more complex story. This subgroup

analysis provided some evidence for both the prediction that a woman’s new financial power leads to

lower IPV and the backlash counter-prediction that this financial power leads to greater IPV.

Taking participants’ survey self-reports to be accurate, we found differential effects of the finan-

cial treatment on levels of IPV, depending on the presence of IPV at the start of the project. For women

who started the project in non-violent relationships, the opportunity to save at a bank and work toward

financial goals led to the positive outcome of reporting less violence and more relationship satisfac-

tion than the control group. In other words, the financial treatment (relative to the control group) was

preventive against violence and conflict in these relationships. For women who started the project in

violent relationships, this opportunity to save at a bank and work toward financial goals led to the neg-

ative outcome of reporting more violence and less relationship satisfaction than the control group. In

other words, the financial treatment (relative to the control group) sustained violence and conflict in

these relationships.

Taken with other outcomes, this pattern suggests that the same program or individual endeavor

that pulls one couple together may push another couple apart even as they remain in a relationship.

Interestingly, trends suggested that the heterogeneity of these effects on IPV were greater in the nor-

mative (vs. personal) financial treatment condition (i.e., when messaging established a reference group
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of other women using the project to save). This effect of the normativemessaging is intriguing given the

convergence of the twomessaging conditions on most other outcomes, including the messaging manip-

ulation check. It is possible that while the normative (vs. personal) messaging did not have detectable

effects on the lens through which women perceive themselves, other women, and their interactions, it

did affect the way in which women asserted themselves in their relationships. Aligning oneself with

other women in the community during relationship interactions (either internally or verbally) may be

protective against IPV only in relationships without pre-existing conflict.

The backlash effect of the financial treatment among participants who started the project in violent

relationships is alarming, but should also be viewed in context. These participants did not report a

spike in IPV over the time period of the study (intensified IPV at 9 or 18 months relative to baseline),

which might reflect an actively angry response from a partner. Examining secular trends, this subset of

participants who started the project in violent relationships on average reported fewer IPV behaviors

at 9 and 18 months than they did at baseline, across all conditions.

Additionally, the financial treatment (vs. control) did not make these participants more likely to

self-report at 18 months that tensions in their relationships had increased in the last year (rather than

decreased or stayed the same). When asked at 18 months whether any IPV behaviors were new in

their relationship, several of the behaviors that were more likely to be new in the financial treatment

groups (vs. control group) were behaviors that likely had greater opportunity to arise in the presence

of the financial treatment. For example, if it was new that a partner refused to give a woman money,

it could be that the savings treatment led her to begin asking for money more frequently than she

did previously. Thus, the treatment could be viewed as simply expanding the range of domains in

which a partner’s controlling tendencies are manifest. However, even sustained levels of conflict in

a relationship, compared to a lower rate of violence that a woman might have reported without the

financial treatment, can be considered backlash in the sense that a woman experiences lower relative

receptiveness to and support for her wishes from her partner (reactance, relative to the control group).
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9.1.1 How did the financial and norm-based interventions affect outcomes theorized to be path-

ways to reduced IPV?

Strikingly, the pattern of effects on IPV was more related to changes in interpersonal decision-making

and communication in the relationships than to more intrapersonal pathways theorized to link financial

power to a reduction in IPV. We did not find evidence that the savings intervention led women to

exit abusive relationships, perceive themselves differently in terms of confidence, or report changes in

economic status that would indicate reduced financial strain. It is notable that confidence levels were

extremely high in our sample, and thus unlikely to change.

Instead of effects on these pathways, we found effects on women’s independent versus collabora-

tive decision-making, which paralleled and correlated with IPV (Appendix B). While we found some

evidence that the financial treatment (vs. control) led to more independent decision-making, this effect

varied strongly across relationships. For women who started the project in a non-violent relationship,

the opportunity to save at a bank and work toward financial goals led to greater communication and

joint decision-making than the control group. For women who started the project in a violent relation-

ship, this opportunity to save at a bank and work toward financial goals led to less communication

and more independent decision-making than the control group. In line with theories about bargain-

ing power as a pathway linking new financial independence to reduced IPV, effects on these measures

highlight the importance of interpersonal aspects of empowerment. As we will discuss at greater length

below, however, selecting which type of decision-making to classify as an indicator of empowerment

is an intricate theoretical question.

While effects of the financial treatment on perceptions of women’s support for following their

partner’s wishes (i.e., perceived norms) also paralleled the heterogeneous effects on IPV, they were not

clearly related as a pathway to this outcome. The different measures of these perceived norms were

not consistently correlated with IPV in the 18-month survey, and they were unrelated to independent

(vs. joint) decision-making (Appendix B). The lack of correlation with independent decision-making

is reasonable given that the financial treatment messaging tended to reflect norms of independent

decision-making, whereas participants themselves tended to respond favorably to the financial treat-
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ment by engaging in joint decision-making. Thus, the changes in perceived norms may have related to

changes in IPV self-reports through a different pathway than did changes in decision-making. Addi-

tionally, the interaction between financial treatment and baseline IPV in predicting perceived norms is

not present when eliminating participants who never opened a savings account. In predicting each of

independent decision-making and IPV, however, this interaction between financial treatment and base-

line IPV is present regardless of account opening. This pattern again suggests that changes in perceived

norms represent a different effect of the financial treatment than changes in decision-making.

It is unexpected that changes in self-reports of IPV preceded changes in perceived norms and

decision-making, which emerged only in the 18-month survey. It is possible that participants’ partners

began to notice and react to changes in women’s behavior before the women themselves consolidated

new perceptions of their relationships and other women. It is also possible that the changes in perceived

norms and independent decision-making did not serve as pathways to changes in IPV, as theorized, but

rather as coinciding outcomes with a longer timecourse.

9.1.2 How did the financial and norm-based interventions affect other health outcomes?

While treatment effects on IPV were of primary interest, it is provocative that we found a negative rela-

tion between the financial treatment, in particular the normative messaging treatment, and participants’

self-reports of depression at their health checkups. Self-reports of anxiety and stress showed trends that

aligned with this pattern. Further analysis is necessary to rule out an attrition-based explanation for this

finding, given lower rates of checkup attendance than survey completion. It is an intriguing possibility,

however, that the opportunity to save at a bank and work toward financial goals, and the heightened

awareness of other women in the community, may have improved participants’ mental health. Given

the poverty- and violence-related stress in the project communities, improvements in mental health

may be a prerequisite to personal and interpersonal changes that would reduce IPV, as opposed to be-

ing a downstream result of reduced IPV. Experiencing more enjoyment and less worry on an everyday

basis is a critical outcome in and of itself, and could enable individuals to take steps to address issues

in their lives such as IPV.
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9.2 What do the findings mean for whether financial and norm-based interven-

tions are promising for policy action?

9.2.1 Financial interventions

In this research, savings interventions did not show promise as a strategy for addressing IPV. We did

not find evidence that this strategy is effective, and given the difficulty of implementation, it is not

cost-effective, at least in communities with low rates of financial inclusion. First, finding heteroge-

neous treatment effects on IPV in the present work, and null average treatment effects, implies that

savings account interventions cannot be scaled in a generic manner. Such programs may require prior

knowledge of characteristics of prospective participants and communities to select those who are most

likely to be helped, and obtaining this prior knowledge is not always feasible or affordable.

Second, if implementing a savings intervention entails intensive resources to motivate the opening

and use of savings accounts, its utility is low. This project incorporated numerous behavioral strategies

for motivating and facilitating account takeup, including seeding the accounts with initial funds, offer-

ing a small gift at the bank, providing a map to the bank, calling participants to schedule an appointment

time to open the account, sending SMS reminders, and offering savings matching and lotteries to en-

courage regular deposits (Appendix H). These strategies were developed in close collaboration with

Colombian project staff, to maximize their meaningfulness in the local context. Despite all of these

efforts, only about half of participants who received the savings account offer followed through by

opening it. Taken with the null effect of the savings intervention on IPV, this level of takeup does not

justify the resource-intensive efforts of motivating savings account use in this type of community.

Several features of the local research context stand out as factors that likely made the savings in-

tervention less effective and more challenging to implement. Some investigations of financial products

such as a savings account have worked with participants who are already bank clients (e.g., Ashraf et

al., 2010). The present study attempted to recruit participants who had little money to save at a bank

and whose communities have low trust in banks. The violent urban context of this research also meant

that participants did not feel safe taking money to and from the bank, as qualitative research revealed.
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Thus, the intervention was not tasked with enabling a behavior for individuals who have trouble act-

ing on their intentions. Rather, it was tasked with introducing a new behavior for individuals who

were motivated not to engage in it and who saw none of their peers engaging in it. The high levels of

poverty and violence in these communities were undoubtedly also severe sources of stress that limited

participants’ cognitive bandwidth available to work toward financial goals or make changes in their

relationship and household.

What about the potential of other forms of financial interventions? Services such as unconditional

cash transfers offer the advantage of not requiring regular interaction with a formal financial institu-

tion that may not be trusted. More generally, given that they require less action from recipients than

savings services, they do not face the same takeup issues. Because they are likely to affect rates of

IPV through a pathway of reduced financial tensions and stress in the household, rather than one of

the female empowerment pathways, they may run less of a risk of backfiring in relationships already

experiencing conflict. However, it is not clear that such transfers are necessarily accompanied by ef-

fects on other outcomes such as women’s status in the household, women’s control over their lives,

and the household’s justification of IPV (Haushofer & Shapiro, 2013). For example, a man may stop

physically hurting a female partner but she may still not have an active role in making decisions about

her life. Additionally, it will be important to understand in future research whether a reduction in IPV

is sustained after a cash transfer is fully expended, or whether it lasts only as long as resources are less

scarce in the household.

9.2.2 Norm-based interventions

Even the norm-based intervention in this study faced implementation challenges. While many norm-

based interventions have been successful, even in the absence of face-to-face contact among peers,

their success is contingent on reaching individuals logistically and psychologically (Tankard & Paluck,

2016). In the present research, the modes of communication for personal versus normative messag-

ing were updated based on qualitative feedback that, in this geographic context, physical mail may be

perceived as more meaningful and receive more attention than cell phone-based SMS (which 78% of
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participants in the financial treatment conditions reported receiving in the midline survey). When a

booklet containing the messaging manipulation was mailed to participants, 95% of those who reported

receiving it also reported reading it partially or completely, but more than half (65%) reported not re-

ceiving the booklets at all. This finding is despite intensive efforts from our survey research firm to

maintain updated participant contact information throughout the project and specially hired delivery

services to reach participants whose addresses were difficult to find. Given the difficulty and cost of

delivering messages to women in this study, providing messaging with summary information about

peers may be the wrong medium for this type of group. Changing norms could potentially be accom-

plished through close peer networks or institutions identified as trusted by the community (Tankard &

Paluck, 2016).

It may also be difficult for participants to imagine one another as a community of peers in a

setting where trust of strangers is low and public contact among community members is infrequent.

In focus groups conducted after the project, participants described wanting to have come together and

talked during the project. There may be contexts in which such group-based programming should

be considered as a strategy for providing information about social norms. This type of programming

is costly to scale, however, and involves a risk that the peer views raised during discussion will not

favor the desired direction of change (in this case, an increase in women’s empowerment; e.g., Paluck,

2010). We selected SMS and mail as modes of communication based on their scalability and the fact

that they are received individually but understood to be a form of mass communication. The normative

versus personal messaging was intended to influence the number of fellow recipients who participants

imagined were receiving the same information through these channels. We did not find evidence that

estimates of the number of Proyecto Crecer participants differed by condition, however.13 Manipulating

the mode of communication or individuals’ actual exposure to peers may have stronger effects on the

perceived size of a reference group or the vividness with which individuals imagine the group. In

contexts where there is greater interaction in public spaces (e.g., parks, streets, markets) and a stronger
13The median free-response estimate in the control group was 300, and the median in each of the financial treatment

groupswas 200. When providedwith the options of 10, 50, 500, “a few thousand,” and “amillion,” a plurality of participants
in each of the three conditions selected “a few thousand.”
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sense of community (i.e., an existing reference group), it may be easier to guide the process of norm

perception in the interest of behavior change (Tankard & Paluck, 2016).

Interventions that provide cues about social norms have typically been hailed for their cost-

effectiveness and simplicity as a behavior change strategy, but our findings underscore the strategic

considerations that are vital in designing such interventions. We discuss the more theoretical aspects

of boundary conditions of norm-based interventions in greater detail in a later section.

9.2.3 What do the findings mean for how we should try to address IPV and women’s wellbeing?

On the one hand, could some interventions addressing women’s wellbeing be streamlined even further

than the present? It is notable that the financial treatment had its effects on depression, decision-

making, and IPV self-reports regardless of whether participants took up the savings account offer. It

is also notable that some of these patterns were more pronounced in the normative (vs. personal) mes-

saging condition. Simply being aware of the account offer and receiving regular messaging from the

project may have had effects on participants’ mental wellbeing and relationship dynamics. To the ex-

tent that the financial treatment did have positive effects, it is thus possible that the actual offer of a

savings account was superfluous. It is possible that an even simpler intervention than the present could

be effective—an intervention in which messaging related to goals, decision-making, or community is

developed and tailored to a suitable population of participants without severe conflict in their relation-

ships. However, it is is also possible that such messaging must be developed around the presence of

an actual service or program in order to be compelling.

On the other hand, an intervention that goes beyond messaging may be critical in a setting such

as the present, to have a stronger positive impact. In focus groups after this project’s end, many partic-

ipants observed that one of the aspects of the project that they most enjoyed was feeling like someone

was reaching out to them and caring. They noted that they liked the health checkups and appreciated

the reminder calls by caring health clinic staff who were willing to listen. There may be some settings

in which live group-based or individual interactions offer needed support. In Valle del Cauca, Colom-

bia, services such as support groups are offered to victims of displacement. Measuring the effects of
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such services on household stress and IPV is a potential future direction that also extends the research

on unconditional cash transfers, stress, and IPV. Future research on IPV in contexts affected by severe

criminal violence and displacement may find inspiration from the reflections of participants in this

setting.

Live group-based programs that directly target gender roles and sexual health, however, do come

with several drawbacks. A program’s transparency in being related to gender roles may lead to issues

with self-selection (some of the men and women who might have the most to gain from such programs

may not take them up) and demand effects (it is difficult to rule out rote memory for training material

as an explanation for promising outcomes). Additionally, women’s participation in such programs may

put them at risk of backlash from male partners, and scaling their resource-intensive components may

be costly. Yet in some settings, personal services such as individual counseling, health care, and guided

group discussions may be appropriate.

The role of participants’ initial relationship quality in our findings underscores a critical pol-

icy challenge: how can we help individuals who are already in highly abusive relationships? Our

study highlights not only qualities of a research context, but also qualities of individuals and their

life circumstances, that require careful selection of an appropriate intervention strategy. Intervention

(vs. prevention) efforts are faced with overturning, or enabling an exit from, relationship dynamics that

already include violent behavior. Taking into account the mental health of women in such relationships,

could they be identified in a population without putting them at risk, it may be fruitful to employ more

personal modes of offering resources such as social support and services. Future efforts to empower

women, financially or otherwise, could consider intervening with women who are younger or single.

Such women may still be developing their priorities for qualities they seek in a partner, and may be able

to shape the early dynamics of a new relationship to establish expectations that reduce the likelihood

of violence. Our findings also highlighted the importance of active collaboration and communication

in a relationship, and the importance of a partner’s support in working toward goals. Future interven-

tions could consider specifically targeting decision-making processes with one or both members of

couples (e.g., Iyengar & Ferrari, 2011). While speculative, these considerations point to the need for
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understanding the pre-existing relationship dynamics of program participants and examining whether

intervention and prevention strategies should be pursued separately.

9.2.4 Implications for the process of evaluating programs for research and practice

This project points to the importance of the initial stage in the research process, in which researchers

seek to understand the specific features of the context that they are attempting to affect. The interven-

tion designwas developed and implemented in close collaborationwith local partners andwe conducted

extensive qualitative fieldwork in the months leading up to the launch. Constraints were imposed,

however, by needing, for the purposes of the grant proposal, to select a project location and develop a

theory-guided intervention before being able to conduct qualitative fieldwork to better understand the

research context.

For fieldwork seeking to test theory-based predictions (as opposed to seeking to evaluate the

effects of an existing social program), the process of finding a fit between the research context, the

program design, and partner organizations is immensely challenging. One of the major challenges is

determining a suitable level of specificity and span of adaptability for the initial guiding theoretical

question and for the selection of a research context.

Future research at this intersection of academic research and policy concerns may consider strate-

gies such as obtaining preliminary funding to conduct qualitative research or pilot tests of a greater

number of potential interventions prior to finalizing a large-scale grant proposal. Where feasible, it

may be advantageous to retain a wider span of prospective interventions or research contexts in the

initial stages of project development. However, this approach may not be realistic when accounting

for factors such as funding, the time-sensitivity for academic researchers in producing publications,

and the specific theoretical expertise of each researcher in her discipline.

9.3 What are the theoretical implications of this research?

This research has provided critical insights into the constructs that it targeted and sought to measure. It

took amore comprehensive and nuanced approach to these constructs than other research has, providing
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psychological insights into the nature of empowerment, the measurement of IPV, and the perception

of social norms.

9.3.1 Conceptualizing empowerment in relationships

While “empowerment” is often acknowledged to be multifaceted, a woman’s ability to make decisions

about her life is typically considered central to the construct. Researchers across economics, psychol-

ogy, and other fields have frequently measured women’s “decision-making power” as an indicator of

their empowerment, often coding women’s independent decision-making as optimal and indicative of

empowerment (e.g., Ashraf et al., 2010; de Brauw, Gilligan, Hoddinott, & Roy, 2014; Pitt et al., 2006).

This approach is sensible given that, if a woman self-reports joint decision-making in her relationship,

it is difficult to be sure how much voice she actually has in decisions that she has characterized as

joint. Yet in an intimate relationship—in many cases one in which both members may be motivated

to stay—empowerment may arise not from independence but from the ability to influence and interact

effectively with one’s partner.

The patterns of decision-making in our study suggest an opportunity for integrating the litera-

tures on decision-making and IPV. To the extent that independent decision-making is an indicator of

“empowerment” and greater bargaining power, the present intervention could be interpreted as em-

powering women, given some evidence that it led women to make decisions more independently. This

interpretation aligns with the finding that a commitment savings account intervention in the Philip-

pines increased women’s decision-making power (Ashraf et al., 2010). However, in our study, the

participants who most strongly exhibited greater independent decision-making in response to the fi-

nancial treatment also exhibited greater reports of IPV, indicating the partner’s backlash against this

independence. IPV has frequently not been measured alongside women’s decision-making power in

evaluations of financial interventions, meaning that such studies are unable to speak to the prediction

of partner backlash against women’s new financial power (e.g., Angelucci et al., 2015; Ashraf et al.,

2010; Banerjee et al., 2015; Crepon et al., 2015; Tarozzi et al., 2015).

Our research demonstrates that decision-making power alone, as it has traditionally been assessed,
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does not provide a full picture of a woman’s relationship dynamics and control over her life. We

approached decision-making in relationships as taking qualitatively different forms. At least in the

Colombian context, making decisions together with a partner was related to other positive aspects of

relationships, such as relationship satisfaction and low reports of IPV (Appendix B). These patterns

suggest that women seek their partners’ involvement in decisions, and that processes of making deci-

sions collaboratively and being able to influence one’s partner may signal a healthy relationship. To

the extent that the financial treatment in our study led women to take on independent decision-making

strategies, our data also suggested that the partners of women in less violent relationships were more

receptive to this independence.

Women may feel empowered by being active collaborators in decisions in their relationships, by

communicating openly with their partners, and by receiving their partners’ support in personal projects

and activities. For example, in our study, participants who started the study in non-violent (vs. violent)

relationships were more likely to report receiving help or encouragement from their partners in using

the savings account. In qualitative interviews, many participants described in positive terms their

collaboration with their partners in using the account to work toward shared goals. Distancing oneself

from one’s partner and making decisions independently may have been a last resort in response to being

unable to influence one’s partner or express one’s opinion in a way that one’s partner acknowledges

and respects. While it is possible that independent decision-making and dissatisfaction with a partner

are the first step to exiting a violent relationship, we did not find effects of the financial treatment on

relationship exiting within the 18-month span in this research.

Developing more enriched measures of decision-making processes in future work, and supple-

menting them with other relationship-relevant measures such as IPV, is critical for a fuller understand-

ing of effects on women’s lives. An important theoretical contribution to this literature would be made

by aggregating data regarding decision-making processes across studies, applying several of the most

widely used coding strategies in the literature, and examining the correlates of these coding strategies

in each context.
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9.3.2 Measurement of IPV

The challenges of measuring sensitive and personal experiences have long interfered with the inves-

tigation of IPV. Asking individuals to self-report their experience of IPV may lead to inaccuracies

caused by a host of potential factors, including the respondent providing the reports they believe to be

socially desirable, the respondent fearing retaliation from a partner for disclosing violence, the respon-

dent feeling loyal to a partner, the respondent not identifying experiences in the terms in which they

are described (e.g., “insulted,” “forced,” “abused”), the respondent selectively remembering positive

experiences, and the respondent thinking of a longer or shorter recent timeframe than that described

(e.g., recalling the last several years when asked about the past six months). The ordering of survey

questions, the number of times that a respondent has answered the same questions or interacted with

the same survey enumerator, the physical context of the respondent (e.g., at home, at a medical clinic),

and the privacy level of the context (e.g., within hearing distance of others), are other critical factors.

Interpreting quantitative analyses of IPV self-reports is complicated by the possibility that higher self-

reports of IPV in one treatment group compared to another may indicate greater desire to hold a partner

accountable by disclosing mistreatment, greater attention to and memory for mistreatment in the re-

lationship, or new personal standards as to which relationship experiences qualify as the various IPV

behaviors.

Our study moved beyond self-reports in a single setting by collecting data from health checkups.

The checkups provided behavioral and physiological data points, the observations of a clinician trained

to provide referrals to patients showing signs of abuse, and a private, clinical setting in which to obtain

self-reports of IPV. We also collected participants’ qualitative descriptions of their experiences of IPV,

to provide richer detail. In exploring qualitative reactions to stories of other women’s experiences of

abuse, we sought to engagewith participants about vivid examples withoutmaking them feel personally

vulnerable. Our qualitative work also moved beyond questions about IPV in the present to incorporate

participants’ own characterizations of change over time in their relationships. Finally, we explored

several anonymous modes of asking women about their experiences of IPV.

While a full analysis of the convergence and divergence of the measurement strategies used in
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the present research is beyond the scope of this report, we begin to explore the correlations among

our measures of IPV (Appendix B). Having a visible injury recorded at a health checkup is positively

related to several forms of self-reported IPV in the checkup and the survey. Thus, while we did not find

effects on recorded injuries and they were infrequent, it is remarkable that they converge with some

forms of self-reported IPV even at a different time and setting.

9.3.3 Perceptions of social norms

Interventions that address social norms in an effort to reduce IPV typically address actual norms in the

community, such as levels of personal support for or justification of IPV (Tankard & Paluck, 2016). By

incorporating psychological perspectives on norms, our research has not only contributed theoretical

insights to policy efforts that address IPV. It has also acquired lessons about norm perception and

behavior that advance psychological theory.

The minimal effects of the normative (vs. personal) messaging treatment in this study underscore

that norm-based interventions have major boundary conditions. As noted, such interventions may

be most effective when linked to an existing reference group of individuals who interact or are able to

observe and imagine one another. However, providing information about the norms of an existing group

means that the information is even more constrained by the actual norms of the group in order to be

believable. Our findings highlight the incredible challenge of using norm-based messaging to motivate

a behavior that is actually uncommon or personally opposed by community members. When a behavior

is infrequent and unsupported in a community, a norm-based intervention may not be effective. In our

messaging, we provided participants with a new reference group of womenwho save and are financially

independent, given low actual rates of formal saving in the community. We reasoned that it would be

difficult to provide accurate quantitative information about peer savings that would favor the desired

direction of behavior change. We also suspected that (accurate) information about high rates of peer

savings would not be believed and trusted by participants unless it referred to a new group of women in

the project who are in fact saving at a bank. Despite this strategic approach, the norm-based messaging

did not lead individuals to update their perceptions of norms or modify their behavior. A threshold of
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observable evidence for a norm may need to be reached in order for individuals to bring their behavior

in line with the norm.

Norm-based interventions may also be conditional on the concreteness, and temporal and con-

textual immediacy, of the behavior being targeted. We found early in our study that the normative

(vs. personal) messaging led to greater rates of savings account opening, but this effect dissipated over

the months as we integrated behavioral strategies to increase account takeup. Normative messaging

interventions have traditionally provided information about a concrete peer behavior, and have done

so in the context where the behavior takes place (e.g., towel reuse in a hotel room; Goldstein, Cial-

dini, & Griskevicius, 2008). It may be more difficult to provide abstract normative information and to

influence behaviors several steps downstream from the point of intervention.

Despite these limitations, it is remarkable that both normative and personal messaging condi-

tions influenced some aspects of participants’ perceived norms regarding following a partner’s wishes,

but not personal attitudes. This pattern aligns with previous work finding that perceived norms and

behavior are in some cases more flexible than personal attitudes (which may be tied to religious and

political views or personal experience; e.g., Johnson & Eagly, 1989; Jost, Federico, & Napier, 2009;

Paluck, 2009; Paluck & Shepherd, 2012; Prentice, Gerrig, & Bailis, 1997; Sherif & Hovland, 1961;

Tankard & Paluck, 2016; Tankard & Paluck, in prep). These results may speak to the potential of new

services and institutions to serve as a cue to social norms in the environment, as has been theorized and

tested in recent work (Tankard & Paluck, 2016; Tankard & Paluck, in prep). An alternative framing

of the lack of differences between the personal and normative messaging conditions is that both were

effective at shifting perceptions of selected norms, and that they reached a ceiling for these modes of

communication.

9.4 Conclusion

Given the enthusiasm surrounding financial empowerment programs in both policy and academic

spheres, and the theoretical certainty of predictions about social norms, the results of this field ex-

periment are a critical addition to the literature. We conducted a carefully designed and implemented,
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rigorous experimental test of financial and norm-based interventions among women in a Colombian

setting. The results speak to the limitations of such programs and illuminate circumstances under

which they may be less effective. Our analyses also provide new theoretical perspectives on the nature

of decision-making power in relationships, the measurement of violence in relationships, and efforts

to guide the perception of social norms. These insights are instructive for psychological theory and

future research and practice.
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10 Tables: Correlates of retention and takeup, baseline demo-

graphic characteristics by condition
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12 Tables: Effects of financial treatment, moderated by baseline

self-reported IPV
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15 Appendix B. Correlation matrices
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16 Appendix C. Effects of financial treatment on decision-making
for each of 5 topics
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17 Appendix D. Contrasts of personal and normative conditions
with control condition (main effects and effects moderated by
baseline self-reported IPV, for major indices)
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18 Appendix E. Contrasts of normative condition with personal
condition (main effects and effects moderated by baseline self-
reported IPV, for major indices)
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19 Appendix F. Effects of financial treatment on major indices for
participants with open vs. closed savings accounts (moderated
by baseline self-reported IPV)

141



Ta
bl
e
57
:E

ffe
ct
so

ff
in
an
ci
al
tre
at
m
en
to
n
in
di
ce
s,
el
im
in
at
in
g
pa
rti
ci
pa
nt
sw

ith
cl
os
ed

ac
co
un
ts

D
ep
en
de
nt

va
ri
ab
le
:

Fo
rm
al
ba
nk
in
g

Ec
on
om

ic
st
at
us

C
on
fid
en
ce

(1
)

(2
)

(3
)

Tr
ea
tm
en
t

0.
69
5∗

∗∗
−
0.
02
8

0.
07
1

(0
.5
36
,0
.8
54
)

(−
0.
17
4,
0.
11
9)

(−
0.
06
2,
0.
20
5)

B
as
el
in
e
IP
V
(y
/n
)

−
0.
06
4

−
0.
20
6∗

∗
−
0.
06
3

(−
0.
26
0,
0.
13
1)

(−
0.
40
0,

−
0.
01
2)

(−
0.
25
6,
0.
13
0)

Tr
ea
tm
en
t*
B
as
el
in
e
IP
V

−
0.
05
7

0.
05
0

−
0.
10
6

(−
0.
30
0,
0.
18
7)

(−
0.
18
8,
0.
28
8)

(−
0.
34
7,
0.
13
4)

B
as
el
in
e
de
p.
va
ria
bl
e

0.
16
6∗

∗∗
0.
33
0∗

∗∗
0.
38
9∗

∗∗

(0
.1
09
,0
.2
23
)

(0
.2
45
,0
.4
15
)

(0
.3
19
,0
.4
58
)

SE
S
in
de
x

0.
07
7∗

∗
0.
04
4∗

(0
.0
18
,0
.1
36
)

(−
0.
00
5,
0.
09
3)

Li
fe
st
ag
e
in
de
x

−
0.
07
5∗

∗
−
0.
06
9∗

∗
−
0.
08
1∗

∗∗

(−
0.
13
4,

−
0.
01
5)

(−
0.
12
5,

−
0.
01
4)

(−
0.
13
2,

−
0.
03
1)

Si
te
:P

ob
la
do

0.
04
7

0.
16
5∗

∗∗
−
0.
05
3

(−
0.
08
9,
0.
18
2)

(0
.0
44
,0
.2
87
)

(−
0.
17
8,
0.
07
3)

Si
te
:V

er
sa
lle
s

0.
15
5

0.
31
3∗

−
0.
07
5

(−
0.
13
9,
0.
44
8)

(−
0.
02
8,
0.
65
4)

(−
0.
31
9,
0.
16
9)

Si
te
:P

al
m
ira

0.
22
5∗

∗∗
0.
09
1

−
0.
16
0∗

∗

(0
.0
61
,0
.3
88
)

(−
0.
07
1,
0.
25
3)

(−
0.
31
3,

−
0.
00
7)

C
on
st
an
t

−
0.
04
7

−
0.
02
3

0.
10
1

(−
0.
20
3,
0.
11
0)

(−
0.
16
5,
0.
12
0)

(−
0.
04
5,
0.
24
8)

O
bs
er
va
tio
ns

1,
01
3

1,
01
3

1,
01
3

R
2

0.
16
2

0.
12
3

0.
20
6

A
dj
us
te
d
R

2
0.
15
5

0.
11
6

0.
19
9

R
es
id
ua
lS
td
.E

rr
or

0.
93
4
(d
f=

10
03
)

0.
89
5
(d
f=

10
04
)

0.
87
9
(d
f=

10
03
)

F
St
at
is
tic

21
.6
16

∗∗
∗
(d
f=

9;
10
03
)

17
.5
21

∗∗
∗
(d
f=

8;
10
04
)

28
.9
23

∗∗
∗
(d
f=

9;
10
03
)

N
ot
e:

∗
p<

0.
1;

∗∗
p<

0.
05
;∗

∗∗
p<

0.
01

C
oe
ffi
ci
en
ts
ar
e
pr
es
en
te
d
fo
llo
w
ed

by
95

pe
rc
en
tC

Is
ba
se
d
on

ro
bu
st
SE

s.

142



Ta
bl
e
58
:E

ffe
ct
so

ff
in
an
ci
al
tre
at
m
en
to
n
in
di
ce
s,
el
im
in
at
in
g
pa
rti
ci
pa
nt
sw

ith
cl
os
ed

ac
co
un
ts
(c
on
t.)

D
ep
en
de
nt

va
ri
ab
le
:

A
tti
tu
de
s

N
or
m
s

In
de
p.
de
ci
si
on
-m
ak
in
g

IP
V

(1
)

(2
)

(3
)

(4
)

Tr
ea
tm
en
t

0.
02
6

−
0.
04
7

−
0.
05
1

−
0.
09
0

(−
0.
12
6,
0.
17
8)

(−
0.
22
4,
0.
13
0)

(−
0.
19
5,
0.
09
4)

(−
0.
21
6,
0.
03
6)

B
as
el
in
e
IP
V
(y
/n
)

−
0.
25
8∗

∗∗
−
0.
21
6∗

∗
−
0.
03
2

0.
36
3∗

∗∗

(−
0.
45
2,

−
0.
06
4)

(−
0.
41
0,

−
0.
02
3)

(−
0.
22
5,
0.
16
1)

(0
.1
64
,0
.5
63
)

Tr
ea
tm
en
t*
B
as
el
in
e
IP
V

−
0.
16
6

0.
14
0

0.
37
2∗

∗∗
0.
35
4∗

∗

(−
0.
40
4,
0.
07
2)

(−
0.
11
5,
0.
39
5)

(0
.1
34
,0
.6
10
)

(0
.0
78
,0
.6
31
)

B
as
el
in
e
de
p.
va
ria
bl
e

0.
37
8∗

∗∗
0.
02
6

0.
33
9∗

∗∗

(0
.3
23
,0
.4
33
)

(−
0.
03
8,
0.
09
0)

(0
.2
77
,0
.4
00
)

SE
S
in
de
x

0.
00
9

0.
00
9

−
0.
00
2

−
0.
03
3

(−
0.
04
4,
0.
06
2)

(−
0.
05
2,
0.
07
1)

(−
0.
05
4,
0.
05
1)

(−
0.
09
2,
0.
02
7)

Li
fe
st
ag
e
in
de
x

−
0.
00
2

−
0.
09
1∗

∗
0.
00
1

0.
07
0∗

∗∗

(−
0.
06
1,
0.
05
7)

(−
0.
17
1,

−
0.
01
1)

(−
0.
06
1,
0.
06
4)

(0
.0
24
,0
.1
15
)

Si
te
:P

ob
la
do

0.
02
1

−
0.
15
8∗

−
0.
08
5

−
0.
09
5

(−
0.
11
1,
0.
15
2)

(−
0.
32
1,
0.
00
4)

(−
0.
21
9,
0.
04
9)

(−
0.
23
2,
0.
04
3)

Si
te
:V

er
sa
lle
s

−
0.
05
7

−
0.
15
0

−
0.
16
3

−
0.
08
9

(−
0.
31
4,
0.
20
1)

(−
0.
43
0,
0.
12
9)

(−
0.
40
5,
0.
07
9)

(−
0.
29
3,
0.
11
5)

Si
te
:P

al
m
ira

−
0.
05
1

−
0.
26
5∗

∗∗
0.
15
7∗

0.
10
7

(−
0.
21
6,
0.
11
4)

(−
0.
45
9,

−
0.
07
1)

(−
0.
00
6,
0.
32
0)

(−
0.
09
1,
0.
30
5)

C
on
st
an
t

0.
10
6

0.
23
5∗

∗
−
0.
12
4

−
0.
25
5∗

∗∗

(−
0.
04
9,
0.
26
2)

(0
.0
49
,0
.4
21
)

(−
0.
27
5,
0.
02
6)

(−
0.
39
2,

−
0.
11
8)

O
bs
er
va
tio
ns

1,
01
3

1,
01
1

88
7

90
0

R
2

0.
21
6

0.
02
3

0.
18
3

0.
10
8

A
dj
us
te
d
R

2
0.
20
9

0.
01
4

0.
17
4

0.
10
0

R
es
id
ua
lS
td
.E

rr
or

0.
89
8
(d
f=

10
03
)

1.
03
4
(d
f=

10
01
)

0.
82
3
(d
f=

87
7)

0.
94
2
(d
f=

89
1)

F
St
at
is
tic

30
.6
24

∗∗
∗
(d
f=

9;
10
03
)

2.
57
8∗

∗∗
(d
f=

9;
10
01
)

21
.8
00

∗∗
∗
(d
f=

9;
87
7)

13
.4
91

∗∗
∗
(d
f=

8;
89
1)

N
ot
e:

∗
p<

0.
1;

∗∗
p<

0.
05
;∗

∗∗
p<

0.
01

C
oe
ffi
ci
en
ts
ar
e
pr
es
en
te
d
fo
llo
w
ed

by
95

pe
rc
en
tC

Is
ba
se
d
on

ro
bu
st
SE

s.

143



Ta
bl
e
59
:E

ffe
ct
so

ff
in
an
ci
al
tre
at
m
en
to
n
in
di
ce
s,
el
im
in
at
in
g
pa
rti
ci
pa
nt
sw

ith
op
en

ac
co
un
ts

D
ep
en
de
nt

va
ri
ab
le
:

Fo
rm
al
ba
nk
in
g

Ec
on
om

ic
st
at
us

C
on
fid
en
ce

(1
)

(2
)

(3
)

Tr
ea
tm
en
t

0.
07
0

−
0.
14
2∗

0.
11
4∗

(−
0.
09
4,
0.
23
4)

(−
0.
30
1,
0.
01
7)

(−
0.
01
6,
0.
24
4)

B
as
el
in
e
IP
V
(y
/n
)

−
0.
05
2

−
0.
22
2∗

∗
−
0.
05
2

(−
0.
25
0,
0.
14
6)

(−
0.
41
7,

−
0.
02
7)

(−
0.
24
4,
0.
14
0)

Tr
ea
tm
en
t*
B
as
el
in
e
IP
V

0.
09
1

0.
15
3

−
0.
15
6

(−
0.
15
7,
0.
34
0)

(−
0.
10
2,
0.
40
8)

(−
0.
39
3,
0.
08
2)

B
as
el
in
e
de
p.
va
ria
bl
e

0.
26
4∗

∗∗
0.
27
3∗

∗∗
0.
35
2∗

∗∗

(0
.2
05
,0
.3
23
)

(0
.1
92
,0
.3
54
)

(0
.2
84
,0
.4
20
)

SE
S
in
de
x

0.
07
3∗

∗
0.
07
6∗

∗∗

(0
.0
09
,0
.1
38
)

(0
.0
27
,0
.1
25
)

Li
fe
st
ag
e
in
de
x

−
0.
04
1

−
0.
03
2

−
0.
07
0∗

∗∗

(−
0.
10
3,
0.
02
0)

(−
0.
09
7,
0.
03
4)

(−
0.
12
0,

−
0.
01
9)

Si
te
:P

ob
la
do

0.
03
1

0.
20
1∗

∗∗
−
0.
00
8

(−
0.
11
2,
0.
17
4)

(0
.0
56
,0
.3
46
)

(−
0.
14
0,
0.
12
4)

Si
te
:V

er
sa
lle
s

0.
05
1

0.
51
3∗

∗∗
−
0.
05
2

(−
0.
23
7,
0.
33
9)

(0
.2
70
,0
.7
55
)

(−
0.
27
5,
0.
17
2)

Si
te
:P

al
m
ira

0.
20
4∗

∗
0.
19
3∗

∗
−
0.
11
1

(0
.0
20
,0
.3
88
)

(0
.0
01
,0
.3
84
)

(−
0.
27
7,
0.
05
5)

C
on
st
an
t

−
0.
03
9

−
0.
06
4

0.
06
6

(−
0.
19
8,
0.
12
1)

(−
0.
21
7,
0.
08
9)

(−
0.
08
5,
0.
21
7)

O
bs
er
va
tio
ns

88
3

88
3

88
3

R
2

0.
10
5

0.
09
2

0.
19
4

A
dj
us
te
d
R

2
0.
09
6

0.
08
4

0.
18
5

R
es
id
ua
lS
td
.E

rr
or

0.
91
1
(d
f=

87
3)

0.
93
5
(d
f=

87
4)

0.
82
7
(d
f=

87
3)

F
St
at
is
tic

11
.3
69

∗∗
∗
(d
f=

9;
87
3)

11
.0
60

∗∗
∗
(d
f=

8;
87
4)

23
.2
97

∗∗
∗
(d
f=

9;
87
3)

N
ot
e:

∗
p<

0.
1;

∗∗
p<

0.
05
;∗

∗∗
p<

0.
01

C
oe
ffi
ci
en
ts
ar
e
pr
es
en
te
d
fo
llo
w
ed

by
95

pe
rc
en
tC

Is
ba
se
d
on

ro
bu
st
SE

s.

144



Ta
bl
e
60
:E

ffe
ct
so

ff
in
an
ci
al
tre
at
m
en
to
n
in
di
ce
s,
el
im
in
at
in
g
pa
rti
ci
pa
nt
sw

ith
op
en

ac
co
un
ts
(c
on
t.)

D
ep
en
de
nt

va
ri
ab
le
:

A
tti
tu
de
s

N
or
m
s

In
de
p.
de
ci
si
on
-m
ak
in
g

IP
V

(1
)

(2
)

(3
)

(4
)

Tr
ea
tm
en
t

−
0.
07
3

−
0.
22
6∗

∗∗
−
0.
08
3

−
0.
05
9

(−
0.
23
7,
0.
09
1)

(−
0.
39
7,

−
0.
05
5)

(−
0.
23
7,
0.
07
1)

(−
0.
18
3,
0.
06
5)

B
as
el
in
e
IP
V
(y
/n
)

−
0.
24
9∗

∗
−
0.
19
3∗

∗
−
0.
05
0

0.
35
3∗

∗∗

(−
0.
44
5,

−
0.
05
3)

(−
0.
38
5,

−
0.
00
1)

(−
0.
24
4,
0.
14
4)

(0
.1
55
,0
.5
51
)

Tr
ea
tm
en
t*
B
as
el
in
e
IP
V

−
0.
07
0

0.
37
0∗

∗∗
0.
46
7∗

∗∗
0.
31
6∗

∗

(−
0.
32
5,
0.
18
6)

(0
.1
10
,0
.6
31
)

(0
.2
16
,0
.7
19
)

(0
.0
52
,0
.5
80
)

B
as
el
in
e
de
p.
va
ria
bl
e

0.
30
8∗

∗∗
0.
04
3

0.
33
7∗

∗∗

(0
.2
44
,0
.3
73
)

(−
0.
02
4,
0.
11
0)

(0
.2
74
,0
.3
99
)

SE
S
in
de
x

0.
06
9∗

∗
0.
06
9∗

∗
−
0.
04
6∗

−
0.
05
3∗

(0
.0
12
,0
.1
26
)

(0
.0
12
,0
.1
26
)

(−
0.
09
8,
0.
00
7)

(−
0.
10
8,
0.
00
1)

Li
fe
st
ag
e
in
de
x

0.
03
9

−
0.
06
3∗

−
0.
04
1

0.
03
7

(−
0.
02
4,
0.
10
2)

(−
0.
13
3,
0.
00
7)

(−
0.
10
5,
0.
02
4)

(−
0.
01
3,
0.
08
7)

Si
te
:P

ob
la
do

0.
04
5

−
0.
12
2

−
0.
04
6

−
0.
03
2

(−
0.
10
7,
0.
19
7)

(−
0.
28
6,
0.
04
3)

(−
0.
19
1,
0.
09
9)

(−
0.
17
4,
0.
11
1)

Si
te
:V

er
sa
lle
s

0.
17
7

−
0.
09
8

−
0.
25
3∗

−
0.
23
0∗

∗

(−
0.
11
3,
0.
46
7)

(−
0.
40
6,
0.
21
1)

(−
0.
52
2,
0.
01
5)

(−
0.
41
9,

−
0.
04
1)

Si
te
:P

al
m
ira

−
0.
01
7

−
0.
20
4∗

∗
0.
08
5

−
0.
03
1

(−
0.
20
6,
0.
17
3)

(−
0.
39
4,

−
0.
01
4)

(−
0.
10
2,
0.
27
2)

(−
0.
21
9,
0.
15
7)

C
on
st
an
t

0.
07
9

0.
19
7∗

∗
−
0.
11
9

−
0.
24
7∗

∗∗

(−
0.
08
5,
0.
24
3)

(0
.0
11
,0
.3
83
)

(−
0.
27
7,
0.
03
8)

(−
0.
38
3,

−
0.
11
0)

O
bs
er
va
tio
ns

88
3

88
2

75
7

77
0

R
2

0.
14
3

0.
02
6

0.
19
1

0.
11
0

A
dj
us
te
d
R

2
0.
13
5

0.
01
6

0.
18
1

0.
10
0

R
es
id
ua
lS
td
.E

rr
or

0.
94
1
(d
f=

87
3)

0.
97
5
(d
f=

87
2)

0.
84
0
(d
f=

74
7)

0.
84
4
(d
f=

76
1)

F
St
at
is
tic

16
.2
45

∗∗
∗
(d
f=

9;
87
3)

2.
55
2∗

∗∗
(d
f=

9;
87
2)

19
.5
43

∗∗
∗
(d
f=

9;
74
7)

11
.7
35

∗∗
∗
(d
f=

8;
76
1)

N
ot
e:

∗
p<

0.
1;

∗∗
p<

0.
05
;∗

∗∗
p<

0.
01

C
oe
ffi
ci
en
ts
ar
e
pr
es
en
te
d
fo
llo
w
ed

by
95

pe
rc
en
tC

Is
ba
se
d
on

ro
bu
st
SE

s.

145



20 Appendix G. Effects of financial treatment on major indices at
9 months (main effects and effects moderated by baseline self-
reported IPV)
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Project eligibility requirements. 
 
Requirement type Description 
Neighborhood’s modal 
social class (estrato) 

1, 2, or 3, the lowest levels on Colombia’s 6-class system (DANE, 
2013) 

Gender Female 
Age 18-55 
Savings experience Has not used in the last 12 months any service, product, or program 

to save with a financial institution, such as a bank or cooperative 
E.g., savings account, time-deposit account, ROSCA (cadena), 
savings cooperative, Fonda Nacional del Ahorro. Salary 
disbursement accounts, insurance, loans, credit cards, and other 
financial products and services were acceptable. 

Experience with 
banking partner 

Has not used in the last 12 months any service or product from 
Banco WWB (e.g., loan or account) 

Similar savings 
program 

Is not enrolled as a beneficiary of the program Mujeres Ahorradoras 
en Acción (a program by the Departamento para la Prosperidad 
Social that offers savings accounts with special conditions to 
women) 

Relationship status Currently has a partner who is male (cohabiting not required) 
Income upper limit Does not generally receive a monthly average of more than 2 million 

Colombian pesos (~$1000 USD) as money that she manages 
Cell phone Has her own cell phone that receives text messages 
Interest in opening a 
savings account 

Responds “yes” to the following question: 
“Consider for a moment your personal goals in the next years and 
what you would like to achieve. If you were presented with a free 
savings account to help you achieve your goals and this account 
were part of a project that would give you an incentive to encourage 
you to save, would you go to the bank to open the account?” 
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Script introducing project to prospective participants (oral consent script, approved by 
Princeton Institutional Review Board, Protocol #6116). 
 
The text below was read aloud to the prospective participant by a survey enumerator in Spanish. 
The participant was provided with contact information for one of the project’s principal 
investigators, Princeton University’s Institutional Review Board, and Profamilia.  The research 
project title listed on the contact information was “Health and Wellbeing.” 
 
This project explores the health and wellbeing of individuals who live in Colombia. It is being 
carried out by an academic group of social science researchers at Princeton University. 
 
You will be asked to complete a set of surveys at home today and three more times, at six-month 
intervals. The surveys will include questions about your physical health and well-being, your 
relationships with friends, significant others, and family members, and your finances. You will 
also be asked to attend physical health checkups that will be fully paid for at Profamilia clinics at 
six-month intervals. You may be contacted by SMS during the course of the study. Different 
participants will be assigned through a random method to each be offered different programs 
related to health, wellbeing, and finances. 
 
You will be compensated at an hourly rate for the time it takes to complete the surveys. You may 
also benefit from participating in this research through improved health as you attend the 
physical health checkups. Note that only the four physical health checkups that are an official 
part of the study will be paid for by the research. 
 
There are no major risks or discomforts known to be associated with participating in this 
research. If at any point you feel that your health is at risk while you are participating, please 
contact us and seek help from a healthcare provider. We would recommend that you contact the 
Profamilia clinic nearest you [see contact information below]. 
 
The researchers implementing this project will have access to your survey responses, the records 
of your Profamilia clinic visits, and information regarding your program participation. We will 
ensure that any records identifying you remain confidential. We will not use your name in this 
research. Your participation is voluntary, and you can refuse to participate without penalty or 
loss of benefits. You may also discontinue participation at any time without penalty. 
 
If you have any questions please feel free to contact us or the ethical review board that approved 
this project. We can provide you with their contact information [see below]. 
 
Would you like to participate in this project?   
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Map of four project sites in Valle del Cauca region of Colombia. 
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Retention of participants by survey wave and treatment. 
 
Survey wave Dates Participants surveyed 
     
Baseline survey 
(0 months) 

June 2, 2013 – 
October 1, 2013 

Control 
Personal 
Normative 
 
TOTAL 

436 
685 
679 
 
1800 

 

     
Midline survey 
(9 months) 

March 11, 2014 –  
June 25, 2014 

Control 
Personal 
Normative 
 
TOTAL 

405 / 436 
609 / 685 
598 / 679 
 
1612 / 1800 

92.9% 
88.9% 
88.1% 
 
89.6% 

     
Endline survey 
(18 months) 

March 2, 2015 –  
June 19, 2015 

Control 
Personal 
Normative 
 
TOTAL 

383 / 436 
567 / 685 
560 / 679 
 
1510 / 1800 

87.8% 
82.8% 
82.5% 
 
83.9% 
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Participant ID card example (logo was manipulated by treatment arm; all three arms 
received an ID card). 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
Profamilia health checkup voucher (four sides of folded card; all three treatment arms 
received a voucher). 
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Banco WWB flyer describing savings account offer and Proyecto Crecer matching scheme 
(provided to financial treatment arms after baseline survey). 
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Sample page of visual aid used by survey enumerator to describe Proyecto Crecer 
matching scheme (manipulated by personal vs. normative messaging treatment; described 
to financial treatment arms after baseline survey). 
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Savings account incentives.  
 
Incentive  Launch date Description 
Seed money June 2, 2013 Accounts were seeded with 10,000 pesos upon opening. 
Quarterly 
deposit 
matching 

June 2, 2013 Quarterly matching rate of 1/3 for savings account 
deposits, with matched amounts permitted to range 
from 20,000 pesos to 50,000 pesos per 3-month period 
(i.e., months 1 through 3, 4 through 6, 7 through 9, 
etc.). A deposit of at least 10,000 pesos needed to be 
made each month out of the 3 to qualify for that 
quarter’s matching, and the participant did not qualify 
for a quarter’s matching if she withdrew more than her 
account balance was at the beginning of that quarter. 

Cell phone 
lottery 

July 3, 2013 Participants were sent 1,000 pesos of cell phone 
minutes on their cell phone, and asked to reply “yes” to 
a code to participate in a lottery to win 10,000 pesos of 
cell phone minutes. 

Gift July 15, 2013 Participants received a small floral coin purse at Banco 
WWB upon opening the savings account. 

New Year’s 
lottery 

December 23, 2013 Participants earned one lottery entry ticket for each 
5,000 pesos deposited, up to 10 tickets per deposit. By 
writing their goals for the new year on the tickets, they 
could enter the tickets into the lottery. 1 prize of 
500,000 pesos and 2 prizes of 250,000 pesos were 
awarded; participants were aware of the number and 
amount of the prizes. 

Goal-
planning 
lottery 

March 11, 2014 Participants were presented with a goal-planning 
worksheet at the end of their midline survey, which they 
completed with the survey enumerator. Upon turning it 
in at the bank and having an open account, participants 
could be entered into a lottery for a prize of 5 million 
pesos. 7 prizes of this amount were awarded; 
participants were unaware of the number of prizes of 
this amount being awarded. 

Savings tree 
scratch-and-
win 

October 1, 2014 Participants who made 3 deposits of at least 3,000 pesos 
each were given a scratch-and-win card to discover 
which prize they had earned (e.g., set of glasses, rice 
cooker, fan, toaster, TV, laptop). Upon making each 
deposit, the participant was given 1 of 3 paper puzzle 
pieces to add to a personal “savings tree” paper image. 
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New Year’s lottery entry ticket on which participants wrote a New Year’s resolution 
(provided at Banco WWB branches to participants in the two financial treatment arms 
who expressed interest in participating in the lottery). 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Savings tree scratch-and-win puzzle pieces. 
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Goal-planning worksheet (manipulated by personal vs. normative messaging treatment; 
provided to financial treatment arms after 9-month survey). 
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Median account deposit and withdrawal behavior and earning of matching prizes. 
 

 

Amount of each 
(pesos): 
median 

Total amount across 
project (pesos): 

median 

Number of 
transactions: 

median 
    

Deposits 
(N = 455 participants who  

made deposits) 
 

30,000 180,000 5 

Withdrawals 
(N = 286 participants who  

made withdrawals) 
 

123,667 298,000 2 

Matching prizes 
(N = 179 participants who  
earned a matching prize) 

31,436 60,000 2 

 
 
 
 
 
Distribution of deposits across project time period. 
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Frequency of first listed savings goal (out of three goals participants were asked to list at 
baseline). Qualitative responses were coded by a Colombian research assistant. 
 

Goal 
Frequency 
(out of 1800) Percentage 

Buying house or apartment/buying plot/finishing construction of house 974 54.11% 
Getting education for herself 178 9.89% 
Creating her own business  124 6.89% 
Getting education for her children/grandchildren/partner/relatives 80 4.44% 
Remodeling her home 69 3.83% 
Buying a car or motorcycle  57 3.17% 
Paying debts 52 2.89% 
Buying an appliance/electronic device 50 2.78% 
Traveling 34 1.89% 
Covering health expenses 24 1.33% 
Buying something for her home 21 1.17% 
Buying/paying for something very important for a child/relative 18 1.00% 
Covering family/children/relative's expenses 17 0.94% 
Getting plastic surgery 15 0.83% 
Buying clothes/something for herself 14 0.78% 
Buying something for her business 13 0.72% 
Covering general future expenses/emergencies 11 0.61% 
Covering personal or family party/event expenses 11 0.61% 
Paying taxes/public services/legal documents 11 0.61% 
Guaranteeing stability/welfare for her/her children/family 6 0.33% 
Funerary insurance/life insurance/vehicle insurance 5 0.28% 
Moving to another place (house or neighborhood)  4 0.22% 
Paying rent 3 0.17% 
Bring a family member to live with her 3 0.17% 
Having a child/ having artificial insemination/ revert sterilization surgery 3 0.17% 
Helping her husband with expenses 2 0.11% 
Getting divorced 1 0.06% 

 
  



   

 164 

Project logos and slogans (manipulated by treatment arm). 
 
 

Personal messaging 
condition: 

 
I am growing 

Normative messaging 
condition: 

 
Women growing 

Control condition 
(and general project logo): 

  
Project Grow 
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SMS examples and English translations. 
 

 Personal Normative Control 
Savings 
reminder 

Quien no pone un huevo, no saca un 
pollo. Ponle platica a tu cuenta del 
Proyecto Crecer en el Banco WWB, y 
con constancia aumentará. 
 
If you don’t place an egg, you don’t 
get a chicken. Put a little money in 
your Proyecto Crecer account at 
Banco WWB, and it will steadily 
increase. 

Quien no pone un huevo, no saca un 
pollo. Las mujeres que le ponen platica a 
su cuenta del Proyecto Crecer en el 
Banco WWB, con constancia la 
aumentan. 
 
If you don’t place an egg, you don’t get a 
chicken. Women who put a little money in 
their Proyecto Crecer account at Banco 
WWB, they steadily increase it. 

– 

Savings 
reminder 

Consejo: separa lo que vas a ahorrar 
apenas recibas plata, eso te ayuda a no 
gastártela toda. ESTOY CRECIENDO 
 
Advice: separate what you’re going to 
save when you receive money, that will 
help you not to spend it all. I AM 
GROWING 

Consejo de una participante como tú: 
separa lo que vas a ahorrar apenas recibas 
plata, eso te ayuda a no gastártela toda. 
MUJERES CRECIENDO 
 
Advice from a participant like you: 
separate what you’re going to save when 
you receive money, that will help you not 
to spend it all. WOMEN GROWING 

– 

Savings 
reminder 

No te rindas! Tu meta de ______ esta 
mucho mas cerca de lo que piensas. 
Sigue ahorrando confiada y veras 
pronto resultados. 
 
Don’t give up! Your goal of ______ 
[insert goal from participant’s survey 
response] is much closer than you 
think. Keep saving with trust and you 
will see results soon. 

No te rindas! Tu meta de ______ esta 
mucho mas cerca de lo que piensas. 
Participantes como tu siguen ahorrando 
confiadas y veran pronto los resultados. 
 
Don’t give up! Your goal of ______ 
[insert goal from participant’s survey 
response] is much closer than you think. 
Participants like you keep saving with 
trust and will see results soon. 

– 

Savings 
reminder 

Ahorrar con el Proyecto Crecer es un 
buen negocio para ti, porque la plata 
que pones en tu cuenta del Banco 
WWB, produce más plata 
 
Saving with Proyecto Crecer is a good 
business for you, because the money 
that you put in your Banco WWB 
account produces more money 

Mujeres como tú saben que ahorrar con 
el Proyecto Crecer es un buen negocio 
para ellas, porque la plata que ponen en 
su cuenta del Banco WWB, produce más 
plata 
 
Women like you know that saving with 
Proyecto Crecer is a good business for 
them, because the money that they put in 
their Banco WWB account produces 
more money 

– 

Savings 
reminder 

En tu cuenta de ahorros del Proyecto 
Crecer tu plata esta mas segura que en 
tu casa o en manos de personas 
conocidas. ESTOY CRECIENDO 
 
In your Proyecto Crecer savings 
account your money is safer than at 
home or in the hands of people you 
know. I AM GROWING 

Mujeres como tu ahorran en su cuenta del 
Proyecto Crecer porque su plata esta mas 
segura que en sus casas o en manos de 
personas conocidas. MUJERES 
CRECIENDO 
 
Women like you save in their Proyecto 
Crecer account because their money is 
safer than at home or in the hands of 
people they know. WOMEN GROWING 

– 

Savings 
reminder 

Cualquier peso vale. Asi sea poquita 
plata que pongas en tu cuenta del 

Cualquier peso vale. Mujeres como tu 
saben que asi sea poquita plata que 

– 
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Banco WWB, eso va sumando y al 
final se ve. 
 
Every peso counts. While it may be 
little money that you put in your Banco 
WWB account, it adds up and in the 
end is seen. 

pongan en sus cuentas del Banco WWB, 
eso va sumando y al final se ve. 
 
Every peso counts. Women like you know 
that while it may be little money that you 
put in your Banco WWB account, it adds 
up and in the end is seen. 

Notification of 
deposit to keep 
accounts active 

El Proyecto Crecer ha depositado $500 hoy en tu cuenta de ahorros del Banco 
WWB. Ponle platica a tu cuenta para mantenerla activa y ganar premios. 
 
Proyecto Crecer has deposited $500 today in your Banco WWB savings account. 
Put a little money in your account to keep it active and win prizes. 

– 

Checkup 
reminder 

Si aun no has asistido a tu ultimo chequeo gratis en Profamilia, hazlo ya! Aprovecha este 
beneficio del Proyecto Crecer, tienes plazo hasta el 31 de mayo. 
 
If you still haven’t attended your final free checkup at Profamilia, do it now! Take advantage 
of this benefit from Proyecto Crecer, you have until May 31. 
 

Survey 
appointment 
notice 

Recuerda que debes esperar la llamada de la encuestadora para programar la fecha y hora de tu 
última encuesta del Proyecto Crecer. Sin cita no hay encuestas. 
 
Remember that you should await the call of the surveyor to schedule the date and time of your 
final Proyecto Crecer survey. Without an appointment there are no surveys. 

Thank-you 
message 

Gracias por participar en el Proyecto Crecer, por habernos permitido estar contigo durante este 
tiempo. Esperamos que sigas trabajando para lograr tus metas.  
 
Thank you for participating in Proyecto Crecer, for having allowed us to be with you during 
this time. We hope you will continue working to achieve your goals. 
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Sample pages of mailed booklet, personal messaging condition. 
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Sample pages of mailed booklet, normative messaging condition. 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 


