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ABSTRACT

Individuals across the world use high-transaction-cost savings devices even
when lower-cost technologies are available. High costs may help savers
protect resources from the demands of others. I investigate this hypothesis by
randomly assigning ATM cards to 1,100 newly opened bank accounts in rural
Kenya. These cards reduced withdrawal fees by 50 percent. While the cards
increased overall account use, the positive treatment effect is entirely driven
by joint and male-owned accounts. I find evidence that these differences are
driven by intrahousehold issues: Household bargaining power is a key mediator
of the ATM treatment effect.

I. Introduction
In spite of notable progress toward financial inclusion, two billion
people worldwide remain unbanked (Demirgüç-Kunt et al. 2015). This does not reflect
an inability or unwillingness to save; low-income households in developing countries
use numerous informal and semiformal savings devices despite the often-high costs
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involved (Collins et al. 2009). Thus, most efforts to increase formal financial access
have focused on reducing transaction costs, for example via “no frills” accounts, agency
banking, or mobile money. Yet lowering transaction costs may not always help, especially for certain vulnerable groups. For example, when individuals face interpersonal
constraints to saving, accounts that are costly to access could help preserve savings in
the face of transfer requests from spouses, extended family, or others (Anderson and
Baland 2002; Schaner 2015; Baland, Guirkinger, and Mali 2007; Jakiela and Ozier
2016). In such a context, lowering fees and increasing liquidity could theoretically
reduce the use of formal accounts, but we have limited evidence on how important this
is in practice.
I conducted a field experiment in rural Kenya to test whether intrahousehold constraints hamper demand for reduced-cost savings products. In the experiment, a subset
of 1,114 newly opened bank accounts owned by 749 married couples were randomly
selected to receive ATM cards free of charge. Without the ATM cards, the bank accounts featured an over-the-counter withdrawal fee of $0.78, which was substantial
in the experimental context. The ATM cards reduced this fee by 50 percent and also
let cardholders make withdrawals outside of bank hours.1 Traditional savings models
predict that the ATM treatment should increase formal account use. However, if individuals face interpersonal pressure to share savings, this need not be true. If pressure
to share comes from spouses, these concerns could be especially pressing for lowbargaining-power individuals.
Consider the following example: Suppose a husband and a wife disagree about how to
spend their income. The wife knows that if she saves her money at home, her husband
(who is the primary financial decision-maker) simply will take her savings and purchase
goods that she does not want. Instead, she deposits her savings into a secure, individual
bank account. When the husband asks for a transfer, she can refuse him because traveling to the bank is costly and a withdrawal incurs a fee. Suppose that she receives an
ATM card for her account, and, as in the experiment, her husband knows this. Refusing
her husband’s requests may become more difficult because the withdrawal cost is now
lower and her husband could even use her card to make the transaction himself. This
could make saving at the bank less attractive to her.
In practice, the ATM treatment increased overall account use, especially on the
intensive margin—ATM cards increased the total number of transactions by over
60 percent in both the short and long run. But, decomposing treatment effects by account
type reveals important heterogeneity: The ATM treatment had large impacts on joint and
male-owned accounts, but had no impact on female-owned accounts. This is consistent
with the idea that intrahousehold pressures drove some women to stop using their
accounts when an ATM card was made available.
In order to test this hypothesis more directly, I proxy the relative bargaining power of
husbands and wives using within-couple differences in baseline age, education, literacy,
and income. The assumption is that this proxy is positively correlated with withincouple differences in outside options, which in turn determine bargaining power in the
marriage (Browning, Chiappori, and Weiss 2011). I find that both men and women with

1. Although ATM cards were available to account-holders in the control group, these individuals had to pay a
$3.75 fee to get one. Given this, the intervention increased ATM card takeup by 86 percentage points.
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below-median bargaining power use their new bank accounts less when an ATM card is
provided for free, while both men and women with above-median power use accounts
more. The negative treatment effect for low-bargaining-power individuals suggests that
the ATM card was actually a disamenity for this group. These findings are robust to
allowing for heterogeneous treatment effects with respect to individual age, education,
literacy, and income, thereby identifying the bargaining power effect solely with withincouple differences. Results also are robust to allowing for heterogeneity with respect
to time inconsistency, as well as other demographic characteristics. Hence, I find no
evidence that the results are driven by self-control problems, rather than interpersonal
savings constraints.
It is not possible to completely rule out the possibility that the results are driven
by some unobservable factor correlated with the bargaining power proxy. However,
the experimental design affords a novel specification check: All study accounts were
randomly assigned a temporary interest rate ranging from 0 to 20 percent. Like the
ATM treatment, higher interest rates significantly increased account use. Unlike
the ATM treatment, the interest rates had no impact on transaction costs or account
security. The bargaining power hypothesis therefore implies that heterogeneous effects with respect to account use should be present only for the ATM treatment. In
practice, this is what I find.
There are two other potential caveats to the results. First, I rely on a rough (though
commonly used) proxy of household decision-making power. During the endline survey,
I conducted an experimental decision-making game to help validate several proxies of
bargaining power available at baseline. My preferred proxy based on spousal demographic differences robustly predicts financial choices at endline. It does not predict
experimental choices conditional on gender, but to the extent that the demographic
proxy provides a noisy measure of bargaining power, this should simply attenuate the
results. Second, the results are estimated off a sample that expressed ex ante demand
for a high-cost savings product, and the experiment was specifically designed so that
husbands and wives directly observed one another’s ATM treatment status. While this
setting is well suited for studying intrahousehold issues, it also means that the results
may overstate the importance of intrahousehold constraints in more general populations. Additional research is needed to understand how individuals may respond in less
stylized settings.
My results contribute to a growing literature on how individuals utilize formal
financial services. Most research has focused on either measuring the effect of giving
individuals access to services (for example, Dupas and Robinson 2013; Prina 2015;
Kast and Pomeranz 2014) or on the effect of accounts (or account enhancements)
meant to address intrapersonal savings constraints like time-inconsistent preferences.2 I build on this by studying the implications of interpersonal constraints, with
a focus on how they drive demand for costly savings devices. My results underscore
earlier work by Anderson and Baland (2002), who find that proxied household
bargaining power predicts use of rotating savings and credit associations (ROSCAs)

2. For work on time inconsistency and commitment accounts see Ashraf, Karlan, and Yin (2006b) and Brune
et al. (2016). For time inconsistency and peer monitoring see Kast, Meier, and Pomeranz (2013). For limited
attention and reminders see Karlan et al. (2016).
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and Schaner (2015), who finds that married couples with greater heterogeneity in
savings preferences are more likely to use inefficient savings devices. Finally, most
papers that study reducing bank transaction costs focus on incentives for or assistance
with account opening (Cole, Sampson, and Zia 2011; Dupas and Robinson 2013;
Dupas et al. 2012). Instead, I estimate the effect of reducing transaction costs on
already-available formal accounts.3
Overall, the results suggest that technologies meant to reduce the cost of formal
financial services may have a perverse effect when individuals are subject to outside demands on their money. This has important implications for the design of savings
products, especially since women (who are usually at a bargaining power disadvantage)
are overrepresented among the unbanked. The question is how to provide the right level
of security and illiquidity without burdening the consumer with transaction costs.
Additional research and product development that explicitly focuses on women’s
unique needs may be especially important for meeting this challenge.
The remainder of the paper is structured as follows: Section II describes the experimental design and the data, Section III presents the main results, Section IVexplores the
roots of the heterogeneity that I observe, and Section V concludes.

II. Experimental Design and Data
A. Experimental Design
1. Experimental context
The experiment was conducted between July and September 2009 in Busia and Teso
South districts, in communities surrounding the commercial trading center of Busia.
Busia is well served by the formal banking sector, hosting over six banks at the time of
field activities. The financial partner for this study is Family Bank of Kenya. In 2009
the bank had over 600,000 customers, 50 branches, Ksh 13 billion (or $167 million at
an exchange rate of Ksh 80 per $1) in assets, and actively targeted low- and middleincome individuals as clients. All study participants were offered a new, low-cost
bank account called the Mwananchi (“citizen” in Swahili) Account. At the time of
the experiment, traditional Kenyan bank accounts featured large minimum balances
(for example, Ksh 1,000 or $12.50) and often charged monthly maintenance fees. In
contrast, the Mwananchi Account had a minimum operating balance of just Ksh 100
($1.25) and had no fees apart from a withdrawal fee of Ksh 62 ($0.78) over-thecounter and Ksh 30 ($0.38) with an ATM card. Like most other current accounts, the
Mwananchi Account did not pay any interest. The fee for an ATM card was Ksh 300
($3.75), which was costly for households in my sample—less than 10 percent of
account-holders chose to pay this fee on their own.
The only Family Bank ATM in Busia was located outside the bank branch and did
not accept deposits. Hence, the primary benefit of the ATM card was the reduction in
3. The cost reduction that I study is related to Ashraf, Karlan, and Yin (2006a), who find that reducing deposit
costs through the use of door-to-door deposit collectors increases savings balances in the Philippines. My
experiment differs from this work in that the ATM treatment affected the cost of making withdrawals rather than
deposits, which has different implications for savings accessibility and security.
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withdrawal fees, followed by the convenience of being able to make withdrawals
outside of bank hours. Although social norms in this area strongly reinforce the notion
that the male is the head of the household, women are economically active and often
travel unsupervised. Indeed, female market vendors in Busia often are found selling
their wares at night by firelight. Hence, both genders should have been able to take
advantage of the “convenience” aspect of ATM cards.
2. Sample selection
The Online Appendix Figure A1 illustrates the timeline of experimental activities. At
the study outset, I identified communities surrounding 19 primary schools, which
were located within eight miles of Family Bank’s Busia branch. Trained field officers
recruited married couples in these communities. With local guides, enumerators
visited the homes of all coresident married couples. These couples were asked if they
currently had a Family Bank account, and if not, whether they would be interested in
a Mwananchi Account. All coresident couples who (a) had no preexisting Family
Bank accounts, (b) expressed interest in opening at least one account, and (c) had
their national ID cards were issued an invitation to an account opening camp the
following day.4
3. Phase 1 randomization: interest rates
When couples arrived at the account opening session, they were registered and then
participated in three independent drawings for temporary six-month interest rates:
one for a joint account, one for an individual account for the husband, and one for an
individual account for the wife. Joint accounts could earn 4, 12, or 20 percent interest
with equal probability, while individual accounts could earn 0, 4, 12, or 20 percent
interest. Interest was paid on the first six months’ average daily balance, and accounts
earned no interest thereafter. Participants were aware of the temporary nature of these
interest rates from the start. Following the interest rate draws, the couples were
separated for a baseline survey and were then reunited to decide which accounts they
wished to open. Couples could open anywhere from zero to all three accounts. To
maximize takeup, each new account was prefunded with the Ksh 100 minimum
operating balance. This could not be withdrawn by participants; it simply made
opening an account costless.
4. Phase 2 randomization: ATM cards
A total of 749 couples opened 1,114 ATM-eligible accounts, with all couples opening
at least one account.5 Once the account opening paperwork was complete, subjects
participated in another set of lotteries for free ATM cards. Here, an independent drawing
4. National ID cards are required to open a bank account. Most Kenyans have national ID cards, which also are
required to register to vote, formally marry, and purchase or sell land.
5. Another 30 couples opened a “both to sign” joint account. This required that both couples sign off on any
withdrawal at the bank and was therefore ineligible for an ATM card. These couples are not included in my
analysis of ATM treatment effects, but are included in my analysis of interest rates.
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was conducted for each newly opened account.6 The free ATM selection probability was
0.15 for the first six experimental sessions (193 accounts) and 0.25 for the remaining 27
sessions (921 accounts). Couples sat together for both the interest rate and ATM card
draws and were therefore able to observe one another’s offers.
Because the majority of respondents lacked prior experience with bank accounts,
enumerators explained how the accounts and ATM cards worked, as well as the fees
associated with them. When an opened account was randomly chosen to receive a free
ATM card, respondents were informed that the Ksh 300 card fee would be paid on their
behalf and that they could retrieve their card at the bank branch. Due to technical
constraints on the part of the bank, only one ATM card was issued for joint accounts. In
this case, the couple had to decide how to allocate the card between them.7
ATM cards could impact observed account use through both a direct effect (conditional on opening an account, providing a free ATM card may change patterns of
account use) and a composition effect (the pool of open accounts may change). The
rationale for randomizing ATM cards conditional on account opening was to isolate the
direct effect. This is especially useful for studying drivers of demand for high-cost
savings devices, as I begin with a sample of individuals who chose to open a high-cost
account and then observe how they respond to a cost reduction.8
B. Data
I use three primary data sources in this analysis: (1) data from baseline surveys conducted during the account opening sessions, (2) administrative data from the bank, and
(3) data from a followup survey conducted three years after the baseline. Spouses were
interviewed separately at both baseline and endline.
The baseline collected basic demographic information, as well as information on
household decision-making, income, savings practices, and individual discount rates
and time inconsistency. The discount rate elicitation procedure warrants special mention
here: As detailed in Online Appendix B, the baseline survey asked individuals to choose
between different amounts of money at different times in order to elicit time preferences.
To incentivize the questions, each respondent was given a one in five chance of winning
one of his or her choices. The majority (78 percent) of respondents winning a “cash
prize” chose to have it deposited into a newly opened bank account.9 As a result, cash
prize selection impacted rates of account use. I therefore explicitly control for this
throughout the analysis.

6. A subset of individual accounts was also randomly selected to be eligible for an information sharing
intervention, described in Schaner (2015). I do not discuss this intervention further here, as it has no impact on
the results.
7. Given gender norms in this part of Kenya it is likely that men retained primary control of cards for joint and
male-owned accounts, but I do not have data to verify this.
8. A rough back-of-the-envelope calculation, detailed in Appendix A, suggests that my experimental sample is
meaningfully large relative to the banked population in the study area. I estimate that at least 11 percent of
married couples in the experimental catchment area opened accounts under this project. Given rates of preexisting bank account ownership, this suggests the experiment increased rates of married couples’ formal
account ownership by 38 percent or more.
9. The remaining 22 percent of cash prize winners chose to pick up their winnings at the IPA field office.
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The endline included the same basic questions as the baseline, and more detailed
modules focused on income, savings, and household decision-making. The endline also
incorporated an experimental module designed to measure intrahousehold bargaining
power. The survey targeted all individuals who participated in the original study, as well
as any new spouses of the original participants. The enumerators tracked 91 percent of
the sample and interviewed at least one original spouse in 97 percent of the couples.
The administrative data from the bank include a three-year history of all transactions
posted to each experimental account. I use this information to construct all measures
of experimental account use. Note that the joint account transactions data do not specify who performed the transaction. As a result, I do not know whether joint account
transactions were conducted by husbands or wives.
C. Sample Characteristics and Randomization Verification
Table 1 presents individual-level summary statistics. Husbands average eight years of
schooling, while their wives average just under six years. Whereas most men are literate
(85 percent), one-third of women cannot read and write. On average, men reported
earning Ksh 1,662 (about $21) in the past week, while women reported Ksh 814 ($10).
Median reported weekly incomes are substantially lower, at Ksh 700 and Ksh 300 for
husbands and wives respectively.
Ninety-eight percent of respondents reported using at least one savings device at
baseline, with saving at home and saving with rotating savings and credit associations
(ROSCAs) most common. Formal savings devices were less popular. Most participants
did not have a bank account at baseline, and women were disproportionately unbanked.
Seven percent of men and 1 percent of women used savings and credit cooperatives
(SACCOs), which tend to be organized around higher paying professions like teaching
and commercial farming.
Although gender norms in this part of Kenya position the husband as the primary
decision-maker and head of household, both men and women were most likely to report
that the wife did most of the household’s saving. This social norm regarding saving can
be found in many developing countries (Bruce 1989). However, this does not imply that
women are the primary decision-makers regarding how much to save; just 8 percent
of men and 19 percent of women state that the wife makes most decisions about how
to spend money.10 Finally, about half of respondents gave time-inconsistent responses
to the baseline discount factor elicitation questions, with patient-now-impatient-later
responses somewhat more common than quasi-hyperbolic reversals. This finding has
been observed in other areas of Kenya (Dupas and Robinson 2013, 2014), Malawi (Brune
et al. 2016), India (Shapiro 2010), and Mali (Dean and Sautmann 2014). Appendix Table
A1 confirms that the randomization worked well. P-values from a joint test of a relationship between the treatments and the demographic characteristics listed in Table 1
range from 0.23 to 0.94. I do note that cash prize selection is significantly (and negatively)
correlated with the ATM card treatment for women’s accounts. Because the cash prize
increased account use, I explicitly control for cash prize selection in the analysis.
10. The endline survey also asked about decision-making regarding how much to save. Just 13 percent of men
and 18 percent of women state that the wife is the primary decision-maker, while 35 percent of men and
31 percent of women state that the husband is primary.
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Table 1
Baseline Characteristics of ATM-Eligible Account Holders
Husbands
(1)
Age

44.0
[14.1]

Wives
(2)
36.9
[12.1]

Difference
(3)

N
(4)

7.09***
(0.283)

1,498
1,491

Education

7.89
[3.70]

5.82
[3.99]

2.06***
(0.143)

Literate

0.845
[0.362]

0.660
[0.474]

0.186*** 1,498
(0.019)

Number children

5.83
[4.12]

4.59
[2.47]

1.24***
(0.120)

1,495

Polygamous

0.230
[0.421]

0.230
[0.421]

—
—

1,488

Subsistence farmer

0.408
[0.492]

0.404
[0.491]

0.003
(0.021)

Entrepreneur

0.386
[0.487]

0.462
[0.499]

-0.076*** 1,493
(0.024)

Income last week

1662
[5474]

814
[1780]

Has bank account

0.318
[0.466]

0.120
[0.325]

0.198*** 1,498
(0.019)

Has SACCO account

0.0681
[0.252]

0.0121
[0.109]

0.056*** 1,494
(0.010)

Participates in ROSCA

0.486
[0.500]

0.665
[0.472]

-0.179*** 1,498
(0.023)

Saves at home

0.845
[0.362]

0.896
[0.306]

-0.051*** 1,496
(0.018)

7612
[22,960]

1936
[13,159]

Husband does most savings

0.368
[0.483]

0.276
[0.447]

0.092*** 1,490
(0.023)

Wife does most savings

0.430
[0.495]

0.486
[0.500]

-0.056*** 1,490
(0.024)

Both spouses save

0.179
[0.384]

0.215
[0.411]

-0.036*
(0.019)

Cash savings (Bank+SACCO+Home)

848***
(209)

5676***
(950)

1,493

1,453

1,404

1,490

(continued)
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Table 1 (continued)
Husbands
(1)

Wives
(2)

Difference
(3)

Husband decides how money is spent

0.492
[0.500]

0.372
[0.484]

0.120*** 1,491
(0.024)

Wife decides how money is spent

0.0818
[0.274]

0.188
[0.391]

-0.106*** 1,491
(0.017)

Both spouses decide how money is spent

0.375
[0.485]

0.397
[0.490]

-0.022
(0.024)

1,491

Impatient now–patient later

0.211
[0.408]

0.224
[0.417]

-0.012
(0.021)

1,477

Patient now–impatient later

0.272
[0.445]

0.314
[0.465]

-0.042*
(0.023)

1,477

Distance from bank (miles)

3.82
[2.15]

3.82
[2.15]

—
—

N
(4)

1,498

Notes: Standard deviations in brackets, standard errors clustered at the couple level in parentheses.
***p < 0.01, **p < 0.05, and *p < 0.10.

III. Overall Impacts of ATM Cards
A. Overview of Account Opening and Use
Table 2 shows that participating couples opened 1,114 ATM-eligible accounts, 486
of which were joint accounts and 628 of which were individual accounts. The most
common choices were to open a single joint account (55 percent of couples) or two
individual ones (30 percent of couples). All couples opened at least one account. Thus,
one thing to keep in mind when interpreting treatment effects is that those couples who
opened joint accounts are different from those who opened individual accounts, while
those couples who opened men’s accounts are nearly the same as those who opened
women’s accounts.11
Table 3 summarizes account use for the free ATM control group. Column 1 shows that
just 22 percent of accounts were “active” in the short term, meaning that they received at
least one deposit (not including a cash prize deposit) within the first six months. I focus
on the first six months as a measure of short-run activity because (a) this was the period
during which most accounts could also earn promotional interest and (b) the bank
classified an account as “dormant” after six months of inactivity.12 In the long run, many
11. Appendix Table A2 shows that couples who opened a joint account live further away from the bank and
have men with relatively more proxied bargaining power. Couples who opened individual accounts are better
educated, less likely to be subsistence farmers, more likely to have been banked at baseline, have men with
relatively less bargaining power, and live closer to the bank.
12. Dormant accounts could be reactivated at no cost.
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Table 2
Account Opening Choices
Share of Couples
(1)

N
(2)

0.039
0.507
0.302
0.050
0.042
0.035
0.015
0.010
1

30
395
235
39
33
27
12
8
779

Joint account only (ATM ineligible)
Joint account only (ATM eligible)
Two individual accounts
All three accounts
Husband’s and joint
Wife’s and joint
Husband’s account only
Wife’s account only
Total

accounts were abandoned; only 7 percent of accounts were used in their third year.
Although some of this can be attributed to exit from the formal banking sector, account
abandonment also may reflect the fact that Kenyan financial services changed rapidly
during this period, with growth in low-cost formal bank accounts, agency banking, and
mobile money (FSD Kenya 2009, 2013). Indeed, even though the vast majority of
experimental accounts were abandoned, 68 percent of respondents reported that they
owned a bank account at endline.
In terms of the intensive margin, accounts that were active within the first six months
saw an average of three deposits (valued at Ksh 5,921 or $74) in the first six months, with
another five deposits valued at Ksh 25,726 in the next 2.5 years.13 Withdrawals occurred
at slightly lower, but similar rates. As a result, the average active account had a closing
balance of Ksh 1,345 after six months and Ksh 1,197 after three years.
B. Do ATM Cards Impact Overall Account Use?
Transaction costs could contribute to the relatively low rate of account use. I now ask
whether reducing these costs through ATM cards increased account use.
For ease of exposition, the analysis focuses on two summary measures of account
use: the total number of transactions and a standardized index of account use, which
aggregates an indicator for account activity, the total number of deposits, the total number
of withdrawals, the value of deposits, and the value of withdrawals. Here I follow Kling,
Liebman, and Katz (2007): First, each index component is standardized relative to the
reference group (open accounts that are neither eligible for a free ATM nor a cash prize).
Then, I take the average of the components to form the index. I follow Table 3 and
separately study outcomes measured in the first six months following account opening

13. All account use variables denominated in Kenyan shillings, as well as the number of deposits and withdrawals, are top-coded at the 99th percentile among open accounts.
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Table 3
Account Use Summary Statistics (ATM Control Group Only)
Account Type
All
(1)

Joint
(2)

Extensive Margin: All Open Control Group Accounts
Active—first 6 months
0.222
0.265
[0.416]
[0.442]
Active—Year 3
N (open accounts)

Individual
Husband
(3)

Individual
Wife
(4)

0.192
[0.395]

0.186
[0.390]

0.073
[0.260]

0.068
[0.252]

0.082
[0.275]

0.070
[0.256]

878

381

255

242

Intensive Margin: All Control Group Accounts Active in First 6 Months
Short run (first six months)
Number deposits
2.98
3.00
3.10
[2.41]
[2.33]
[2.66]

2.82
[2.34]

Number withdrawals

1.49
[2.31]

1.26
[2.09]

2.06
[2.87]

1.38
[2.06]

Total amount deposited

5,921
[10,238]

5,399
[9,735]

6,810
[10,838]

6,126
[10,821]

Total amount withdrawn

3,897
[8,534]

3,436
[8,037]

5,433
[9,891]

3,262
[8,004]

Closing Balance—six months

1,345
[2,102]

1,371
[2,025]

1,022
[1,554]

1,638
[2,707]

5.16
[8.07]

4.11
[6.37]

7.37
[10.2]

5.13
[8.59]

Number withdrawals

5.13
[9.77]

4.01
[7.51]

8.18
[13.7]

4.31
[8.60]

Total amount deposited

25,726
[67,204]

21,430
[63,591]

41,545
[85,218]

18,141
[49,197]

Total amount withdrawn

25,822
[68,818]

20,676
[63,333]

42,349
[89,332]

19,377
[51,495]

Closing balance—three years

1,197
[2,411]

1,244
[2,508]

1,058
[2,214]

1,242
[2,441]

195

101

49

45

Long run (next 2.5 years)
Number deposits

N (active in first 6 months)

Note: Sample limited to open, ATM-eligible accounts not selected for a free ATM card. All variables except
account activity dummies are top-coded at the 99th percentile. Standard deviations are in brackets. An account
is coded as “active” if the account holder made any (noncash prize) deposit during the specified period.
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versus measures of use over the next 2.5 years. I also create one “overall summary” index,
which averages the short- and long-run account use indices.
Figure 1 gives a graphical overview of the impact of ATM cards. Each panel shows the
CDF of the overall summary index of account use by account type and treatment group.
For both joint and husband’s accounts (Panels A and B), the CDF for the treatment group
is everywhere below that of the control, suggesting that the ATM card treatment increased account use. In contrast, Panel C shows that the treatment had little-to-no impact
on women’s accounts.14
Table 4 tests for significance of these differences by estimating the impact of ATM
cards on the number of bank transactions and the standardized use index.15 All regressions are of the following form:
(1)

yac = b0 + freeatm0ac c + acct 0ac k + cash0ac g + z0ac d + eac

where yac is the outcome of interest for account a owned by couple c, freeatmac is a
vector of treatment dummies, acctac includes account type dummy variables, cashac
includes dummies for husband and wife cash prize receipt, as well as their interactions
with the account type dummies, and zac includes interest rate dummies and a dummy
variable for the first six experimental sessions (since ATM selection probability was
lower then). All regressions are limited to open ATM-eligible accounts because ATM
cards were randomly allocated conditional on account opening.
The first column of Table 4 reports the impact of the treatment on whether an account
had an active ATM card. Over 90 percent of account-holders chose not to purchase a card
on their own. Consequently, the treatment greatly increased ATM card ownership. I focus
on the reduced-form impact of the ATM card treatment for the remainder of the analysis.
The first specification (Panel A) estimates a single pooled treatment effect for all three
types of accounts. Overall, the ATM treatment led to 0.53 more transactions in the first
six months (a 62 percent increase over the control group) and 2.1 more transactions over
the next 2.5 years (a 68 percent increase). The standardized index shows a 0.16 and a
0.19 standard deviation increase in account use in the short and long run respectively.
Appendix Table A3 shows that while the share of accounts that were active in the short
run did not meaningfully increase, the treatment increased both the number and value of
deposits and withdrawals. Point estimates for the amount withdrawn are very similar to
those for the amount deposited. Thus, the primary impact of the ATM card was not to
generate new bank savings, but rather to change how frequently individuals accessed
and updated these savings. These changes could reflect both welfare gains (for example,
if people were better able to time purchases and smooth consumption) and welfare
losses (for example, if people made more withdrawals than they would have liked due to
self-control problems or transfer requests from others).
The next specification (Panel B) estimates the impact of the ATM treatment separately
by account type. Here I interact the “free ATM” dummy with dummy variables for men’s
and women’s individual accounts (hence the free ATM main effect reports the impact of
ATM cards for joint accounts). Point estimates for joint and men’s accounts are positive,
14. To account for the fact that cash prize receipt is negatively correlated with the ATM treatment for women’s
accounts, observations in Figure 1 are weighted so the share of cash-prize eligible accounts is balanced among
the free ATM and no ATM groups.
15. Appendix Table A3 shows treatment effects for index components.

Notes: Observations are weighted so the share of cash-prize eligible accounts is balanced among the Free ATM and No ATM groups.

Figure 1
CDFs of Overall Standardized Account Use by Account Type and ATM Treatment
Schaner
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-0.005
(0.032)

0.067***
(0.027)

Free ATM · wife

-0.899*
(0.521)

0.260
(0.737)

0.705
(0.451)

Panel B: Impact of ATM Cards by Account Type
Free ATM
0.842***
(0.020)

Free ATM · husband

0.526**
(0.266)

Transactions
(2)

-0.274
(0.174)

0.028
(0.221)

0.227
(0.145)

0.158*
(0.084)

Use Index
(3)

First 6 Months

Panel A: Pooled Impact of ATM Cards
Free ATM
0.860***
(0.013)

(1)

Has ATM Card

Table 4
Impact of Free ATM Cards on Account Use

-4.22**
(1.87)

-2.46
(2.70)

3.94***
(1.65)

2.09**
(0.970)

Transactions
(4)

-0.328**
(0.167)

-0.191
(0.242)

0.331**
(0.146)

0.187**
(0.087)

Use Index
(5)

Next 2.5 Years

-0.301**
(0.149)

-0.082
(0.204)

0.279**
(0.125)

0.172**
(0.075)

Use Index
(6)

Overall
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0.000***
0.000***
0.021**

0.099*
0.455
0.076*

0.094
1,114

DV mean (no ATM, no cash)
N

0.842
1,114

-0.999**
(0.449)
0.000
1,114

-0.285*
(0.147)

0.237**
(0.110)

0.128
0.620
0.119

3.06
1,114

-3.28**
(1.58)

3.00***
(1.29)

0.481
0.768
0.449

0.000
1,114

-0.255*
(0.143)

0.258**
(0.114)

0.458
0.971
0.518

0.000
1,114

-0.270**
(0.129)

0.248***
(0.098)

0.215
0.793
0.229

Notes: Robust standard errors clustered at the couple level are in parentheses. All regressions include dummy variables for the first six experimental sessions, cash prize receipt for each
spouse, account type dummies, and cash prize · account type interactions, as well as interest rate dummies. The number of transactions variables are topcoded at the 99th percentile. The
use index averages standardized values of an account activity dummy, the number of deposits, the number of withdrawals, the value of deposits, and the value of withdrawals. All variables
except the activity dummies are top-coded at the 99th percentile. ***p < 0.01, **p < 0.05, and *p < 0.10.

0.069***
(0.024)

Free ATM · wife

Panel C: Is Impact of ATM Cards for Wives Different?
Free ATM
0.840***
0.805**
(0.016)
(0.357)

P-value: husband’s ATM = 0
P-value: wife’s ATM = 0
P-value: husband’s = wife’s
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with estimated impacts for male accounts (insignificantly) larger in the short run and
impacts for joint accounts (insignificantly) larger in the long run. In contrast, estimated
impacts on accounts owned by women are negative and close to zero. To maximize
power, Panel C asks whether the treatment effect for women’s accounts differs from the
pooled effect for joint and men’s accounts. I reject the null of no difference at the
5 percent level for the number of transactions and the 5–10 percent level for the standardized indices. Furthermore, the estimated impacts on joint/men’s account use are
always statistically significant. For example, ATM cards nearly doubled the number of
deposits in both the short and the long run. Appendix Table A4 shows that the impact of
the ATM cards on open accounts is remarkably similar to the impact of the 20 percent
interest rate on all potential accounts.
Although the ATM cards had meaningful effects on bank account use, Appendix
Table A5 finds more muted evidence that the ATM treatments impacted broader financial and economic outcomes at endline. Although I do not find any significant
impacts on overall assets, debt, or income (which is unsurprising, given that these
measures are very noisy), I find some evidence that the ATM treatment reduced demand
for informal savings devices (namely ROSCAs).
Overall, the results in Table 4 present a puzzle: Why do women’s accounts respond
to the ATM treatment differently than joint and men’s accounts? It is not the case
that individual accounts simply don’t appeal to women because Table 3 shows that all
three types of accounts are utilized at relatively similar rates in the control group.
Another possibility is selection driven by account opening. This also seems unlikely, as
86 percent of couples who opened an account for the husband also opened an account
for the wife, and 89 percent of couples who opened an account for the wife also opened
an account for the husband. This suggests that at least some of the differences could be
driven by individual characteristics, such as household bargaining power, that differ
systematically between husbands and wives. The next section explores this idea.

IV. Exploring Mechanisms
A. Bargaining Power and Account Use
Given that women in my study area tend to have less bargaining power than men,
the gender difference in account use could be driven by intrahousehold concerns.
To study this issue, I conjecture that the ATM treatment was especially unattractive
to individuals with low bargaining power.16 If this conjecture is correct, accounts
owned by individuals with greater bargaining power should respond more positively
to the ATM treatment. If intrahousehold concerns were especially pressing, the ATM
treatment could even have a negative impact on individuals with low levels of bargaining power.

16. The relative attractiveness of ATM cards need not monotonically increase with bargaining power. Women
with very low bargaining power could simply forfeit control of accounts to their husbands regardless of the
ATM card (for example, see Anderson and Baland 2002). Because there is no evidence of a nonlinear
relationship in my data, I focus on the distinction between high and low bargaining power to streamline the
empirical work.
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To test this hypothesis, I use intrahousehold differences in demographic characteristics to proxy household bargaining power. I follow the literature in assuming that
demographic and economic characteristics that improve an individual’s utility outside
the marriage (or in a noncooperative equilibrium within the marriage) translate into
greater household bargaining power.17 I assume that having higher income, having more
years of education, being more literate, and being older than a spouse correlate with
greater relative bargaining power.18 I standardize each of these four variables and then
proxy individual i’s relative bargaining power by the average difference between i’s
values for these variables and i’s spouse’s (-i) values for these variables:
poweric =


1
+ xic - x -ic
4 x2X

This proxy is missing for 13 percent of my sample (101 couples). Fifty-one of these
couples had a missing response for at least one of the components in poweric. The proxy
is set to missing for the other couples because they may not have been married at
baseline.19 Appendix Table A6 shows that the treatments are uncorrelated with endline
attrition and that all treatments except “free ATM, wife’s account” are unrelated to
whether a couple was confirmed to be married. In the analysis, I recode missing
bargaining power values to zero and add a “missing bargaining power” dummy to all
regressions. The results are robust to dropping all couples with missing bargaining
power from the analysis.
Figure 2 plots the histogram of poweric, or the “demographic proxy,” among the 678
confirmed couples for whom poweric is nonmissing. Husbands have more proxied
bargaining power than wives—just 17 percent of women have greater proxied power
than their husbands, and the median difference between wives and husbands is -0.34
standard deviation units.
Is the demographic proxy the best available measure of baseline bargaining power?
The baseline survey also directly asked individuals about who in the household made
decisions about how to spend money and who did most of the saving in the household. It
is not ex ante obvious which proxy should be preferred, so in order to shed light on the
suitability of the different baseline proxies, the endline survey included an experimental
module in which couples made choices about how to divide a cash endowment both
individually and jointly.
Comparing choices made in private to those made jointly allows me to separately
identify bargaining power from altruism under the admittedly restrictive assumption

17. Examples include Manser and Brown (1980); McElroy and Horney (1981); Lundberg and Pollak (1993);
Thomas (1994); Lundberg, Pollak and Wales (1997); Browning and Chiappori (1998); Anderson and Baland
(2002); Angrist (2002); Chiappori, Fortin, and Lacroix (2002); and Lafortune (2013).
18. The reasoning for the first three is clear. It is less clear that being older than a spouse should increase
bargaining power (for example, younger spouses may have a greater chance of meeting another high quality
match if they reenter the marriage market). However, younger wives could have difficulty challenging the
authority of their older husbands (Jensen and Thornton 2003). Moreover, in the 2012 Kenya Demographic and
Health Survey the spousal age gap is significantly negatively correlated (-0.20) with age at first marriage,
another commonly used proxy of bargaining power.
19. The survey team verified the marital status of 752 of the 779 couples who participated in the baseline
sessions and found that 47 (6 percent) of these couples were not “true” couples, in that they were not married or
cohabiting at the time of experimental activities. I recode poweric to missing for all “unconfirmed” (not tracked
at endline or tracked but not actually married/cohabiting at baseline) couples.
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Figure 2
Distribution of Male Relative Bargaining Power in Couples
Notes: Sample limited to N = 678 confirmed couples. The bargaining power proxy is constructed by standardizing age, education, literacy, and income at the individual level and then taking the difference between the
values for individual i and his or her spouse. The proxy is the average value of these standardized differences.
This figure graphs male relative bargaining power. Female relative bargaining power is a mirror image of this
graph by construction.

that individuals have log utility over cash winnings in the game. Another limitation is
that the experimental proxy is only identified for 443 of the 559 still-married, stillcohabiting couples who also participated in the bargaining power game.20 Even so, it
is instructive to correlate the experimental proxy with the baseline bargaining power
proxies. In general, the demographic proxy appears to be a much better predictor of the
experimental proxy than self-reported decision-making power (Table 5).
There are multiple reasons why this could be the case. For example, self-reported
decision-making power could conflate actual bargaining power with intrahousehold
alignment of preferences. Self-reports are also more likely to be influenced by social
desirability bias, which could be important in a context like Kenya where gender norms
are strong.
That said, I add the caveat that the correlation between the experimental and demographic proxy is not robust to conditioning on gender (see Table 5, Column 5 versus
6). This means that the demographic proxy captures the fact that men have higher
experimental proxies than women, but the demographic proxy does not strongly

20. Bargaining power is not identified when both private allocations and the joint allocation coincide.
Appendix C provides additional detail on how the experimental proxy was constructed.
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Table 5
Correlation Between the Endline Experimental Proxy of Bargaining
Power and Baseline Proxies of Bargaining Power
(1)
Female

(2)

(3)

(5)

-0.272***
(0.075)

Demographic
proxy

(6)
-0.208***
(0.081)

0.155***
(0.059)

Spending—
I mostly decide

0.139*** 0.045
(0.058)
(0.070)
0.060
(0.057)

0.052
(0.059)

0.002
(0.056)

-0.182*** -0.177*** -0.148**
(0.068)
(0.070)
(0.067)

Saving—
I mostly save
R2
DV mean (men)
N

(4)

0.030
0.636
866

0.017
0.636
866

0.003
0.636
866

0.015
0.636
866

0.031
0.636
866

0.040
0.636
866

Notes: The dependent variable is always the endline experimental proxy of bargaining power. See Appendix C
for details on how the experimental proxy is constructed. The sample is limited to individuals in intact couples
who participated in the experimental allocation game, and for whom the experimental game produced an
identified estimate of bargaining power. Regressions are run at the individual level with robust standard errors
clustered at the couple level in parentheses. ***p < 0.01, **p < 0.05, and *p < 0.10.

correlate with the experimental proxy when limiting attention to a given gender. This
is not ideal, especially for identifying high versus low bargaining power individuals
within gender. Even so, Table 5 still suggests that the demographic proxy is the best
available baseline proxy and measurement error in the bargaining power proxy should
work to attenuate my results. I therefore use the demographic proxy as my primary
indicator of bargaining power.
B. Empirical Evidence
Testing the bargaining power hypothesis amounts to estimating heterogeneous treatment effects with respect to the demographic proxy. To do this, I limit the sample to
opened individual accounts and run the following regression:
(2)

yic = b0 + b1 freeatmic + b2 advic + b3 ( freeatm · adv)ic
+ hetic 0 k + ( freeatm · het)ic 0 c + zic 0 d + eic

where yic is a measure of account use, freeatmic is the free ATM dummy for the individual account owned by spouse i, and advic is a dummy variable equal to one if spouse
i is “relatively advantaged,” that is, has above-median bargaining power for their gender.
I use an above/below median split to ensure that I have variation in bargaining power for
both genders because 83 percent of men are “absolutely advantaged” in that the value of
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their bargaining power index is greater than zero.21 I also allow treatment effects to vary
with respect to other demographic characteristics of account holder i.22 These variables
are in the vector hetic, and zic is a vector including controls for own and spousal cash
prize selection, a dummy for the first six experimental sessions, and interest rate dummy
variables.
Table 6 presents the results when all accounts are pooled (Panel A) and for men’s
and women’s accounts separately (Panels B and C). Here I focus on the standardized
measure of account use that includes both short and long run measures of account
activity. The first column of Table 6 focuses exclusively on bargaining power. Here the
vector hetac only includes a dummy variable to identify female-owned accounts (Panel
A), a “missing bargaining power” dummy, and a dummy for unconfirmed couples. This
way, the coefficient on the relatively advantaged interaction is only identified using the
behavior of confirmed couples.
The coefficient on the ATM main effect is negative—in other words, individuals with
less proxied bargaining power use their accounts less when given an ATM card. The
interaction between the ATM main effect and the “relatively advantaged” indicator
is positive and significant both overall and for men. Moreover, the coefficient on the
interaction term is always larger in magnitude than the coefficient on the main effect,
which implies that individuals with more bargaining power value the ATM cards. (I can
reject that the net impact for relatively advantaged individuals is equal to zero at the
10 percent level both overall and for men.) Importantly, the bargaining power proxy is
not simply standing in for the overall match quality of a couple. In fact, if one spouse in a
couple is classified as “advantaged,” the other spouse is classified as “disadvantaged.”
Put another way, the results in Table 6 suggest that there is important within-couple
heterogeneity in which spouse responded to the ATM treatment. Finally, note that the
coefficient on the “advantaged” dummy is always negative and usually statistically
significant. This suggests that low-bargaining-power individuals have excess demand
for high-cost savings devices.
A key concern with the results in Column 1 is that the heterogeneous treatment
effect is not driven by bargaining power, but rather by some other characteristic correlated
with bargaining power. To address this, I add age, income, literacy, and education to hetic
in Column 2. This way, heterogeneity with respect to bargaining power is identified
by within-couple differences in demographics. In order to keep the interpretation of
the ATM main effect consistent, these newly added controls are demeaned (separately by
account type) before being interacted with the ATM dummy.23 This way the ATM main
effect always can be interpreted as the treatment effect for accounts owned by an individual with below-median bargaining power and average values of all other variables in
hetic. The results are robust to including these additional heterogeneous treatment effects.
The third column of Table 6 adds all remaining available demographic characteristics
detailed in Table 1 to hetic, except savings-related variables and self-reported decisionmaking variables. The additions include the respondent’s number of children, a polygamous dummy, occupation dummies, distance from the bank, and dummies for patient-now
21. Moreover, it is not obvious that a proxy value of zero should correspond to a household welfare weight of
0.5 given conditions on the Kenyan marriage market.
22. When a covariate has missing values, I recode the missing values to zero and include separate missing
dummies (and associated interaction terms, when relevant) in all regressions.
23. I follow the same convention for all other covariates included in hetac, except for the female account
dummy, which is demeaned unconditional on account type.

Table 6
Impact of ATM Cards on Standardized Account Use by Household Bargaining Power
(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

Free ATM

-0.184**
(0.083)

-0.274***
(0.100)

-0.290***
(0.108)

-0.374***
(0.126)

Free ATM · advantaged

0.488***
(0.177)

0.526***
(0.155)

0.489***
(0.173)

0.500***
(0.183)

Advantaged

-0.111
(0.078)

-0.216***
(0.081)

-0.221***
(0.082)

-0.221***
(0.085)

0.034**
0.083
628

0.099*
0.083
628

0.314
0.083
628

Panel A: All Individual Accounts

P-value: ATM + ATM · Advantaged = 0
DV mean (no ATM, not advantaged)
N

0.061*
0.083
628

Panel B: Men’s Accounts
Free ATM

-0.287***
(0.108)

-0.292*
(0.150)

-0.350*
(0.183)

-0.468**
(0.219)

Free ATM · advantaged

0.805***
(0.328)

0.558**
(0.284)

0.606**
(0.296)

0.629*
(0.361)

Advantaged

-0.052
(0.125)

-0.204*
(0.119)

-0.252*
(0.129)

-0.258*
(0.132)

0.268
0.085
319

0.222
0.085
319

0.520
0.085
319

P-value: ATM + ATM · advantaged = 0
DV mean (no ATM, not advantaged)
N

0.086*
0.085
319

Panel C: Women’s Accounts
Free ATM

-0.205*
(0.114)

-0.350***
(0.140)

-0.406***
(0.136)

-0.481***
(0.192)

Free ATM · advantaged

0.256
(0.164)

0.538***
(0.204)

0.530***
(0.202)

0.562***
(0.207)

Advantaged

-0.168*
(0.093)

-0.242**
(0.112)

-0.244**
(0.112)

-0.245**
(0.119)

0.682
0.081
309

0.181
0.081
309

0.360
0.081
309

0.561
0.081
309

+Demo.

+Savings

P-value: ATM + ATM · advantaged = 0
DV mean (no ATM, not advantaged)
N
Additional heterogeneity controls

None

+BP Comp.

Notes: The outcome in all specifications is the overall measure of standardized account use. Robust standard errors
(clustered at the couple level in Panel A) in parentheses. An individual is relatively advantaged if he or she has abovemedian bargaining power for his or her gender. All regressions include controls for own and spousal cash prize receipt,
a dummy identifying the first six experimental sessions, interest rate dummies, a dummy for unconfirmed couples, and
the interaction of the unconfirmed couple dummy and the ATM dummy. Panel A also includes a wife’s account
dummy and its interaction with the ATM dummy. The “BP Comp.” control set includes age, education, literacy and
income and interactions of these variables with the ATM treatment. The “Demo.” controls add number of children,
occupation (subsistence farmer and entrepreneur dummies), distance from the bank, a polygamous dummy, a patient
now-impatient later dummy, an impatient-now patient-later dummy, and interactions of these variables with the ATM
treatment. The “Savings” control set adds dummy variables for use of bank accounts, SACCO accounts, ROSCAs,
home savings, as well as recorded cash savings and interactions of these variables with the ATM treatment. All
variables except the bargaining power proxy and the female account dummy that are interacted with the free ATM
dummy are demeaned by account type. The bargaining power proxy is not demeaned and the female account dummy
is demeaned unconditional on account type. ***p < 0.01, **p < 0.05, and *p < 0.10.
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and impatient-later time preferences (which could be important if self-control problems
are driving the findings). Again, my results are robust to these additions.
Finally, it is possible that some of the main ATM treatment effects are driven by
substitution from preexisting formal accounts to the new experimental accounts. Because
men had higher rates of formal account ownership at baseline, this could lead to differential gender effects. To address this concern, Column 4 adds bank account, SACCO
account, ROSCA, and home savings dummies, as well as total cash savings at baseline
to hetic. The bargaining power results are robust to including these controls, although
it is not obvious that they should be included because baseline account use could be an
outcome of relative bargaining power. For this reason, I use the control set in Column 3
as my preferred specification. These results suggest that ATM cards targeted to individuals with below-median bargaining power significantly decreased bank account
use by 0.29 standard deviations units. In contrast, ATM cards that went to individuals with above-median bargaining power increased account use by 0.20 standard
deviation units.
C. Robustness and Alternative Mechanisms
Although Table 6 focuses on standardized account use, Appendix Table A7 shows that
these heterogeneous treatment effects are statistically significant for all measures of
account use included in the standardized index, as well as a version of the use index that
does not topcode deposits and withdrawals. It is also important to ask how robust my
results are to considering different measures of bargaining power. Appendix Table A8
presents additional results using (1) other transformations of the demographic proxy,
(2) a demographic proxy that includes individual baseline savings, (3) a principal components aggregate of the variables included in the demographic proxy, and (4) selfreported consumption and savings decision-making. Estimates of the ATM · bargaining
power interaction effect are almost always positive and statistically significant for
women. In contrast, the results for men are not very robust. This may be due in part to
the fact that men are usually at an absolute advantage in terms of bargaining power;
thus, it may be difficult to reliably identify the small number of men with low bargaining power across specifications.
Bargaining power is not the only mechanism that could generate the observed effects
in Table 6. When thinking about alternatives, the negative ATM effect for relatively
disadvantaged individuals is particularly useful for winnowing down competing theories. Many mechanisms could rationalize a null effect of ATM cards, but it is more
difficult to explain why the ATM card would be viewed as a disamenity for some group.
One possibility would be if ATM cards made it difficult to guard money against people
in participants’ social networks more broadly.24 Recall that the ATM card randomization
was conducted when the couples were sitting together, so card receipt was observable
to spouses, but not to others. Thus, individuals facing pressure from nonspouses could
have thrown the ATM card away or kept it secret. In contrast, it may have been difficult
for an individual to simply dispose of the card if it was of interest to his or her spouse.

24. Indeed, Jakiela and Ozier (2016) find that Kenyan individuals are willing to sacrifice returns from economic experiments to hide winnings from kin, and that this concern is especially pressing for women.
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Another possibility is that the effects are actually driven by self-control problems.
I argue that this is unlikely for two reasons. First, allowing for heterogeneous treatment effects with respect to patient now-impatient later and impatient now-patient
later preference reversals has no impact on my results (Table 6, Column 3). One
concern here is that the time-inconsistency measures are imperfect proxies of selfcontrol problems. This is particularly true because I used a front-end-delay method to
elicit time preferences. Thus, individuals never had to contend with the possibility of
receiving cash immediately, which may be a more relevant measure of time inconsistency. However, I find that individuals married to hyperbolic discounters are significantly less likely to agree with their spouse about how much to save at endline.
These individuals also report less agreement about how much to spend on temptation
goods for the spouse. This suggests that my baseline proxy has some ability to identify
present biased individuals. Second, bargaining power is not correlated with present
bias in my sample. More broadly, other work has found no evidence that women are
substantially more likely to be present biased than men.25 A third important driver of
heterogeneity could be financial literacy. If some respondents did not understand the
benefits of the ATM card, then they would have no reason to change their behavior. It is
difficult, however, to explain why less financially literate people would use a bank
account less when offered an ATM card. Moreover, the bargaining power results are
very robust to allowing for heterogeneous treatment effects with respect to education,
literacy, occupation, and savings device use, which are likely correlated with financial
literacy (Atkinson and Messy 2012). Given this, it is unlikely that financial literacy
explains the results in Table 6.
The experimental design also allows me to test another implication of the bargaining
power hypothesis: Heterogeneity should be apparent for innovations that change account liquidity (like ATM cards), but not necessarily for other innovations that alter
the relative attractiveness of accounts. I test this prediction by exploiting the fact that
individual accounts were treated with both ATM cards and interest rates. Whereas both
treatments increased account use (see Table 4 for ATM cards and Appendix Table A4
for interest rates), the interest rates did not change the security or liquidity of an account.
If the bargaining proxy is simply identifying individuals who are very sensitive to
improved account terms, I should therefore observe similar heterogeneous treatment
effects for both interest rates and ATM cards. If I do not observe heterogeneous responses with the interest rate, this supports the bargaining power story.
Table 7 repeats the analysis in Table 6 for interest rates.26 For ease of interpretation,
I study a dummy variable for “high interest,” set equal to one when an account was
randomly selected to receive 12 or 20 percent interest. Table 7 shows that higher interest
25. For example, Giné et al. (forthcoming) and Balakrishnan, Haushofer, and Jakiela (2015) find no significant
relationship between present bias and gender in Malawi and Kenya respectively. Dupas and Robinson (2013)
report that men are slightly more likely to be present biased (the opposite of what would be needed to rationalize
my results), but significance tests are not available.
26. Because interest rates were randomized unconditional on account opening, I include all potential individual accounts in the regressions. Because accounts earning higher interest were more likely to be opened,
higher interest rates are correlated with ATM card provision. To address this all regressions control for “ex ante”
ATM treatment status and a full set of associated heterogeneous treatment effects that parallel those with respect
to the high interest dummy. Ex ante ATM treatment status is equal to actual ATM treatment status for opened
accounts and is randomly set to 1 or 0 according to the ATM selection probability for unopened accounts.
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Table 7
Robustness Check: Impact of Interest Rates on Standardized Account
Use by Household Bargaining Power
(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

High Interest

0.113***
(0.037)

0.129***
(0.042)

0.132***
(0.043)

0.128***
(0.045)

High Interest · Advantaged

0.002
(0.059)

-0.045
(0.062)

-0.066
(0.061)

-0.061
(0.061)

Advantaged

-0.040
(0.033)

-0.047
(0.031)

-0.039
(0.030)

-0.035
(0.033)

P-value: ATM + ATM · Advantaged = 0
DV Mean (No ATM, Not Advantaged)
N

0.009***
-0.220
1558

0.039**
-0.220
1558

0.078*
-0.220
1558

0.076*
-0.220
1558

High Interest

0.148***
(0.058)

0.152***
(0.062)

0.148**
(0.068)

0.141**
(0.070)

High Interest · Advantaged

0.006
(0.098)

-0.030
(0.100)

-0.066
(0.099)

-0.053
(0.096)

Advantaged

-0.030
(0.045)

-0.013
(0.039)

-0.012
(0.040)

-0.013
(0.040)

P-value: ATM + ATM · Advantaged = 0
DV Mean (No ATM, Not Advantaged)
N

0.054*
(0.054)
-0.228

0.108
(0.108)
-0.228

0.204
(0.204)
-0.228

0.179
(0.179)
-0.228

High Interest

0.079*
(0.043)

0.110**
(0.053)

0.123***
(0.052)

0.084
(0.063)

High Interest · Advantaged

-0.013
(0.061)

-0.074
(0.073)

-0.105
(0.074)

-0.111
(0.078)

Advantaged

-0.047
(0.044)

-0.078*
(0.047)

-0.068
(0.042)

-0.061
(0.046)

P-value: ATM + ATM · Advantaged = 0
DV Mean (No ATM, Not Advantaged)
N

0.118
-0.213
779

0.401
-0.213
779

0.692
-0.213
779

0.636
-0.213
779

Panel A: All Individual Accounts

Panel B: Men’s Accounts

Panel C: Women’s Accounts

Additional Heterogeneity Controls

None

+BP Comp.

+Demo.

+Savings

Notes: Robust standard errors (clustered at the couple level in Panel A) in parentheses. The outcome in all
specifications is the overall measure of standardized account use. An account is coded as high interest if
the six-month interest rate was 12 or 20 percent. All regressions include controls for husband and wife cash
prize receipt, a dummy identifying the first six experimental sessions, a dummy for confirmed couples, and
the interaction of the confirmed couple dummy and the high interest dummy. All regressions also control for
ex ante ATM status and its interactions with the same covariates that are interacted with the high interest
dummy. Panel A also includes a wife’s account dummy. See notes to Table 6 for details on additional
heterogeneity controls. ***p < 0.01, **p < 0.05, and *p < 0.10.
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rates on both husbands’ and wives’ accounts increased account use, but that this treatment effect does not vary with the bargaining power proxy. These results suggest that
the bargaining power proxy is not simply identifying individuals who are highly
elastic to changes in bank account terms.

V. Conclusions
Recent empirical evidence finds that access to formal financial services
helps low-income individuals climb the economic ladder (Aportela 1999; Burgess and
Pande 2005; Kaboski and Townsend 2005; Ashraf, Karlan and Yin 2006b; Bruhn and
Love 2009; Dupas and Robinson 2013). Yet many individuals who have de jure access
to formal banking services choose not to use them. In this paper, I show that an innovation
as simple as an ATM card, which makes an account cheaper to use, can boost use of
preexisting formal bank accounts. However, my results underscore that financial innovation cannot come in a one-size-fits-all package. While ATM cards positively impacted
accounts owned either jointly or by men, the cards had no effect on use of accounts owned
by women. I present evidence that this difference is not just a black-box gender effect, but
is rather driven by different intrahousehold pressures faced by men and women.
The fact that ATM cards actually reduced formal account use for low-bargaining
power individuals is striking and suggests that intrahousehold concerns can mediate
how people save in large and meaningful ways. This insight has important implications for the design of savings products because technologies meant to make accounts
easier to access and cheaper to use could have unintended effects on groups like lowbargaining-power women. Developing products that offer both convenience and high
levels of safety and security could be one promising way of meeting the needs of lowincome savers facing intrahousehold concerns. More broadly, a range of different,
potentially customizable products likely will be needed to address the varied needs of
savers across the world.
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