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Abstract

We provide evidence around the effectiveness of a gender-sensitive graduation model in shifting
intrahousehold dynamics and empowering women in rural Ethiopia, drawing on a multi-arm
cluster randomized trial. The bundled intervention centered around village economic and social
associations, nurturing care groups, men’s groups, and livelihood grants; one arm also provided a
monthly cash transfer for pregnant and lactating women. Following two and a half years of
implementation, we find evidence of increased savings for both men and women, a reduced
gender gap in access to emergency funds, increased men’s participation in chores and childcare,
and increased men’s and women’s knowledge of infant and young child feeding practices. The
results also show that the interventions increased women’s decision-making power and shifted
gender norms around intimate partner violence, but only in the arm receiving the maternal cash
transfer. These results suggest that multifaceted interventions targeting multiple constraints are

promising tools for transforming traditional gender norms and enhancing women’s agency.
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1 Introduction

Enhancing women’s agency and empowerment in low- and middle-income countries is an
important policy objective for at least two reasons. First, expanding women’s freedom to shape
their own lives is valuable in its own right, a value reflected in international commitments such
as the Sustainable Development Goals (United Nations, 2025). Second, in-creased bargaining
power and agency for women is associated with improvement in a range of intergenerational
human capital outcomes, particularly children’s nutrition, health, and education (Duflo, 2012;
Jayachandran and Voena, 2026; Duflo, 2003; Thomas, 1990; Qian, 2008; Hoddinott and
Haddad, 1995). Yet in many low-income settings, traditional gender norms constrain women'’s

control over resources as well as their ability to make independent decisions.

Over the past two decades, multifaceted graduation models bundling interventions targeting
multiple constraints trapping households in poverty have been deployed widely, with im-
pressive short- and long-term effects in increasing consumption and enhancing households’
economic welfare (Bandiera et al., 2017; Banerjee et al., 2015; Balboni et al., 2022; Banerjee et
al., 2021; Barker et al., 2024; Bossuroy et al., 2022). Yet because these programs are primarily
targeted at addressing capital and livelihoods constraints, their effects on the intra-household
constraints faced by women (control over resources, decision-making, and gender norms) remain
underexplored. There are multiple channels through which a graduation model intervention
can shift intrahousehold dynamics: the introduction of new livelihoods activities and the
associated increases in income may offer new opportunities for women’s engagement in work or
control over income earned, and positive income effects may shift gen-der attitudes. At the same
time, high-intensity interaction with a program that (explicitly or implicitly) promotes more
egalitarian norms may also shift both attitudes and behavior, particularly if women participate

directly.

To expand the evidence base around graduation models and women’s empowerment, we analyze a
multi-arm cluster RCT of a multifaceted program embedded in Ethiopia’s flagship social
protection program, the Productive Safety Net Program (PSNP). Clusters were randomly

assigned to three arms. The control arm (T1) received the standard PSNP: cash or food



payments provided for a contribution of labor to public works. The second arm

(T2) received the PSNP and bundled SPIR! programming: mixed-gender Village Economic and
Savings Associations (VESAs) enrolling both spouses, Nurturing Care Groups (NCGs) providing
behavioral change counseling to mothers of infants, male discussion groups, and livelihoods
training, together with a one-time $300 USD (or $609 in 2021 $PPP) livelihoods grant for the
poorest third of households. The third arm (T3) received all T2 components plus a monthly
maternal cash transfer of $20 USD (or $41 in 2021 SPPP) delivered over 24 months ($974 in
total).2 The interventions were designed to enable households to build more sustainable
livelihoods, raising income and consumption while reducing undernutrition among young
children. Our study includes 3,015 PSNP households in 234 clusters (kebeles; sub-districts), all of
which included either a pregnant woman or an infant under nine months of age at baseline.
Households were surveyed at baseline (2022) and at follow-ups one year (2023) and two and a

half years later (2025), with 4% attrition across the full sample.

Effects on the pre-specified livelihoods and nutrition outcomes are reported separately (Hirvonen
et al., 2025), and show that across all treatment arms, participation in the village savings groups
raised household financial inclusion, primarily through increased savings, and caregivers exhibited
enhanced knowledge of infant and young child feeding. The largest gains in child growth, diet
quality, household assets, and consumption were concentrated in the poorest households,
which received both the one-time livelihoods grant and the maternal cash transfer. In this
paper, we generate complementary evidence by exploring how these household-level gains shift
intrahousehold gender norms and the intrahousehold distribution of resources and decision-
making: particularly, whether the gains in financial inclusion and nutrition knowledge accrued

differently to women and men.3

t SPIR refers to Strengthening PSNP Institutions and Resilience, a graduation model program
implemented by World Vision, CARE, and ORDA. This is the second phase of the SPIR program (SPIR II),
implemented from 2021 to 2026.

2 The purchasing-power-parity values of both transfers are computed consistently with the household
consumption measures reported below: each nominal transfer is expressed in constant baseline prices
(deflating by the relevant woreda-level food price index before applying the 2021 PPP conversion), so that
transfers and consumption are denominated on a common basis.

3 The outcomes reported in this paper were not pre-specified and therefore, the analysis should be
considered exploratory.



Our intention-to-treat effects show large increases in the probability of saving for both men and
women, in formal and informal institutions, with substantially larger gains for women: among
women, formal saving rose by up to 29 percentage points in the maternal cash trans-fer arm (T3).
Women’s access to emergency funds also increased by six to eight percentage points with no shift
observed among men, thus closing a gender gap observed in the control arm, where men
reported greater access than women. On intrahousehold dynamics, men increased their
participation in household chores and childcare, and both men and women gained knowledge of
infant and young child feeding practices; these gains are generally observed symmetrically for
both spouses. The clearly gendered shifts are concentrated among women in the maternal cash
transfer arm (T3): women report increased participation in consequential household decisions
(major expenses and children’s education), an increase of 12% relative to the control mean; a
significant decline in their reported justification of intimate partner violence; and higher

subjective well-being. Men’s attitudes linked to IPV, by contrast, do not change.

Our study builds on evidence from the first phase of the same program. Alderman et al. (2025)
show that a men’s engagement intervention in SPIR I (2018—2021) increased men’s participation
in household tasks and shifted attitudes to be more gender-equitable; at a three-year follow-up
these gains persisted (reaching 0.26—0.29 standard deviations for men’s involvement in domestic
tasks) only in the arms with dedicated men’s engagement groups, and they were corroborated by
women’s reports of their husbands’ behavior. In related work from SPIR I, Hirvonen et al.
(2026) show that the program’s savings gains buffered women and their households against

weather shocks, fully offsetting the shock-induced rise in intimate partner violence.

Against this backdrop, this paper makes three contributions. First, we decompose the pro-
gram’s household-level financial-inclusion gains by spouse and show these gains
disproportionately benefit women: the increase in savings reported by women is much larger than
the corresponding increase reported by men, and the program closes the gender gap in access to
emergency funds that is otherwise observed (in the control arm). Second, and most
distinctively, we identify the role of the monthly maternal cash transfer—absent from the first
phase of SPIR programming—in shifting intrahousehold dynamics: layering the transfer onto the

men’s-group and livelihoods programming increases women’s decision-making power and reduces
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their propensity to justify intimate partner violence, with no comparable change for men.

We also contribute to a growing literature analyzing the effects of multifaceted graduation
model interventions on women’s decision-making power. In the original six-country study analyzed
in Banerjee et al. (2015), the intervention produced only modest and inconsistent gains in women’s
decision-making relative to its large effects on livelihoods. Evidence on women’s economic
outcomes is more encouraging: Bandiera et al. (2017) show that a one-time trans-fer of assets and
skills to ultra-poor women in Bangladesh shifted them out of casual wage labor and into self-
employment, durably raising their earnings, and in Afghanistan a simi-lar intervention led to
increased women’s labor participation, savings, and access to finance (Bedoya et al., 2019). A
graduation model adapted to include a psychosocial dimension in Niger increased women’s
decision-making and economic activity and enhanced psychosocial well-being (Bossuroy et al.,
2022). Yet studies that probe intrahousehold dynamics more closely find ambiguous effects on
women’s agency: Das et al. (2013) document that while transferred livestock remained under
women’s control in Bangladesh, new assets financed by the program accrued disproportionately
to men, and women’s mobility and control over income actually declined. Multifaceted
programming targeted directly at women has also generated broad gains in agency: Bandiera et
al. (2020) show that a program combining vocational and life-skills training for adolescent girls
in Uganda raised their engagement in income-generating activities and shifted a range of
empowerment outcomes, and a large literature suggests cash transfers and cash plus
programming can reduce intimate partner violence (Buller et al.,, 2018; Roy et al., 2019;

Hidrobo et al., 2016; Baranov et al., 2021).

A distinct literature linked to the literature around cash transfers and intrahousehold gender
dynamics focuses on the effects of transfer targeting within the household. Early evidence
drawing on natural experiments shows that targeting transfers to women increases their
bargaining power and their ability to control the transfer’s allocation: Thomas (1990) and
Hoddinott and Haddad (1995) find that a higher female income share raises spending on child
health and nutrition, and Duflo (2003) finds that South African pensions improved
granddaughters’ anthropometric status only when received by women. Experiments that

randomize the transfer recipient reinforce this pattern: Armand et al. (2020) show that
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targeting a North Macedonian CCT to mothers rather than fathers raised the household food
expenditure share by four to five percentage points. Yet the recipient-gender effect is neither
automatic nor universal. Akresh et al. (2016) find that transfers to mothers in Burkina Faso did
not improve child health or schooling relative to transfers to fathers, and Benhassine et al.
(2015) show that a transfer labeled as education support drove large enrollment gains while
switching the recipient from fathers to mothers made almost no difference. These mixed
findings motivate our comparison of T2 and T3, where we can assess the marginal effect of

channeling a regular, predictable transfer to mothers.

Taken together, this literature suggests that multifaceted programs and targeted cash transfers
can expand women’s economic participation and shift the intrahousehold balance of decision-
making power, but the pattern is not fully consistent. The SPIR program evaluated here was
explicitly designed to be gender-sensitive (including, for example, male engagement groups and
VESAs incorporating both men and women) in order to shift gender dynamics more effectively,
and thus evaluating this intervention provides new insights around the potential of more tailored

graduation models to empower women.

2 Study design

2.1 Interventions

This trial was conducted in rural areas served by the Productive Safety Net Program (PSNP) in
the Amhara and Oromia regional states of Ethiopia. Launched in 2005 and covering nearly
eight million people, the PSNP is one of the largest and longest-running safety net programs in
Africa (Beegle et al., 2018). PSNP households receive six months of cash or food payments
against labor-intensive public works.4 In our sample, the median annual transfer per PSNP
household is $587 in 2021 purchasing power parity (PPP) terms or about 12% of the mean
annualized household consumption at baseline in 2022. Extensive quasi-experimental

evaluations show that the PSNP has positive effects on household food security and asset levels

4 A small share of households with limited labor capacity or with pregnant or lactating women receive
direct payments without a labor requirement.
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(Hoddinott et al., 2024).

Strengthening PSNP Institutions and Resilience (SPIR II) was a 5-year program implemented from
2021 to 2026, building on the first phase (2016—2021). Implemented by World Vision, CARE,
and ORDA and funded by the U.S. government, SPIR II supported the implementation of the
PSNP in targeted woredas and delivered a supplementary graduation model to PSNP households
including gender-sensitive livelihoods and nutrition interventions.5 The livelihood
interventions centered around the establishment of village economic and social associations
(VESAs) to promote savings and credit access; the VESAs were also used to deliver training on
business skills, financial management, and nutrition and health. Unusually, the VESAs explicitly
promoted the participation of both men and women to facilitate women’s inclusion in economic
decision-making and new livelihoods activities; they also established social funds constituted
with contributions from each member in every meeting, accessible in the case of emergencies. In
addition to the establishment of VESAs, the poorest 33% of households in the sampled kebeles
(sub-districts) received a lump-sum $300 USD ($609 in 2021 SPPP) livelihoods grant, disbursed
in March 2023. (The grant was targeted at the household level and households could generally
choose the bank account, belonging to either the husband or the wife, into which the grant was
disbursed; there was an organizational goal that at least half the grants be delivered to women,
but we did not collect data on the identity of the recipient, and any such variation would be

endogenous.)®

The primary nutrition intervention was the establishment of volunteer-led Nurturing Care
Groups providing nutrition-focused behavioral change counseling (BCC) to pregnant women and

mothers of infants.” In addition, in one arm mothers received a top-up maternal cash transfer

5 SPIR-delivered interventions were supplemental to the base PSNP: thus for example, the base PSNP
typically includes some soil and water conservation activities that are conducted as part of public works
projects. SPIR provided additional engagement and resources for soil and water conservation activities.

6 Livelihoods grants for PSNP households are also delivered by the government directly in a separate set of
woredas where the government directly delivers the PSNP, with no presence of non-governmental
organizations such as SPIR. However, in the SPIR-served areas, there are no government-provided
livelihoods grants.

7 Health extension workers (HEWS) also generally provide BCC, including around nutrition topics; it should
be noted that the nurturing care groups are separate from and supplemental to standard HEW-provided
services. Nurturing care groups are not delivered or managed by HEWs.
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($20 a month, or $41 in 2021 $SPPP), an unconditional transfer labeled as a child health and
nutrition transfer and delivered monthly from November 2022 through October 2024 ($974 in
total). To facilitate shifts in potentially harmful gender norms, SPIR also established men’s
engagement groups to facilitate discussions among men around gender norms and men’s role in
their communities, and to discuss their role in caregiving and their knowledge of nutrition. The
establishment of male engagement groups was another important dimension of gender-sensitive

programming.

These components map onto the intrahousehold outcomes we analyze through several distinct
channels that jointly articulate the program’s theory of change. The VESAs, by enrolling both
spouses and channeling savings through a mixed-gender institution, are expected to raise
financial inclusion for women as well as men, and to narrow the gender gaps in savings and in
access to emergency resources. The one-time livelihoods grant relaxes the capital constraint facing
the poorest households, increasing assets and income and potentially shifting household gender
dynamics. The Nurturing Care Groups deliver nutrition counseling while the male engagement
groups draw fathers into these discussions and into demonstrations of caregiving, thus potentially
raising nutrition knowledge among both spouses while shifting patterns of domestic task
participation. Finally, the maternal cash transfer allows women to directly control a high-value
and explicitly labeled resource. Because the treatment arms are nested—T2 delivers the full
graduation package while T3 adds the maternal transfer—the comparison between the two arms

is informative about the marginal role of placing resources directly in women’s hands.

Table 1 provides a brief summary of the interventions and maps them against the three

treatment arms.



Table 1: Interventions by treatment arm

Treatment Core interventions Number of
arm clusters

T1 (comparison Standard PSNP transfers 79 Kebeles

group)

T2 PSNP transfers + SPIR II support such 79 Kebeles

as establishing

village economic and social associations
(VESAs) + Nurturing Care Groups (NCGs)
+ mental health services + men’s groups +
one-time livelihoods grant of $300 USD
($609 in 2021 $PPP) to the poorest 33%
(identified using as-set index) + WASH +
soil and water conservation activities +

agricultural value chains
T3 T2 + monthly maternal cash transfer 79 Kebeles
of $20 USD ($41 in 2021 $PPP) over 24

months for pregnant and lactating women

2.2 Sample and randomization

Our sample includes 3,015 PSNP households in 234 kebeles (sub-districts) in 15 woredas
(districts). The 234 kebeles were selected from the broader area (around 450 kebeles in these
two regions) served by SPIR and randomly assigned to the three experimental arms, as
described above.® Within kebeles, all PSNP households reporting the presence of either a
pregnant woman in her second or third trimester, or an infant under nine months of age at
baseline were eligible to be included in the sample.9 Thirteen eligible households were
randomly selected from each kebele. A detailed description of the sampling process, power
calculations, and any risk of bias induced by potential spillover effects (for the livelihood grants

and maternal cash transfers) are presented in Hirvonen et al. (2025).

Kebeles were randomly assigned to one of three arms by the research team. We stratified

8 The main objective of the purposive selection was to exclude the kebeles that were in the control arm of a
randomized trial conducted as part of SPIR I, to ensure that those kebeles would now receive a broader set
of services. Note that SPIR II also expanded to provide services in Tigray, but this trial did not sample
any households in Tigray.

9 Pregnancy was self-reported by respondents; no pregnancy tests were conducted.
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based on the interaction of the following characteristics: woreda; a binary variable for whether a
kebele is above or below the woreda-level median in the percentage of house-holds eligible for
the PSNP; and a binary variable for whether the kebele is above or below the woreda-level
median in distance from the woreda capital. Appendix Table A1 shows observable

characteristics are balanced across the three study arms.

Ethical review and approval for the trial was provided by the International Food Policy
Research Institute (IFPRI), Ethiopian Public Health Association (EPHA) and the Ethiopian
Society of Sociologists, Social Workers and Anthropologists (ESSSWA).

2.3 Data and sample

The baseline survey was conducted in 2022, with follow-up surveys in 2023 and 2025. This study
draws primarily on the 2025 survey, including gender and intrahousehold modules covering
financial inclusion, labor supply, household task allocation, decision-making, freedom of
movement, occupational aspirations for children, and attitudes toward intimate partner
violence. These modules were administered separately to the primary male (PM) and the

primary female (PF) in each household.

Household-level attrition between the baseline and the second follow-up is low: 96% of the
households interviewed at baseline were re-interviewed in 2025. In about a quarter of these
households, however, one spouse (most often the primary male) was absent at the time of
interview and could not be interviewed. We restrict the analysis to the 2,167 households in which
both spouses were interviewed, to ensure that male and female outcomes are measured on a
consistent set of households.

We also assess whether households in which both spouses are surveyed (and thus that enter the
sample) are systematically different from households in which only one spouse is surveyed. In Tables
A2 and A3, we regress a binary variable for incomplete survey status on baseline covariates,

treatment assignment, and the interaction between the two; there is little evidence that treatment

10 These gender and intrahousehold modules build on the work of the Measures for Advancing Gender
Equality (MAGNET) initiative, a collaboration between the World Bank’s Africa Gender Innovation Lab
and IFPRI that develops and validates measures of women’s agency for use across contexts.
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status or its interaction with baseline characteristics is correlated with the probability of a
complete follow-up survey. This is consistent with the hypothesis that the sample restriction

imposed does not introduce any bias.

2.4 Outcome variables and summary statistics

The outcomes analyzed in this paper are drawn from the supplementary gender modules
included in the second follow-up and span the domains through which a multifaceted livelihoods
program might reshape intrahousehold dynamics: financial inclusion, labor supply, the division
of domestic work, norms around intimate partner violence, nutrition knowledge, and women’s
decision-making power. Appendix Table A4 provides details around the construction of each
measure. Table 2 uses these data to characterize the primary males and females in our sample.
Because the gender modules were fielded only at follow-up, we report means for the control arm,
exposed to the standard PSNP but no SPIR programming; this effectively captures the

intrahousehold status quo absent the SPIR intervention.

Primary males are on average seven years older than their spouses (36 versus 29 years) and
better educated (61% of men ever attended school, versus 45% of women). Across the
substantive domains a consistent picture emerges: there is a substantial gender gap between men
and women in control over money, decisions, and time, though attitudes around children are more
egalitarian. On finances, men are far more likely than women to report any formal savings,
defined as savings held in a financial institution (26% versus 9%) and to report access to emergency
funds (33% versus 23%); the gap narrows or reverses for informal savings, savings held in
informal savings’ clubs or at home (6% for men versus 8% for women). Both spouses work
heavily in agriculture (49% versus 38%), but wage employment is almost exclusively male (14%
versus 1%). (These labor measures use a seven-day recall and were collected during the
agricultural slack season, so they likely understate engagement during peak periods.) On
decision-making, men report input into most or all decisions in 3.1 of five domains against 1.9
for women, a gap that widens for personal autonomy (2.1 versus 1.2). Women are
overwhelmingly responsible for domestic work and, strikingly, justify the use of intimate

partner violence under certain hypothetical scenarios more than men do (0.48 versus 0.29 on

10



the 0—2 scale), consistent with internalized gender-inequitable norms. Knowledge of infant and
young child feeding practices is modest and higher among mothers than fathers (13.6 versus 10.2
out of 34), and both spouses report similar, relatively high subjective well-being (about 77%

describe themselves as very or rather happy).

Two domains, however, show little variation across men and women. Parents hold near-
universal aspirations for their children to obtain professional skills, with no gap observed for
the gender of the parent or the child: around 80% want a professional or government job for
both their daughters and their sons. And almost no one (about 2% of both men and women)
reports that women are prevented from visiting relatives or working outside the home. These
patterns are consistent with the hypothesis that the binding constraints for women in this

setting are resources, decision authority, and time, rather than aspirations or physical mobility.

Given that our analysis of gender-related outcomes was not pre-specified, we minimize any scope
for selective reporting as follows. Table 2 reports the full set of gender-module items, and we
analyze every item except those for which the very limited control-group variation leaves little
scope to detect an effect (occupational aspirations and mobility). This exclusion is based on the

descriptive distributions, not on estimated treatment effects.
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Table 2: Summary statistics: primary males and females (control arm)

Primary male Primary female

Variable Mean SD Mean SD
Demographics
Age (years) 35.78 7.61 28.96 5.59
Has any formal schooling 0.61  0.49 0.45 0.50
Financial inclusion
Saved, formal/semi-formal institution 026 044 0.09 0.29
Saved, informal (Iqub/person) 0.06 0.23 0.08 0.27

Could secure 3,500 ETB emergency fund 0.33 047 0.23 0.42

Labor / economic participation (last

7 days)

Worked in agriculture 0.49 0.50 0.38 0.49

Wage/salary employment 0.14 0.35 0.01 0.12

Ran a non-farm business 0.02 0.15 0.08 0.27

Helped in HH non-farm business 0.02 0.14 0.03 0.17

Unpaid apprentice 0.12 0.33 0.02 0.14
Decision-making (0-5)

Input into decisions (most/all) 3.11 1.82 1.88 1.81

Own personal decisions (high extent) 210 183 121 1.54
Domestic work & attitudes

Chore-sharing index (higher = more 5.10 2.01 4.39 1.94
PM), 3—15

Justifies IPV index, 0—2 0.29 0.62 0.48 0.79

if wife burns food 0.09 0.29  0.20 0.40
if wife neglects children 0.20 040 0.28 0.45

Mobility

Prevented from visiting or working (12m) 0.02 0.15 0.02 0.14
Aspirations for children

Aspires professional/govt job: sons 0.77 0.42 0.82 0.38

Aspires professional/govt job: daughters 0.84 0.37 0.85 0.36

Aspires family-farm/home-only: daughters 0.00 0.06  0.02 0.13

Nutrition knowledge & wellbeing
IYCF knowledge score, 0—34 10.23 6.45 13.59 4.48
Very/rather happy 0.77 042 0.77 0.42

Note: Means and standard deviations for the control (standard PSNP) arm, among
the 750 control households in which both spouses were interviewed at endline (2025).
Values are endline, not baseline; the gender and intrahousehold modules were fielded
only in 2025. Binary indicators are reported as proportions. Age is measured at
baseline. The IYCF-knowledge score for primary females is the mother’s score
(n=597); all other cells have n=750.
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2.5 Empirical strategy

Our estimation strategy exploits the random assignment of treatments at the kebele level to

measure the intention to treat effects (ITT) using the following specification.
Yiks = p1T? +k,5’2T3 +kys + €iks (1)

where Yis is the outcome of household i in kebele £ and randomization stratum s; 72 and 73 are
binary variables for the treatment status of kebele k; ys are stratum (randomization-block) fixed
effects; and eis is the error term. Randomization was stratified on the interaction of woreda with
two kebele characteristics (above/below the woreda median in PSNP-eligible share and in
distance to the woreda capital), yielding 60 strata; we include stratum fixed effects following the
experimental design described in Hirvonen et al. (2025).1* Standard errors are clustered at the

kebele level, the unit of randomization.

The parameters of interest are f1 and f,, the ITT effects of T2 and T3; for each outcome we also
report the p-value for the test 1 = .. Because we examine many outcomes, we report sharpened
two-stage false discovery rate (FDR) g-values alongside conventional p-values (Anderson, 2008). We
group outcomes into families defined by the interaction of respondent (primary male or primary
female) with domain. The economic family comprises formal savings, informal savings, access to
emergency funds, non-farm business participation, agricultural work, and wage employment; the
household-dynamics family comprises the chore-sharing index, the justification of intimate
partner violence, IYCF knowledge, the decision-making input index, and subjective well-being.
Within each family, the set of p-values entering the FDR procedure comprises the estimates on
both treatment indicators—T2 versus control and T3 versus control—for every outcome in that
family, yielding twelve p-values in each economic family (six outcomes X two arms) and ten in
each household-dynamics family (five outcomes X two arms). We note that this grouping is

deliberately inclusive: every outcome for which we report a treatment effect enters the family for

' We do not include additional baseline covariates: the candidate controls are balanced across arms
(Appendix Table A1) and explain little of the variation in outcomes, so a parsimonious specification with
stratum fixed effects alone is both transparent and loses little precision.

13



its domain, so that the correction is not rendered less conservative by setting aside the outcomes

on which we find little movement.

Finally, we explore whether effects differ for households that are or are not eligible for the one-
time livelihoods grants, targeted to the poorest third of households in each cluster. We estimate

the interacted specification

Yiks = 01 T; X LGi+ 02 Tk2 X NoLG; + 03 Tk3 X LGi+ 04 Tl: X NoLG; + Vs,LG + €iks, (2)

where LG; and NoLG; are indicators for grant-eligible and non-eligible households and ys ¢ are
stratum-by-eligibility fixed effects; the latter absorb the grant main effect. The coefficients J;
and o, capture the T2 effect for grant-eligible and non-eligible households, respectively, and d3
and d4 the corresponding T3 effects.

For each outcome, we also report Wald tests of the equality of the grant and no-grant effects
within each arm. However, since livelihood grant eligibility is determined by baseline asset
poverty, comparisons between grant-eligible and non-eligible households within an arm are

not experimentally identified.

3 Empirical findings

We organize the results around three figures. Figures 1 and 2 report effects on financial
inclusion and labor supply, and Figure 3 reports effects on intrahousehold dynamics; each
figure plots the T2 and T3 ITT estimates with 95% confidence intervals, separately for primary
males (PM) and primary females (PF). The corresponding regression tables with clustered
standard errors, FDR g-values, control means, and the test of 1 = 5, are reported in Appendix
Tables A5 and A6. Because the same outcomes are measured for both spouses, we also report

the PF—PM difference, which tests directly whether an effect is gendered.

3.1 Financial inclusion and labor supply

The findings reported in Figure 1 suggest that there are large positive effects on the prob-
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ability of savings for both men and women in both treatment arms, consistent with the
household level effects reported in Hirvonen et al. (2025). Among men, the probability of
reporting any formal savings rises by about 5—8 percentage points (from a control mean of
26%) and the probability of informal savings by 6—7 points (from 6%), with similar effects in T2
and T3. Among women, the gains are much larger: formal savings rises by 19 points in T2
and 29 points in T3 (from a control mean of 9%), and informal savings by 13—14 points (from
8%). The PF—PM difference is large and highly significant for both formal savings (0.11 in
T2, 0.25 in T3) and informal savings. Access to emergency funds also increases for women (6—
8 points, from a control mean of 23%) but only weakly shifts for men, who show a higher
baseline probability of reporting access to emergency funds (33%). Accordingly, the treatment
closes the control-arm gender gap in emergency-fund access, though the PF—PM difference in

estimated treatment effects is not itself significant.

Labor supply, by contrast, is essentially unchanged (Figure 2). Neither agricultural work
(reported by about half of men and 38% of women) nor wage employment (almost exclusively
male) responds in either arm. Given that virtually all households are engaged in subsistence
agricultural production (though active agricultural work in the season captured by this survey is
limited, as noted above), and wage labor is extremely rare especially for women, movement on
either margin may be unlikely. On the other hand, non-farm business participation shifts
modestly for women in T3, who show a four percentage point increase. The increase in self-
employment in the arm in which households receive a maternal cash transfer could be a signal
that the provision of this transfer directly to women, even if framed as targeted for nutritional
inputs, facilitates women’s shift into new income-generating activities; however, the modest
magnitude of this increase may raise some questions around the long-term persistence of
these effects. Note that we also observe a larger gain in formal savings among women in the
maternal cash transfer arm, consistent with the hypothesis that the labeled cash transfer is

facilitating some broader shifts in women’s economic outcomes.
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Figure 1: Effects on financial inclusion

T2 T3
Formal savings o Formal savings o
control: 26 / 9% | control: 26 / 9% "
—p— ——
Informal savings ¢ Informal savings o
control: 6 /8% | control: 6 /8% |
——i ——
Emergency fund Emergency fund -
control: 33/23% | control: 33/23% |
—— ——
T T T T T T T T
0 A 2 3 0 A 2 3
Effect (percentage points) Effect (percentage points)

® Primary male @ Primary female

Note: ITT estimates of the T2 and T3 effects (percentage points) with 95% confidence intervals.
N=2,167; households in which both spouses were interviewed. Each outcome is regressed on
treatment indicators and strata fixed effects, with standard errors clustered at the kebele level.
The italic line under each outcome reports the control-group shares for the primary male and
primary female (PM/PF), in percent. Solid markers denote estimates that survive the sharpened
two-stage false-discovery-rate correction (¢ < 0.10) within the economic outcome family; hollow
markers do not. Full estimates, control means, and g-values are in Appendix Table As.
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Figure 2: Effects on labor supply
T2 T3
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Effect (percentage points)

@® Primary male

Effect (percentage points)

@ Primary female

Note: ITT estimates of the T2 and T3 effects (percentage points) with 95% confidence intervals.
N=2,167; households in which both spouses were interviewed. Each outcome is regressed on
treatment indicators and stratum fixed effects, with standard errors clustered at the kebele level.
The italic line under each outcome reports the control-group shares for PM/PF, in percent. Solid
markers denote estimates that survive the sharpened two-stage FDR correction (¢ < 0.10) within
the economic outcome family; hollow markers do not. Full estimates are in Appendix Table As.
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3.2 Intrahousehold dynamics and subjective well-being

Figure 3 reports effects on engagement in domestic work, IPV attitudes, IYCF knowledge, and
decision-making; all outcomes are expressed in control-group standard-deviations to render the

units consistent. Two patterns stand out.

First, men’s engagement in cooking, cleaning, and childcare rises in both arms (reported by
men and, independently and of similar magnitude, by their wives). The increase in men’s
domestic-task involvement, corroborated by women’s independent reports, echoes the findings
from the first phase of the program, in which dedicated men’s engagement groups produced
sustained gains in men’s household-task participation as reported by both spouses (Alderman et
al., 2025). IYCF knowledge also rises for both men and women, though the gain in knowledge is
significantly larger for women vis-a-vis men in T3. Analyzing the same data, Hirvonen et al.
(2025) documents that the program improved caregivers’ nutrition knowledge; our results show

that this gain is not confined to the mothers but extends to fathers as well.

For attitudes around IPV, the effects are more limited. Women’s justification of IPV falls
significantly in the maternal cash transfer arm T3 only (with a marginally significant PF—PM
difference), while men’s attitudes do not change. While intimate partner violence itself was not
measured in this trial, a reduction in economic stress could still facilitate a shift in violent behaviors
even in the absence of shifting norms, consistent with the existing literature around cash transfers

and intimate partner violence (Buller et al., 2018).

Similarly, for decision-making, women report a significant increase in decision-making authority in
T3 only (about 0.22 points, or 12% of the control mean of 1.9) with no corresponding change for
men. This decision-making result is more specific than a general gain in “empowerment,” in
two respects (details provided in Appendix Table A7). It is concentrated in two of the five
decision domains: major household expenses (in T3) and children’s education (in T2 and T3);
women’s say over their own income, how income is spent, and childbearing does not change. It
is also manifest in an increase in the probability women report input into decisions, but without
any shift in the probability that women make decisions entirely on their own, a probability that
is unchanged.
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Figure 3: Effects on intrahousehold dynamics

T2 T3
—0— —G—
Chore index Chore index
o ——
—e— —s—
Justifies IPV Justifies IPV
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Decision-making Decision-making -
F—— ——i
T T T T T T
-2 0 2 -2 0 2
Effect (control-group SD) Effect (control-group SD)

® Primary male 4 Primary female

Note: ITT estimates of the T2 and T3 effects, in control-group standard-deviation units, with 95%
confidence intervals. N=2,167; households in which both spouses were interviewed. Each outcome is
standardized by its control-group standard deviation; because this is a linear rescaling, significance
is identical to the natural-unit estimates. The decision-making outcome is the input-based index.
Solid markers denote estimates that survive the sharpened two-stage false-discovery-rate
correction (¢ < 0.10) within the household-dynamics family; hollow markers do not. Full natural-
unit estimates, control means, and g-values are in Appendix Table A6.
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Finally, the program enhanced women’s subjective well-being in the cash arm: women in T3 are
about three percentage points more likely to report being happy, and significantly more so than
men (the PF—PM difference is significant), while men’s happiness does not change on average

(Appendix Table A6).

3.3 Heterogeneity by grant eligibility

We can also further probe whether there is any heterogeneity in the primary experimental
effects with respect to eligibility for livelihoods grants (restricted to the poorest third of
households), as reported in Appendix Tables A8—A9. In general, there is very limited evidence
of any significant differences, and in particular, effects on financial inclusion and gender norms and
task-sharing are all consistent across grant-eligible and non-eligible households. We do observe
that some specific effects differ by grant eligibility; although the pooled labor effects are null,
grant-eligible men in T3 reduce wage employment (the grant versus no-grant difference is
significant), consistent with a move away from casual labor. Well-being also di-verges sharply by
grant status in T3: grant-eligible men become happier while non-grant men do not. These patterns
suggest that the livelihoods grant, targeted at the poorest, shapes how the cash arm affects men’s
economic choices and well-being. This mirrors the findings in Hirvonen et al. (2025): the
program’s largest gains in child growth, assets, and consumption are concentrated among the

poorest, grant-eligible households in the cash-transfer arm (T3).

4 Conclusion

In this study, we investigate the effects of a multifaceted livelihoods program on gendered
patterns of financial inclusion and decision-making in rural Ethiopia. We exploit the exogenous
exposure of households to the programs through a cluster randomized controlled trial (cRCT)

design and estimate intention-to-treat effects.

Our findings show that the programs increase both men’s and women’s likelihood of saving in
formal and informal institutions—with substantially larger gains for women—and help close the

gender gap in access to emergency funds. On intrahousehold dynamics, the program in-creased
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male engagement in domestic chores and symmetrically increased IYCF knowledge among both
men and women. The most clearly gendered shifts are concentrated among women in the
maternal-cash-transfer arm: women there report reduced justification of intimate partner
violence, greater engagement in consequential household decisions around spending for major

expenses and children’s education, and higher subjective well-being.

All in all, this evidence sheds light on the effectiveness of multifaceted interventions that tar-get
multiple constraints facing the poor, and suggests that traditional norms can be changed through
targeted programs that engage men. However, given the multifaceted intervention, we cannot
attribute the observed effects to a single intervention element, and further research could

beneficially unpack the relative effectiveness of each program component.
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A Appendix

Table A1l: Baseline balance

(D 2 3) “) &) (6)

Variable Mean C Mean T2 Mean T3 T2vsC T3 vsC T2vsT3
Household size at baseline 5.407 5.375 5.401 -0.075 0.063 -0.093
(1.994)  (1.997) (1.997) (0.092)  (0.094) (0.102)
Age of primary female at baseline 28.924 28.719 28.584 -0.359 -0.395 0.035
(5.865)  (5.839) (5.592) (0.261)  (0.257) (0.257)
PF has 1 to 3 years of education 0.195 0.170 0.168 -0.031*  -0.022 -0.000
(0.396)  (0.376) (0.374) (0.017)  (0.017) (0.016)
PF has 4 to 7 years of education 0.167 0.198 0.186 0.027 0.015 0.003
(0.374)  (0.398) (0.389) (0.017)  (0.016) (0.016)

> PF has 8 or more years of education 0.082 0.055 0.075 -0.015*  -0.009  -0.019**
(0.275)  (0.229) (0.263) (0.009)  (0.009) (0.009)
PM has any education 0.609 0.613 0.600 0.011 0.004 -0.003

(0.488) (0.487) (0.490) (0.023)  (0.026) (0.024)
Daily per capita consumption (2021 PPP USD)  2.591 2.568 2.610 0.030 0.026 -0.041
(1.284) (1.352) (1.300) (0.060)  (0.066) (0.064)
Observations 1,033 992 990
Note: N = 3,015 households interviewed at baseline. Columns 1—3 report the control-, T2-, and T3-arm means, with standard deviations in
parentheses. Columns 4—6 report pairwise mean differences between arms, estimated from regressions that include stratum fixed effects,
with standard errors clustered at the kebele level in parentheses. All variables are measured at baseline; consumption is daily per capita

expenditure expressed in 2021 purchasing-power-parity (PPP) US dollars. Asterisks *, **, and *** denote statistical significance of the
difference at the 10%, 5%, and 1% levels, respectively.
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Table A2: Correlates of an
inter-viewed)

incomplete household at endline (one spouse not

@® (2 3
VARIABLES Incomplete HH Incomplete HH Incomplete HH
Treatment status = 2, T2 -0.0177 -0.0166 -0.1197
(0.0187) (0.0185) (0.1251)
Treatment status = 3, T3 0.0014 0.0054 0.0382
(0.0184) (0.0184) (0.1400)
Household size at baseline -0.0313%** -0.0288***
(0.0065) (0.0098)
Age of primary female at baseline 0.0058%** 0.0051
(0.0022) (0.0035)
PF has 1 to 3 years of education -0.0217 -0.0522*
(0.0196) (0.0295)
PF has 4 to 77 years of education 0.0422% 0.0085
(0.0221) (0.0385)
PF has 8 or more years of education 0.0935%** 0.0828
(0.0359) (0.0644)
Consumption per capita per day (PPP USD) -0.0175 -0.0205
(0.0107) (0.0161)
T2 x Household size -0.0063
(0.0141)
T2 X PF age 0.0037
(0.0048)
T2 X PF educ 1-3 0.0483
(0.0477)
T2 X PF educ 4-7 0.0671
(0.0547)
T2 x PF educ 8+ 0.0231
(0.0892)
T2 x Consumption 0.0050
(0.0263)
T3 X Household size -0.0021
(0.0136)
T3 X PF age -0.0015
(0.0053)
T3 % PF educ 1-3 0.0451
(0.0458)
T3 X PF educ 4-7 0.0323
(0.0512)
T3 x PF educ 8+ 0.0030
(0.0840)
T3 x Consumption 0.0040
(0.0237)
Strata FE YES YES YES
Observations 2,002 2,002 2,002

Note: Linear probability models for whether a household is incomplete (one spouse not
interviewed at endline), among endline-interviewed households. All models include stratum
fixed effects; standard errors clustered at the kebele level. */**/*** denote 10/5/1%

significance.
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Table A3: Correlates of an incomplete or attrited household (incl. baseline
households not re-interviewed)

@ (2 €))
VARIABLES Incomplete/attrited Incomplete/attrited Incomplete/attrited
Treatment status = 2, T2 0.0154 0.0156 -0.1107
(0.0263) (0.0262) (0.1249)
Treatment status = 3, T3 0.0019 0.0048 0.0321
(0.0236) (0.0236) (0.1394)
Household size at baseline -0.0313%** -0.0264%**
(0.0065) (0.0099)
Age of primary female at baseline 0.0052%% 0.0040
(0.0022) (0.0036)
PF has 1 to 3 years of education -0.0282 -0.0571%
(0.0205) (0.0312)
PF has 4 to 7 years of education 0.0349 0.0061
(0.0218) (0.0376)
PF has 8 or more years of education 0.0830%** 0.0776
(0.0371) (0.0654)
8(§r11)s)umption per capita per day (PPP -0.0150 -0.0229
(0.0109) (0.0163)
T2 X Household size -0.0114
(0.0140)
T2 X PF age 0.0044
(0.0047)
T2 X PF educ 1-3 0.0434
(0.0476)
T2 x PF educ 4-7 0.0406
(0.0535)
T2 x PF educ 8+ -0.0195
(0.0931)
T2 x Consumption 0.0271
(0.0288)
T3 X Household size -0.0046
(0.0137)
T3 x PF age -0.0005
(0.0053)
T3 X PF educ 1-3 0.0471
(0.0470)
T3 X PF educ 4-7 0.0456
(0.0505)
T3 X PF educ 8+ 0.0195
(0.0860)
T3 x Consumption -0.0040
(0.0231)
Strata FE YES YES YES
Observations 3,015 3,015 3,015

28



Table A4: Outcome variable definitions

Outcome variable

Definition

Saved in formal (semi-
formal) institutions

This indicator is generated such that it takes the value of one if
the response to the following question is yes by the PM and PF;
zero otherwise.

“In the past 12 months, have you, personally, saved or set aside
any money by using an account at a bank, a credit union, savings
and credit co-operative (SACCOs), or another type of formal or
semi-formal financial institution?”

Saved in informal insti-
tution

This indicator is generated such that it takes the value of one if
the response to the following question is yes by the PM and PF;
zero otherwise.

“In the past 12 months, have you, personally, saved or set aside
any money by using an informal savings club like Iqub, or a per-
son outside the family?”

Can secure emergency
fund

To capture access to emergency funds, we constructed the indi-
cator using the response to the following question.

“Imagine that you have an emergency, and you need to pay 3500
birrs. How possible is it that you could come up with 3500 birrs
within the next month?”

with response options being

“1 = Very possible, 2 = Somewhat possible, 3 = Not very possible,
4 = Not at all possible.”

The indicator takes the value one if the responses are very pos-
sible and somewhat possible and zero otherwise.

Participated in non-
farm business

This indicator is generated such that it takes the value of one if
the response to the following question is yes by the PM and PF;
zero otherwise.

“In the last 7 days, did you run a non-farm business of any size
for yourself or the household, even if for one hour?”

Chore index

The chore index sums the responses to three questions on how
the respondent and spouse divide (1) preparing food, (2) cleaning
the house and washing clothes, and (3) childcare.

The response options are

“1 = I do everything, 2 = Usually me, 3 = Shared equally or done
together, 4 = Usually Partner, 5 = Partner does everything.”
We orient the index so that higher values indicate greater male
engagement in chores. The index ranges from 3 to 15, where 3
means the primary female performs all three tasks (minimal male
engagement) and 15 means the primary male performs all three.

Justifies IPV

The justification of IPV index is constructed from two categorical
variables that show agreement to two statements: husband is
justified to hit/beat his wife if she burns food and if she neglects
the children.

The index has values ranging from 0 to 2 where zero means not
justifying IPV and two means justifies IPV across both burning
food and neglecting children.

29



Outcome variable

Definition

IYCF knowledge score

The knowledge of Infant and Young Child Feeding (IYCF) prac-
tices is measured by the number of questions the respondent an-
swered correctly on a knowledge module, with a maximum of 34
points.

Decision-making score
(input)

The decision-making score measures the respondent’s input
across five decision domains: own earned income, how house-
hold income is spent, major household expenses, childbearing,
and children’s education.

The question asks

“How much input do you have in making decisions about [Activ-
ity]?”

with response options

“1 = No input or input into few decisions; 2 = Input into some
decisions; 3 = Input into most or all decisions.”

For each domain we create an indicator equal to one if the re-
sponse is 3 (input into most or all decisions) and zero otherwise,
and sum across the five domains. The score ranges from 0 (no
input in any domain) to 5 (input in all five). This is the main
decision-making measure.

Decision-making (au-
tonomy)

An alternative measure using the parallel question “To what ex-
tent do you feel you can make your own personal decisions regard-
ing [Activity]?” (1 = Not at all; 2 = Small extent; 3 = Medium
extent; 4 = High extent). We create an indicator equal to one if
the response is 4 (high extent) for each of the five domains and
sum, giving a score from 0 to 5. Reported as a robustness check.

Worked in agriculture

Indicator equal to one if the respondent reports having worked on
household agricultural activities (farming, livestock, or fishing)
in the last 7 days; zero otherwise.

Wage employment

Indicator equal to one if the respondent reports having worked
as an employee for a wage, salary, or payment in kind (including
paid apprenticeship, domestic work, or paid farm work) in the
last 7 days; zero otherwise.

Happy

Indicator equal to one if the respondent reports being very happy
or rather happy (versus not very happy or not at all happy) in re-
sponse to “Taking all things together, would you say you are...”
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Table Ab: Effects on financial inclusion and labor supply: full estimates

Panel A
Saved in Saved in
formal informal
institutions institutions
PM PF Diff PM PF Diff
T2 0.076*** 0.186*** (0.110%** | 0.071*** (0.133*** (0.062***
(0.023) (0.024) (0.029) | (0.015) (0.018) (0.019)
[0.005] [0.001] [0.001] [0.001]
T3 0.048%*%  (0.294%*F*  (0.246*** | 0.062*** (0.139%** 0.077***
(0.023)  (0.020)  (0.025) | (0.014) (0.018)  (0.019)
[0.094] [0.001] [0.001] [0.001]
p-value: T2 = T3  0.268 0.000 0.602 0.751
Control mean 0.26 0.09 0.06 0.08
Observations 2,167 2,167 2,167 2,167 2,167 2,167
Strata FE YES YES YES YES
Panel B
Possible to secure Worked in
emergency fund non-farm business
PM PF Diff PM PF Diff
T2 0.042* 0.077*** 0.035 | 0.003 0.013 0.010
(0.025) (0.024) (0.024) | (0.008) (0.013) (0.014)
[0.142]  [0.003] [0.591]  [0.244]
T3 0.027 0.061*** 0.035 | 0.017* 0.040*** 0.023
(0.025) (0.022) (0.022) | (0.009) (0.014) (0.015)
[0.240]  [0.007] [0.103]  [0.005]
p-value: T2 = T3 0.548 0.514 0.134 0.053
Control mean 0.33 0.23 0.02 0.08
Observations 2,167 2,167 2,167 | 2,167 2,167 2,167
Strata FE YES YES YES YES
Panel C
Worked in Wage
agriculture employment
PM PF Diff PM PF Diff
T2 0.010 0.014 0.004 | -0.020 0.001  0.020
(0.021) (0.024) (0.020) | (0.017) (0.006) (0.018)
[0.552] [0.347] [0.236] [0.579]
T3 0.017  0.025 0.008 | -0.021 0.004 0.025
(0.020) (0.023) (0.019) | (0.018) (0.007) (0.019)
[0.301] [0.214] [0.236] [0.347]
p-value: T2 = T3 0.705 0.584 0.923  0.661
Control mean 0.49 0.38 0.14 0.01
Observations 2,167 2,167 2,167 | 2,167 2,167 2,167
Strata FE YES YES YES YES

Note: ITT estimates on the sample of households in which both spouses
were interviewed (N=2,167). Each outcome is regressed on treatment
indicators and stratum fixed effects, with standard errors clustered at
the kebele level (in parentheses). The Diff column is the PF—PM dif-
ference, estimated jointly by seemingly unrelated estimation. Sharpened
two-stage FDR g¢-values in brackets. */**/*** denote 10/5/1% signifi-

cance.
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Table A6: Effects on intra-household dynamics: full estimates

Panel A
Chore index Justifies IPV
PM PF Diff PM PF Diff
T2 0.215%* 0.284***  0.070 | -0.039  -0.041  -0.003
(0.106)  (0.097) (0.100) | (0.027) (0.036) (0.038)
[0.085] [0.007] [0.236] [0.115]
T3 0.363*** 0.391*%** 0.027 | -0.014 -0.072** -0.057*
(0.106)  (0.105) (0.107) | (0.027) (0.033) (0.035)
[0.003] [0.002] [0.496] [0.027]
p-value: T2 =T3  0.133 0.304 0.363 0.356
Control mean 5.10 4.39 0.29 0.48
Observations 2,167 2,167 2,167 | 2,167 2,167 2,167
Strata FE YES YES YES YES
Panel B
IYCF knowledge De.0131on—
making score
PM PF Diff PM PF Diff
T2 0.778*** 0.763*** _0.014 | -0.035 0.128 0.163*
(0.219)  (0.216) (0.183) | (0.081) (0.082) (0.096)
[0.003] [0.002] [0.499] [0.063]
T3 0.795%** 1.175%%% (0.380** | 0.087 0.220** 0.133
(0.214)  (0.218) (0.185) | (0.087) (0.085) (0.109)
[0.003] [0.001] [0.435] [0.013]
p-value: T2 =T3 0.931 0.059 0.167  0.262
Control mean 12.84 13.59 3.11 1.88
Observations 1,726 1,726 1,726 2,167 2,167 2,167
Strata FE YES YES YES YES
Panel C
Self-reported
happiness
PM PF Diff
T2 0.017  0.023 0.006
(0.019) (0.020) (0.019)
0.435]  [0.115]
T3 -0.016 0.033* 0.049***
(0.020) (0.019) (0.019)
[0.456] [0.054]
p-value: T2 =T3 0.074 0.619
Control mean 0.77 0.77
Observations 2,167 2,167 2,167
Strata FE YES YES

Note: ITT estimates on the both-interviewed
sample. Outcomes in natural units: chore in-
dex (3-15, higher = more male engagement),
IPV justification (0-2), IYCF knowledge (0-34),
decision-making input index (0-5), and an in-
dicator for being very/rather happy. Standard
errors clustered at the kebele level in parenthe-
ses; sharpened two-stage FDR ¢-values in brack-
ets; the Diff column is the PF—PM difference.
* [k /255 denote 10/5/1% significance.
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Table A7: Decision-making effects by activity: input versus autonomy measures

Primary male Primary female
Decision domain T2 T3 T2 T3
Panel A. Input into most/all decisions
Own earned income 0.010  0.039* 0.011 0.034

(0.021) (0.020) (0.023)  (0.023)
How household income is spent -0.018  -0.006 0.015 0.032
(0.022) (0.021) (0.021)  (0.022)

Major household expenses -0.016  0.014 0.030  0.065***
(0.022) (0.023) (0.020)  (0.021)

Childbearing -0.019 0.023 0.020 0.027
(0.022) (0.025) (0.025)  (0.022)

Children’s education 0.007 0.018  0.052*%F 0.061%**

(0.022) (0.022) (0.023)  (0.022)
Panel B. Can make own decision (high extent)
Own earned income -0.028  0.017 -0.001 -0.011
(0.021) (0.021) (0.018)  (0.018)
How household income is spent -0.004 -0.009 -0.038**  0.004
(0.023) (0.021) (0.018)  (0.019)

Major household expenses -0.0065 -0.016  -0.015 0.004
(0.021) (0.020) (0.018)  (0.018)
Childbearing -0.034 -0.001  -0.007 0.009
(0.023) (0.023) (0.023)  (0.023)
Children’s education 0.000  0.003 -0.003 0.041*

(0.029) (0.026) (0.024)  (0.022)

Note: ITT estimates for each decision domain, on the both-interviewed
sample. Panel A uses an indicator for having input into most or all de-
cisions in the domain; Panel B uses an indicator for being able to make
the decision on one’s own (high extent). Each cell is a separate regression
on treatment indicators and stratum fixed effects, with standard errors
clustered at the kebele level. */**/*** denote 10/5/1% significance.
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Table A8: Heterogeneity by grant eligibility: financial inclusion and labor supply

Panel A
Saved in Saved in
formal informal
institutions institutions
PM PF Diff PM PF Diff
T2 — No grant 0.054*%  0.174***% 0.120%%* | 0.063%** (0.134*** 0.071%**
(0.028)  (0.028)  (0.032) | (0.018) (0.020) (0.022)
T2 — Grant 0.138*** (0.219%%*  0.081* | 0.090*** 0.136***  0.047
(0.041)  (0.040)  (0.048) | (0.028) (0.037)  (0.034)
T3 — No grant 0.054%  0.299*%*%* (0.245%%* | 0.060*** 0.152*** (.093***
(0.028)  (0.024) (0.028) | (0.017) (0.020)  (0.022)
T3 — Grant 0.037  0.283%*%* 0.247*** | 0.0569%* 0.112%**  0.053
(0.043)  (0.040)  (0.046) | (0.025) (0.032)  (0.033)
p-value: T2 = T3 0.271 0.000 0.549 0.741
p-value: T2 grant = no grant  0.076 0.344 0.407 0.958
p-value: T3 grant = no grant  0.742 0.750 0.986 0.278
Control mean 0.26 0.09 0.06 0.08
Observations 2,167 2,167 2,167 2,167 2,167 2,167
Strata FE YES YES YES YES
Panel B
Possible to secure Worked in
emergency fund non-farm business
PM PF Diff PM PF Diff
T2 — No grant 0.038 0.067** 0.028 | -0.004 0.018  0.022
(0.029) (0.028) (0.032) | (0.010) (0.018) (0.018)
T2 — Grant 0.053 0.101** 0.047 | 0.023 -0.003 -0.026
(0.042) (0.041) (0.038) | (0.016) (0.024) (0.025)
T3 — No grant 0.019 0.063** 0.043 | 0.014 0.040** 0.026
(0.027) (0.025) (0.027) | (0.011) (0.017) (0.017)
T3 — Grant 0.043  0.056  0.013 | 0.022 0.037  0.015
(0.046) (0.041) (0.038) | (0.015) (0.024) (0.027)
p-value: T2 = T3 0.536  0.541 0.202  0.069
p-value: T2 grant = no grant 0.757  0.478 0.161 0.501
p-value: T3 grant = no grant 0.635  0.894 0.705  0.899
Control mean 0.33 0.23 0.02 0.08
Observations 2,167 2,167 2,167 | 2,167 2,167 2,167
Strata FE YES YES YES YES
Panel C
Worked in Wage
agriculture employment
PM PF Diff PM PF Diff
T2 — No grant -0.001 -0.004 -0.003 | -0.020 -0.002 0.018
(0.027) (0.027) (0.022) | (0.018) (0.007) (0.018)
T2 — Grant 0.034 0.043 0.009 | -0.026 0.009 0.035
(0.044) (0.049) (0.037) | (0.040) (0.013) (0.039)
T3 — No grant 0.018 0.016 -0.002 | 0.004 0.009  0.005
(0.025) (0.027) (0.021) | (0.018) (0.008) (0.019)
T3 — Grant 0.015  0.047  0.032 |-0.085** -0.013 0.072*
(0.042) (0.043) (0.034) | (0.039) (0.009) (0.039)
p-value: T2 = T3 0.696  0.473 0.954 0.772
p-value: T2 grant = no grant 0.518  0.385 0.886 0.466
p-value: T3 grant = no grant 0.961  0.531 0.027 0.062
Control mean 0.49 0.38 0.14 0.01
Observations 2,167 2,167 2,167 2,167 2,167 2,167
Strata FE YES YES YES YES

Note: Interaction model with treatment x grant-eligibility terms and stratum x el-
igibility fixed effects, on the both-interviewed sample. Standard errors clustered at
the kebele level. The reported p-values test equality of the grant and no-grant effects
within each arm. */**/*** denote 10/5/1% significance.



Table A9: Heterogeneity by grant eligibility: intra-household dynamics

Panel A
Chore index Justifies IPV
PM PF Diff PM PF Diff
T2 — No grant 0.177  0.276**  0.099 | -0.029 -0.043 -0.014
(0.127)  (0.116) (0.125) | (0.036) (0.042) (0.042)
T2 — Grant 0.315%* 0.272  -0.043 | -0.068 -0.041  0.027
(0.174)  (0.171) (0.140) | (0.054) (0.080) (0.075)
T3 — No grant 0.322** 0.356*** 0.034 | -0.024 -0.092** -0.067*
(0.124)  (0.119) (0.122) | (0.033) (0.040) (0.041)
T3 — Grant 0.509*** 0.468*%** -0.041 | 0.007 -0.044 -0.051
(0.170)  (0.176) (0.165) | (0.057) (0.074) (0.071)
p-value: T2 = T3 0.113 0.287 0.384 0.277
p-value: T2 grant = no grant  0.505 0.983 0.578 0.983
p-value: T3 grant = no grant  0.337 0.567 0.651 0.590
Control mean 5.10 4.39 0.29 0.48
Observations 2,167 2,167 2,167 | 2,167 2,167 2,167
Strata FE YES YES YES YES
Panel B
IYCF knowledge Decision-
making score
PM PF Diff PM PF Diff
T2 — No grant 0.729%%* 0.603** -0.126 | -0.033 0.074  0.107
(0.265)  (0.276) (0.222) | (0.101) (0.094) (0.117)
T2 — Grant 0.942%*  1.323*** 0.381 | -0.029 0.274* 0.303*
(0.405)  (0.394) (0.359) | (0.168) (0.159) (0.183)
T3 — No grant 0.501** 0.860*** 0.359 | 0.101 0.255%* 0.154
(0.227)  (0.247) (0.219) | (0.104) (0.100) (0.124)
T3 — Grant 1.636*** 2.169*** 0.533 | 0.065 0.150  0.085
(0.438)  (0.413) (0.357) | (0.184) (0.154) (0.205)
p-value: T2 = T3 0.906 0.061 0.171 0.247
p-value: T2 grant = no grant  0.662 0.159 0.984  0.266
p-value: T3 grant = no grant  0.018 0.007 0.867  0.553
Control mean 12.84 13.59 3.11 1.88
Observations 1,726 1,726 1,726 | 2,167 2,167 2,167
Strata FE YES YES YES YES
Panel C
Self-reported
happiness
PM PF Diff
T2 — No grant 0.012 0.016 0.004
(0.025) (0.026) (0.023)
T2 — Grant 0.050 0.058 0.008
(0.042) (0.044) (0.038)
T3 — No grant -0.052**  0.022  0.075***
(0.025) (0.023) (0.022)
T3 — Grant 0.093** 0.080** -0.013
(0.039) (0.039) (0.035)
p-value: T2 = T3 0.061 0.591
p-value: T2 grant = no grant  0.483 0.439
p-value: T3 grant = no grant  0.003 0.225
Control mean 0.77 0.77
Observations 2,167 2,167 2,167
Strata FE YES YES
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