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Abstract 

 

Evidence on the effects of female economic and psychological empowerment 

interventions on intra-household bargaining and, by extension, intimate partner 

violence is mixed. While these interventions sometimes lead to less conflict 

between male and female partners, at other times they can foster more abuse. On 

the one hand, resources theory asserts that economic scarcity increases the 

likelihood of conflict, since partners bargain over the distribution of limited goods. 

On the other hand, theories of backlash posit that the relative shift in control, 

independent of the absolute level of resources, threatens the man’s role and identity, 

prompting him to reassert control or extract resources via violence. But what 

explains, when either of the two theories holds? This exploratory study generates 

hypotheses for responsing to this question by comparing the reception of an 

established tablet-based financial education application targeting women with an 

enhanced version that frames financial education as a collaborative task and thus 

includes communication tips targeting the couple. The two versions were shared 

with 20 women and 10 of their male partners and a baseline survey, endline 

interviews, and tablet telemetric data were collected. Through the application of 

Multiple Correspondence Analysis (MCA), an inductive statistical technique 

adequate for small samples, three major female relationship profiles were identified 

using baseline household variables. The mapping of tablet telemtric data and 

qualitative analysis of learning recall collected two weeks after the intervention 

revealed a patterned reception of financial education, couple’s communication, and 

gender norm messages contingent on the relationship profile. Theoretical 

implications of the generated hypotheses are discussed, with the goal of informing 

the future design and evaluation of female psychological and economic 

empowerment interventions that better test for heterogeneous partner profiles. 

 

 

Keywords: financial education, intimate partner violence, empowerment, household bargaining 

JEL Codes: D13, J16, G41    

 
† Special thanks to Rodrigo de Reyes, Gloria Reyes, and Mauricio Romero from Fundación Capital for coordination, 

implementation, and data collection. Thanks to Jeannie Annan and Rachel Lehrer from the International Rescue 

Committee for technical support for the design of the LISTA Family tablet-based application. Thanks also to Jorge 

Zavala from Universidad del Pacífico for research assistance. The design of LISTA Family was made possible by 

generous support from Innovations for Poverty Action’s IPV fund, with thanks to Pace Phillips for grant 

administration. The research detailed in this study was made possible with funding from the BBVA Center for 

Financial Education and Capability. The analysis presented are the author’s alone and do not represent those of 

Fundación Capital nor the BBVA Foundation.   
‡ Universidad del Pacífico, Lima, Peru. (email: bird_md@up.edu.pe) 

mailto:bird_md@up.edu.pe


 1 

Introduction 

Why is it that some women’s empowerment interventions decrease intimate partner violence 

(IPV), while others foster more conflict and abuse?  

Evidence indicates that women with greater relative control over household resources 

either via labor income, savings, land ownership or the like have more bargaining power with 

partners (Doss, 2013). Experimental and quasi-experimental results likewise demonstrate that a 

shift in either the absolute or relative resources for the woman – be it via work income, 

microcredit, cash transfers, or a rise in relative income due to exogenous weather shocks – can 

lead to increased household spending on food (Duflo and Udry, 2004), durable goods (de Brauw 

et al., 2014), and children (Rubalcava et al., 2009; Bobonis, 2009). Finaly psychological 

empowerment, via knowledge transfer and increased self-efficacy, may also improve intra-

household bargaining positions for women (Buller et al., 2018). 

But psychological and economic empowerment do not always decrease IPV (Eswaran 

and Malhotra. 2011, Buller et al., 2018). While Resources Theory asserts that increased 

resources may lessen bargaining conflict over goods (Fox et al., 2002), a shift in the woman’s 

control and share of goods, independent of the absolute level, may also threaten the man’s role 

and identity, prompting a backlash whereby the male partner feels threatened by the woman’s 

new role or resources and either seeks to reassert control or extracts resources via violence 

(Bloch and Rao, 2002; Angelucci, 2008). 

Unfortunately, we still lack models and evidence for understanding these heterogeneous 

effects. This exploratory study generates hypotheses for understanding a subset of this larger 

research problem by examining how couples with different relationship profiles receive 

messages from two variants of a financial education intervention. One version of the intervention 
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consists of an established and proven tablet-based financial education application (Attanasio et 

al., 2019), which frames information about budgeting, saving, and debt for women. The second 

variant shares the same financial education content, but frames the messages for the family, 

targeting both male and female users. 

Partner profiles were created with data from a short baseline survey which asked about 

family demographics, financial practices, and household decision making. Three relationship 

profiles were identified via use of multiple correspondence analysis (MCA), an inductive 

statistical technique adequate for small samples (Le Roux and Rouanet, 2010). These profiles 

were then used to guide analysis of tablet usage data and qualitative interviews conducted two 

weeks after the intervention, resulting in several hypotheses to explain possible heterogeneous 

effects (via message reception) of economic and psychological empowerement interventions. 

The rest of the paper is structured as follows. Section 1 circumscribes the research 

problem by framing it within the financial education and intra-household bargaining literature. 

Section 2 describes the methdology, which is not commonly used in development studies, but is 

promising for future application, especially in smaller studies, such as pilots. Section 3 presents 

the results, while Section 4 defines the emerging hypotheses. Section 5 concludes. 

 

Women’s Empowerment, Intra-household Bargaining, and Intimate Partner Violence 

Competing economic models of the household make different assumptions about what utility 

members seek to maximize and how. Unitary models, as the name implies, assumes that 

members pool income and maximize the same preferences (Becker, 1965). Non-unitary models 

weaken the shared preference assumption. One version, the collective approach, acknowledges 

differences in preferences and differential control over resources, but demonstrates how, despite 



 3 

these conditions, optimal outcomes emerge (McElroy and Horney, 1981; Manser and Brown, 

1980). Another version, the non-cooperative model, maintains that intra-household bargaining 

between members with different preferences may lead to sub-optimal outcomes (Carter and 

Katz, 1997). 

 These models thus differ on two levels – assumptions about common preferences and, if 

preferences are not shared, assumptions about the implications of unequal access to or control 

over resources. Intra-household bargaining between couples over resources can be understood 

through the frame of women’s empowerment, a construct that may consist of three components: 

resources, agency, and achievements (Kabeer, 1999). Resources include present or future access 

or claims to material, human, and social assets. Agency refers to the ability and freedom to make 

decisions that affects one’s life. Achievements consist of well-being outcomes, with the 

experience of IPV serving as one among many.  

 The relationship between resources and agency, on the one hand, and IPV, on the other, 

has been hypothesized as occurring through one of three pathways (Buller et al., 2018). Although 

these pathways were originally identified in a mixed-method review of evidence on the influence 

of Conditional Cash Transfer (CCT) programs, they imply the proximate outcomes of increased 

access to cash (financial capital), knowledge and skills (human capital), and social support and 

networks (social capital). In other words, each serve as economic, psychological and social 

resources within the household, which mediates the woman’s interaction with her partner.  

Specifically, the three hypothesized pathways include poverty and well-being, intra-household 

conflict, and women’s empowerment. The poverty and well-being pathway posits that reduced 

economic scarcity in the form of food security, savings and better coping strategies will improve 

emotional well-being and lead to less IPV. The intra-household conflict pathway hypothesizes, 
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on the one hand, that an increase in cash availability will either help households better meet daily 

needs (which reduces conflict) or spur the purchase of temptation goods (which fosters more 

conflict). Finally, the women’s empowerment pathway leads to the woman actively seeking a 

shift in bargaining dynamics, which could either threaten the male thus fostering more conflict or 

lead to acceptance by the male, thus decreasing IPV.  

 This framework serves as a guide for hypothesizing the impact of two variants of the 

LISTA training.  

 

A Theory of Change: LISTA Classic vs. LISTA Family 

The LISTA financial education initiative, developed by Fundación Capital, was designed to 

leverage the existing conditional cash transfer (CCT) infrastructure in Latin America to build 

financial capability for female beneficiaries. This is achieved via a tablet-based financial 

education application distributed by “mother leaders” who are already responsible for organizing 

and leading groups of 20 to 25 mothers for the CCT program. These leaders facilitate tablet 

adoption by convening beneficiaries, showing them the application, and leaving the tablet in the 

household for a set number of days. In the household, mothers often share the tablet with 

children and other adult members, including spouses. Participants spend time with the 

application in the comfort of their homes, study at their own pace, and customize their learning 

by focusing on topics most relevant to them. The application integrated audio, video, and gaming 

elements in an attempt to overcome literacy barriers and make use more entertaining. 

Specifically, it let users visualize savings, expenses, and debt; included educational content and 

video testimonials on topics; and provided simulations and games about ATM use, mobile 

wallets, and rules of thumb. 
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A randomized evaluation of the LISTA program in Colombia between 2015 and 2017 

indicated that the LISTA Initiative had significant positive impacts on financial knowledge, 

attitudes, practices, and performance, increasing for poorer, less educated, and more rural 

populations. Over two year after the intervention ended, users continued to exhibit increased 

financial health. Critical mechanisms included well-designed content and a social learning 

component (Attanasio et al.. 2019). A subsequent USAID grant helped to scale the LISTA 

program in Colombia, the Dominican Republic, Honduras, and Mexico between 2017 and 2018. 

Given evidence of female financial and decision-making empowerment in these evaluations, the 

social nature of the LISTA intervention, and implementation with CCT beneficiaries, one may 

have also hypothesized still unmeasured indirect effects. On one hand, the empowerment of 

women – via increased financial capability and savings – may have positively influenced 

intimate partner relationships. On the other hand, this empowerment may also have 

unintentionally increased conflict and limited the intervention’s positive impact for some. 

For these reasons, an enhanced version of the original LISTA app was created – LISTA 

Family. Designed initially within the Colombian context1, both ecological and behavioral causes 

of IPV were considered. Ecological causes include structural poverty, machista gender norms, 

and armed conflict (Heise, 2011; Abramsky et al., 2016). Proximate behavioral causes may 

consist of (a) interpersonal and organizational power dynamics, (b) exposure to violence, (c) 

stress and scarcity, (d) situational conditions enabling violence, and (e) PTSD (Annan et al., 

2015). The LISTA app addresses the issue of resource scarcity relating to intra-household 

conflict and IPV via its focus on building female economic autonomy. However, by embedding 

four additional components within LISTA Family, the tablet-based application also addresses 

 
1 Colombia is among the most violent countries for women in the region (WHO, 2013; Bott et al., 2014), while Latin 

America is the most violent region for women in the world (UNDP, 2017). 
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interpersonal power dynamics. These elements include messages about (a) inclusion of males in 

the household care activities, (b) CLEAR rules communication for conflict resolution, (c) 

empathy for understanding the other, and (d) calming methods. 

A comparison of LISTA Classic with LISTA Family would enable us to test the impact 

that couple-focused content would have both on financial education outcomes and IPV. Figure 1 

maps the proposed mechanisms through which LISTA Classic and LISTA Family may influence 

IPV. Evidence from the original RCT evaluation suggests that the original LISTA intervention 

had an effect on both consumption smoothing via better household management and savings, i.e., 

economic empowerment (Pathway 2.1), and female psychological empowerment (Pathway 

2.2.1). If a unitary household model is assumed, one could reason that less scarcity may lead 

directly to less stress and less IPV (Pathway 2.1 – 2.1.1. – 3.1).  

 

Figure 1: Pathways from Financial Inclusion to Intimate Partner Violence 

 
 

 
Source: Author  

 

However, the proposed theory of change also accounts for collective and non-cooperative 

household models. The model hypothesizes a reduction in material scarcity, which is a 

reasonable assumption given evidence from the original randomized evaluation. One may then 

hypothesize that, ceteris paribus, this would reduce intensity of the conflict over resource 
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distribution and associated stress levels (Figure 1 - 2.1.1), thus decreasing the likelihood of IPV 

(Figure 1 - 3.1). Additionally, shifts in scarcity through changes in the mother’s relative 

economic contribution to the household, via enhanced financial skills or resources (Figure 1 - 

2.1.2), would also alter the bargaining positions within the household, thus leading to women’s 

economic empowerment (Figure 1 - 2.1.3). The remaining LISTA-induced changes affecting the 

norms and attitudes (Figure 1 - 2.2.1) of the mother in regard to her self-perceived role and 

agency are associated with an increase in psychological empowerment (Figure 1 - 2.2.2). 

Either means of empowerment (economic or psychological) may lead to changes in the 

allocation of roles and resources via daily intra-household bargaining (Figure 1 - 2.3). However, 

standard “male backlash” theories of household bargaining explaining IPV (Hidrobo & 

Peterman, 2016) state that men may exert violence as a means to control women’s behavior and 

power over resource management (Figure 1 - 2.3.2). In response to women’s increased 

empowerment, violent men would increase IPV (Figure 1 - 3.2) to compensate for increased 

female autonomy or extract resources. LISTA Family (Figure 1 – 2.3.1) addresses this aspect of 

IPV generation by either improving communication within the household (Figure 1 – 2.3.2) or 

neutralizing male perception of threats (Figure 1 - 2.3.2), resulting in lower IPV (Figure 1 - 3.1).  

A pilot study was designed to initially test the validity of this model and hypotheses, 

focusing first on financial education and couple’s content message receptivity, with the 

reasoning that this is a first and necessary condition for activating the hypothesized mechanisms.  

 

Methodology 

To understand the relationship between financial education, couple’s communication, and their 

potential effect on intra-household bargaining, two versions of the LISTA tablet were randomly 
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assigned to two neighboring communities. LISTA Classic was the original version of the tablet-

based application, which focused on commucating financial education messages within a female 

empowerment frame. LISTA Family adapted the original LISTA application’s financial 

education content, while embedding messages about and tips for improving couple’s 

communication. 

 

Study Location and Participants 

The pilot was conducted in Sevilla, a municipality located in the Department of Valle del Cauca 

in southwestern Colombia (see Images 1 and 2). Sevilla is situated in the eje cafetero, the 

historical center of Colombia’s coffee production. As such, the community relies on the coffee 

economy, which is characterized by high and low seasons. The high season occurs during 

harvarst between October and January, with a minor harvest in the middle of the year. The rest of 

the year, much of the population struggles to smooth income and find work. 

Nearly all study participants relied to some degree on agricultural labor. Average family 

income for a family of four was $200.000 COP (65 USD) per week. It was common to 

supplement income via commerce, agricultural and construction work, or informal labor, such as 

driving mototaxis. Most families adhered to the cultural model of the male “provider,” who was 

responsible for income outside of the household, while women engaged in domestic or 

reproductive work in the home.  

 

Study Design 

The tablets were distributed with the help of local community leaders, including the president of 

the Community Action Committee, a common organizational form found in Colombia. For the 
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study, two vulnerable neighboring communities were selected in the urban area of Sevilla. 

Criteria for selection were the same in both communities. The families had to be couples and be 

recipients of Colombia’s Más Familias en Acción CCT program. The community leader 

recruited members through her network, approached the selected families, and inquired about 

their interest in participating in a training relating to improvement of the household’s quality of 

life. Further details about the content were not shared, except that it included a technological 

component. In most cases, recipients cited the opportunity to acquire knowledge beneficial for 

the family and, secondarily, support for community activities as the main motivations for 

participation. 

The tablet was distributed for on average two to four days each to a total of 20 families – 

10 with LISTA Classic in one community and 10 with LISTA Family in the other community. 

The two communities were randomly assigned. The tablet versions were split between 

communities in order to avoid message spillover between participants. Women in all 20 families 

received the tablet. However, in half of the households in each community, the tablet was also 

distributed to the men. As such, a total of 30 people received tablets, among the 20 households. 

(See Table 1.) Male participation was also important for gauging receptivity to both the financial 

education and the couple’s communication content.  

 The intervention lasted one week. Recipients used the tablets in their home at their own 

pace, often with family members, especially adolescent children. Average tablet use was 176 

minutes for women (median 83) and 86 minutes for men (median 85). 

Table 1: LISTA Distribution Design 
 Male Female Total 
LISTA Classic (Community 1) 5  10 15 
LISTA Family (Community 2) 5 10 15 
 15 15 30 
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Data Collection 

During the home visit, but prior to tablet distribution, the facilitator conducted a baseline survey. 

Of the 30 selected participants, 29 received the tablet. Two weeks following the intervention, 28 

of the 29 users were interviewed in depth about the tablet intervention, content, and intra-

household dynamics. Three focus groups were conducted: one for female LISTA Classic users, 

one for female LISTA Family users, and one combining male users of both versions of LISTA.  

 The baseline survey collected demographic data (age, education, household size and 

composition) and information on financial practices (works, saves, has debt, has enough money), 

intra-household bargaining (decisions and partner communication), and psycho-social elements 

(self-efficacy and empowerment). Qualitative interviews and focus groups were semi-structured 

and concentrated on the experience with and use of the tablet, message retention, financial 

practices, and partner communication and conflict (see Tables 2 and 3 for descriptive statistics).  

 

Empirical Analysis 

Analysis was guided by a multiple correspondence analysis (MCA). Unlike parametric statistics, 

which is a deductive approach that makes population level inferences based on samples and 

distribution assumptions, MCA is an inductive technique based on geometric data analysis (Le 

Roux & Rouanet, 2010).  Similar to principal component analysis, which seeks to identify latent 

factors emergent from linear continuous variables, MCA plots categorical responses on 

multidimensional geometric scales to identify how responses cluster, thus enabling the mapping 

of both response categories and individuals in a geometric space. An added advantage of the 

MCA technique is that the inductive statistical analysis can be used with small samples. The 

best-known use of MCA is the sociological analysis of tastes in French society by Pierre 
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Bourdieu (1984). Bourdieu (1996) also used the technique to analyze the structure of the French 

grandes écoles, with sample sizes as little as 15 and 21 universities.  

 The MCA was constructed using the following categories: Financial and labor practices, 

household decisions, partner household collaboration, and psychosocial measures. Supplemental 

variables, which are not included for calculating the statistical model, were overlaid on the plots 

in order to identify how they correspond to structural characteristics. These supplemental 

variables included household size, age, education level, and income. To understand the 

relationship between the core MCA dimensions and tablet use and engagement, supplemental 

variables for whether the person completed the tablet application and time spent were also 

included. Once graphed, analysis is interpretive, with specific rules used to consider which 

variables should be taken into account for the interpretation, given their statistical contributions 

to each dimension. 

 To identify the threshold contribution, a rule of thumb for analysis is to count the number 

of categories in the model (43 in this case, see Table 4)  and  use it as denominator to calculate 

the threshold contribution for the model, with 100 as the numerator. The division of 100 by 43, 

thus results in 2.23, which indicates that only variables around or above this threshold should be 

considered to interpret each dimension (see bold numbers in Table 4).   The next section 

provides an interpretation of the MCA results. 
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Table 2: Descriptive Statistics: Household and LISTA Intervention  
 

Variable 
Women Men 

Obs. Mean Median Std. Deviation Min. Max. Obs. Mean Median Std. Deviation Min. Max. 

Demography / Household Characteristics              

Age 20 31.80 30 8.86 21 52 10 33.50 33 8.80 23 46 

Education level (grade levels) 19 8.16 8 3.11 0 12 10 6.30 5.5 4.08 1 11 

Completed secondary education 20 0.70 1 0.47 0 1 10 0.40 0 0.52 0 1 

Number of household members 20 4.75 4 1.86 3 11 10 4.80 4.5 1.14 3 6 

Number of underage household members 20 1.75 2 0.91 0 4 10 1.70 1.5 0.82 1 3 

Number of employed  household members 20 1.50 1 0.61 1 3 10 1.90 1.5 1.29 1 5 

LISTA intervention              

Tablet use (time in minutes) 20 174.05 82.9 241.20 21.4 950 10 85.76 85.3 23.37 47.9 122 

Completed LISTA modules 20 6.90 7.5 1.94 1 8 10 6.80 7 1.03 5 8 

Modules completed at 100% 20 0.85 1 0.37 0 1 10 0.80 1 0.42 0 1 

Financial practices              

Works 20 0.45 0 0.51 0 1 10 1.00 1 0.00 1 1 

Own income (COP*) 17 131764.71 0 229107.92 0 700000 10 733000.00 700000 292576.68 400000 1400000 

Saves 20 0.40 0 0.50 0 1 10 0.30 0 0.48 0 1 

Has defined savings goals 20 0.20 0 0.41 0 1 10 0.20 0 0.42 0 1 

Keeps written accounts 18 0.22 0 0.43 0 1 10 0.00 0 0.00 0 0 

Total household expenses (COP*) 11 389090.91 400000 145976.34 150000 600000 7 557142.86 600000 78679.58 400000 600000 

Enough money for household expenses 20 0.45 0 0.51 0 1 9 0.89 1 0.33 0 1 

Owns debt 20 0.15 0 0.37 0 1 10 0.50 0.5 0.53 0 1 

 
* The exchange rate during the intervention was 3276 COP = 1 USD 

 
 



 13 

Table 3: Descriptive Statistics: Intra-household Bargaining, Collaboration, and Psychosocial 
 

Variable 
Women Men 

Obs. Mean Median Std. Deviation Min. Max. Obs. Mean Median Std. Deviation Min. Max. 

Intra-household Bargaining              

Manages household resources 20 1.85 2 0.75 1 3 10 2.40 2 0.52 2 3 

Decides most important decisions 20 2.10 2 0.64 1 3 10 2.40 2 0.52 2 3 

Decides to work outside the house 20 2.50 3 0.83 1 3 10 2.90 3 0.32 2 3 

Decides use of cash transfer 20 2.30 2.5 0.80 1 3 9 2.11 2 0.60 1 3 

Decides to save 20 2.40 3 0.75 1 3 10 2.10 2 0.57 1 3 

Partner collaboration              

Freq. partner took care of sick household members 20 2.90 3 0.97 1 4 10 3.80 4 0.63 2 4 

Freq. partner bought groceries 20 3.20 4 1.15 1 4 10 3.80 4 0.63 2 4 

Freq. partner cleaned the house 20 2.30 2 1.13 1 4 10 3.40 4 0.97 2 4 

Freq. partner cooked meals 20 2.25 2 0.97 1 4 10 3.40 4 0.97 2 4 

Freq. partner did the laundry 20 2.15 2 1.27 1 4 10 3.30 4 0.95 2 4 

Freq. partner took care of children 20 2.70 2 0.98 1 4 10 3.70 4 0.67 2 4 

Quality of partner communication 20 3.15 3 0.59 2 4 10 3.20 3 0.42 3 4 

Psychosocial              

Self-efficacy 20 2.75 2.75 0.73 1.5 4 10 3.00 2.88 0.90 1 4 

Gender norms agreement 20 1.60 2 0.50 1 2 10 1.78 2 0.44 1 2 



 14 

 
Images 1: Geographical Location of Sevilla, Valle de Cauca, Colombia 
 

   
Source: Google Maps Source: Google Maps Source: Fundación Capital 
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Images 2: Trained Participants 
 
 

 

 

 

 
Source:  Fundación Capital
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Table 4:  Main MCA Results 

 

Categories coord sqcorr contrib coord sqcorr contrib coord sqcorr contrib

No 0.992 0.595 0.030 0.058 0.001 0.000 0.535 0.043 0.009

Yes -1.213 0.595 0.037 -0.071 0.001 0.000 -0.654 0.043 0.011

No -0.586 0.345 0.011 -0.938 0.344 0.029 -0.237 0.014 0.002

Yes 0.879 0.345 0.017 1.407 0.344 0.044 0.356 0.014 0.003

No 0.792 0.438 0.019 1.027 0.287 0.032 0.022 0.000 0.000

Always -0.968 0.438 0.023 -1.255 0.287 0.039 -0.027 0.000 0.000

No -0.066 0.021 0.000 0.501 0.467 0.012 -0.119 0.017 0.001

Yes 0.371 0.021 0.001 -2.837 0.467 0.067 0.676 0.017 0.004

Partner -0.815 0.297 0.013 -1.384 0.333 0.037 -0.527 0.031 0.005

Both 0.992 0.549 0.025 0.138 0.004 0.000 -0.197 0.005 0.001

You -0.807 0.138 0.007 2.111 0.367 0.050 1.366 0.098 0.021

Low 1.443 0.602 0.046 1.108 0.138 0.027 -0.415 0.012 0.004

Medium -1.300 0.478 0.033 -1.275 0.179 0.032 0.437 0.013 0.004

High -0.489 0.069 0.003 0.011 0.000 0.000 0.051 0.000 0.000

Agrees -0.003 0.000 0.000 0.614 0.055 0.008 -2.533 0.600 0.143

Disagrees 0.002 0.000 0.000 -0.409 0.055 0.006 1.688 0.600 0.095

Partner 1.081 0.144 0.010 -1.665 0.133 0.023 3.266 0.325 0.089

Both -0.990 0.716 0.033 0.009 0.000 0.000 -0.109 0.002 0.000

Woman 1.726 0.516 0.041 0.977 0.064 0.013 -1.698 0.124 0.040

Partner 2.258 0.507 0.057 -2.010 0.156 0.045 2.082 0.107 0.048

Both 0.176 0.002 0.000 2.989 0.273 0.050 3.581 0.250 0.071

Woman -0.670 0.443 0.017 0.147 0.008 0.001 -1.106 0.300 0.048

Partner -0.121 0.002 0.000 -2.891 0.500 0.093 -1.709 0.111 0.032

Both -1.776 0.720 0.053 0.214 0.004 0.001 0.507 0.015 0.004

Woman 1.114 0.538 0.034 1.028 0.178 0.029 0.380 0.015 0.004

Partner 0.109 0.001 0.000 -3.865 0.607 0.124 -0.042 0.000 0.000

Both -0.127 0.007 0.000 0.045 0.000 0.000 1.542 0.244 0.040

Woman 0.040 0.002 0.000 1.029 0.414 0.032 -0.829 0.171 0.021

Bad 2.698 0.419 0.040 0.530 0.006 0.002 -4.572 0.298 0.116

Good 0.090 0.011 0.000 -0.272 0.038 0.003 1.391 0.638 0.070

Very good -1.312 0.426 0.024 0.495 0.024 0.003 -1.788 0.196 0.044

No 0.741 0.195 0.012 -1.621 0.364 0.058 -0.877 0.068 0.017

Yes -0.494 0.195 0.008 1.081 0.364 0.039 0.585 0.068 0.011

No 2.194 0.684 0.067 -1.147 0.073 0.018 -0.238 0.002 0.001

Yes -0.731 0.684 0.022 0.382 0.073 0.006 0.079 0.002 0.000

No 0.801 0.444 0.021 -0.946 0.241 0.030 -0.402 0.028 0.005

Yes -1.201 0.444 0.032 1.419 0.241 0.045 0.603 0.028 0.008

No 0.711 0.635 0.020 0.045 0.001 0.000 -0.082 0.002 0.000

Yes -1.659 0.635 0.046 -0.105 0.001 0.000 0.190 0.002 0.001

No 0.999 0.807 0.036 -0.030 0.000 0.000 0.399 0.032 0.006

Yes -1.854 0.807 0.067 0.055 0.000 0.000 -0.742 0.032 0.011

No 1.162 0.761 0.041 0.034 0.000 0.000 -0.398 0.022 0.005

Yes -1.420 0.761 0.050 -0.041 0.000 0.000 0.486 0.022 0.006

Partner cooks

Partner laundry

Partner cares for children

Who decides how to spend cash transfer

Who decides to save

Quality of couple communication

Partner cares for sick

Partner does shopping

Partner cleans

Debt

Who manages household income

Self-efficacy

Agreement with gender norms

Who makes important household decisions

Who decides if the woman works

Dimension 1 Dimension 2 Dimension 3

Woman works

Woman saves

Income enough for spending needs
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Partner Relationship Dimensions 

The MCA analysis of the 20 women resulted in three dimensions which account for two-thirds of 

the total contribution to the model (see Table 4). The first dimension, which explains 40.8 

percent, captures a continuum between financial health and consensus on household 

responsibilities on one end vs. financial stress and strict division of labor on the other. The 

second dimension, which accounts for 15.9 percent, reflects male-dominated vs. shared 

household decisions. The third dimension, which accounts for 10.1 percent, reflects 

dissatisfaction vs. acceptance of gender norms. The combination of the three dimensions results 

in identification of several partner profiles. These dimensions will first be specified before 

characterizing the three main couple profiles. These profiles, in turn, help explain differential 

receptivity to two versions of the LISTA intervention. 

 

Dimension 1: Healthy collaboration vs. Stressful division of labor 

The first dimension or continuum captures two types of division of labor (see Tabel 4, column 4 

and Appendix 1), as reflected by the negative coordinates and contribution sizes above 0.023. 

The left side of the continuum reflects woman working (-1.21, 0.04) and the couple sharing 

important household decisions (-0.99, 0.03) , including how to use government cash subsidies    

(-1.78, 0.05), which the government by policy typically sends to the woman. Other factors 

include the woman registering higher self-efficacy (-1.45, 0.06), and the male partner 

collaborating more with household tasks, including buying household items (-0.73, 0.02), 

cleaning the home (-1.20, 0.03), cooking (-1.66, 0.05), doing the laundry (-1.85, 0.07), and 

caring for children (-1.42, 0.05). These households also claimed to have less difficulty covering 

monthly expenses (-0.97, 0.02). Taken as a whole, this continuum reflects a healthy collaboration 
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in terms of income contribution, household decisions, partner communication, and household 

tasks. Half of the 20 women fall on the left side of the axis (see Figure 1).  

In contrast, the right end of the contiuum is related to women not working (0.99, 0.03),  

low women’s self-efficacy (1.44, 0.05), poor couple’s communication (2.70, 0.04), ,women 

reporting that they make important household decisions (1.73, 0.04) and decide subisidy use 

(1.14, 0.03), and less partner collaboration with household tasks, especially shopping (2.19, 

0.07), laundry (1.00, 0.04), and childcare (1.16, 0.04) (see also Appendix 1). The right side of 

the continuum thus reflects sharper gender-based division of labor. The secondary analysis 

which overlays supplementary variables on the MCA plot, reveals that the left side of the 

continuum reflects secondary education and more household income, while the right side is 

below secundary education and less income (not shown given space constraints). 

The fact that women who lack secondary education and have less self-efficacy are also 

those who report being reponsable for important household decisions may sound contradictory, 

but not when viewed within the context of a gender-based division of labor. Consider the 

example of point number 5, positioned to the farthest right on the first dimension (see Figure 1). 

We will call her Daniela. She is 35 years old and lives with her partner and their 8-year-old 

daughter. She wakes up daily at 5:45am to get her daughter for school and husband for work. 

The husband (who washes cars) and the daughter leave at 6:45am. Daniela tends to household 

tasks in the morning before preparing lunch, which is ready when the husband brings the 

daughter back from school. After eating, the husband leaves again, while the daughter does 

schoolwork and supports Daniela in the home. “The routine is tiring sometimes,” she confesses. 

 

The whole day you’re at home, sometimes you want to contribute more, as for 

him, he gets exhausted too, working all day …. I’d like to finish school to get a 

good job and I really want to change the daily monotony of being at home all day 
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long doing housework. Instead, you want to be able to contribute something to the 

home in order to improve [the situation]. 

 

Daniela’s partner is responsible for all household income, a total amount she does not know with 

certainty, while she manages the expenses. “He brings the money every day, hands it to me, and 

I save it. From there I pay the rent, other bills, the food,” she explains. When asked if she has to 

report spending to him, she laughed. “He brings it to me and he knows everything is for the 

house,” she said. As indicated by her location in the MCA graph (Figure 1), she effectively 

saves, in her mind, and is the one managing the household expenses. However, she also has not 

completed her studies and wishes she could do more.  

 Contrast Daniela with point number 10, on the left end of the continuum (see Figure 1). 

We will call her Leona. She is 34 and lives with her partner and three girls, ages 13, 16 and 20. 

She works periodically as a sales person for a clothing store, while her partner is an agricultural 

day laborer. Her husband awakes at 5:00am to go to the fields and returns at 5:30pm. Sometimes 

he supplements his income by driving a mototaxi in the evenings. The three children are in 

school.  Leona splits her time between the home and the store. While her income varies based on 

her sales, she claims to earn more than her partner. They share expenses. “Sincerely, we just get 

by,” she explained. “We fight to reach our threshold [tope] every 15 days.” Although her partner 

does not have a bank account, she has one with a gender-focused bank, another dormant bank 

account, and an active credit relationship with a separate entity. They discussed together taking 

out a small credit to buy a heater, though the debt would be in her name. She pays the quota out 

of her income. Finally, they share work in the household, with his help especially on the 

weekend, though sometimes the division is not always even. “You know, men are a little lazier, 

they’re like ‘oh, I have to go here and then there’.” 

 



 20 

Dimension 2: Male-dominated vs. Shared economic decisions  

The second dimension captures decision making dynamics, especially related to financial 

management (see Appendix 2 and Figures 1 and 3). At the top of the continuum, the woman 

manages household expenses (2.11, 0.05), decides how to use cash transfers (1.03, 0.03), and 

chooses whether to save (1.03, 0.03), with actual savings (1.41, 0.04).  Yet these households are 

also those in which both decide whether the woman works (2.99, 0.05), expenses are not met 

(1.03, 0.03), and women have low self-efficacy (1.11, 0.03). Finally, the men help clean (1.42, 

0.05) and care for household members when sick (1.08, 0.04). 

Conversely, the bottom of the continuum reflects the man managing the household 

expenses (-1.38, 0.04) and making important household decisions (-1.67, 0.02), including 

whether to save (-0.94, 0.03), how to use the subsidy (-2.90, 0.09), and whether the woman 

should work (-2.01, -0.05). The male also does not help clean the house (-0.95, 0.03) and care for 

household members when sick (-1.62, -0.06). These households have more trouble meeting 

monthly expenses (-1.26, 0.04), though, interestingly, the women have moderately higher self-

efficacy than the top side of the continuum (-1.28, 0.03). 

Compare point number 6, sitting at the top of the continuum, with point number 17, 

situated at the other extreme (see Figure 1). We refer to number 6 as Carolina. She is 27 and 

lives with her partner and two children, ages 8 and 14. She is a homemaker, while her partner has 

a job caring for pigs and supplements income driving a mototaxi. When asked about financial 

management of the household, she explained. “Economically, it is him because he does work and 

he gives me the money to spend. I have to take out 300,000 pesos for the market since I have to 

know what I have to buy.” She admitted that she also manages a small store and occasionally 

cleans houses, though she dismisses it as a principal source of household income. Although her 
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partner exercises greater control over the household finances, she claims to carve out modest 

financial space of her own, though she continues to speak about decisions using “we.”  She 

explained, “the store is separate but we practically don’t count on it since whatever enters we 

invest back into it. We don’t take anything out of there. And when I go to clean homes, well, that 

is separate too, for silly things that I like to buy but that’s all.” 

Point number 17, who we will call Lorena, sits at the other end of the continuum (see 

Figure 2). She is 26 and lives with her mother, her partner, and two children, ages 7 and 11.  Her 

husband works in construction. She awakes at 5:30am to get the children ready for school. After 

her husband leaves, she works in the home. She claims that they discuss spending decisions 

together – “when we buy something, we both decide” – although she confesses to having taken 

out a an informal credit on her own for her sister, without consultation with him, and it caused 

problems, with the husband having to help pay down the debt. “He got angry, talked to me and 

said ‘you shouldn’t do that, you have to tell me, why did you do that to me?’ That’s when I 

realized and I said yes, and we talked.” Lorena also appears appears to have more conflict in her 

relationship. “He is too moody, although sometimes he’s right, sometimes he is right to get 

angry, but other times no. Let’s say he’s irritated, so I sit to talk with him, because I don’t like it 

when he’s rude, so I sit to talk and he isn’t careful with me, and I tell him ‘take better care of me’ 

and he makes a face … when he gets angry he will also leave or sit quietly, but he doesn’t accuse 

me.” She also admits that she will sit quietly or leave. “It takes two to fight,” she concluded. 

 

Dimension 3: Dissatisfaction vs. Acceptance of Norms of Gender-based Division of Labor 

The third dimension reflects the woman’s position regarding gender norms, especially with respect 

to decisions (see Appendix 3 and Figures 2 and 3).  



 22 

 The greatest contribution to the continuum is that of agreement or disagreement with the 

following statement: “It is the man’s job to earn money, while the woman’s role is to take care of 

the home and family” (agrees, -2.53, 0.14; disagrees, 1.69, 0.10)  The second biggest contribution 

is the quality of partner communication (bad, -4.57, 0.12; good, 1.39, 0.07; very good -1.79, 0.04). 

Together the two variables and its categories account for nearly half the dimension. Interestingly, 

positions vis-à-vis this statement do not align positively or negatively with actual income and 

financial management practices nor participation in household tasks. Rather, they correlate with 

particular decisions. At the bottom part of the dimension, agreement with gender-based division 

of roles aligns with not only poor communication but the woman (a) claiming to make important 

daily household decisions (-1.70, 0.04), (b) deciding whether she should work (-1.11, 0.05), and 

(c) her decision to save (-0.83, 0.02), while the man decides how to use the government subsidy (-

1.71, 0.03). In contrast, at the top part of the continuum, disagreement with gender-based division 

or roles aligns with (a) the partner making important daily household decisions (3.27, 0.09), (b) 

either the partner or both deciding whether the woman should work (patner, 2.08, 0.05; both, 3.58, 

0.07)), and (c) both deciding whether to save (1.54, 0.04). Interestingly, heterogeneous effects 

appear in relation to partner communication, with the greatest alignment with both poor and very 

good communication, though the former contributes most to the dimension. As will be seen, this 

heterogeneity seems to correspond with where the couple falls on dimension 1. The healthier the 

household collaboration, the better the partner communication; the more sharply defined the 

division of labor, the worse the partner communication. Finally, when mapping supplemental 

variables, disagreement with gender norms aligns with smaller households, while agreement 

correlates with larger households and lack of secondary education (not shown given space 

constraints). 
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 To exemplify the top part of the dimension, consider point number 2 (see Figure 2). Call 

her Cristina. She is 23-year-old mother of an eight-year-old boy and disagrees with gender-based 

division. She stays at home, while her partner works nights as a gas station attendent. “He gives 

me the money and says ‘this is for rent, this is for utilities’ like that,” she explained. “He is 

saving for a house.” She confesses that it is common to argue with him, mostly because he gets 

jealous. She is open to altering the household routine. “It would be good to change them every 

now and then,” she said, “because one gets bored always doing the same thing.” She has tried to 

get him to contribute more in the home – “that is equality, the men should also help in the house” 

– but not him, she laughed, since he sleeps all day before work in the evening. “He is the man, he 

is the one who rules in the house,” she continued. “When you go out, you have to ask 

permission, tell him where you are going and everything. If you want to do something in the 

house, you have to tell him.” 

Contrast Cristina with point number 12, located at the other extreme of the third 

dimension but at the same magnitude as the first dimension, with respect to existing actual 

division of labor (see Figure 2). We will refer to her as Ana. She is 21, does not work, and lives 

with her parents, two brothers, partner, and three children, ages four months and 3 and 9 years. 

She was 12 when her first child was born. Her brother and her partner work as agricultural 

laborers and are responsible for household income. They are paid weekly and, up until then, give 

the money to the mother to manage the household expenses. At the time of the study, however, 

her mother was “very sick” and her 9-year-old daughter was in the hospital, having broken her 

arm in three places. She explained that her partner does not help much in the home. After 

arriving home, “he lies down, watches TV, and that’s it.” When asked why, she admitted, “it’s a 

crazy thing, no? He should help more, right? I do tell him ‘you should collaborate more with the 
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children,’ because he can see me busy with the housework but not him.” When they argue, “he 

gets so angry he leaves and it’s better that he does to not allege things to him,” she shared. “He 

loses himself. To not talk to anyone, and one goes to talk to him about something, but no, not 

him. It’s like he doesn’t listen.”  

 

Female Partner Relationship Profiles 

These dimensions may be combined to create several profiles. These include what we will label as 

Resigned, Assertive, Deputy Collaborator, Deputy Subordinate, and Partner (see Figure 1).  

The Homemakers: Resigned vs. Assertive. The most salient sub-group is that of points 

2, 5, 8, 9, and 12. All cluster on the right side of dimension 1 in the middle of the dimension 2 axis, 

suggesting that the dominant characteristic is the “stressful division of labor” between the men and 

women. Yet when crossing dimension 1 with dimension 3 gender norm agreement axis, the five 

points split cleanly into two sub-groups, with 9 and 12 at the bottom agreeing with the gender-

based division norm, while 2, 5, and 8 do not (see Figure 2). For analysis purposes, we will label 

the group that agrees as “Resigned” and the group that does not agree as “Assertive.” The 

respective positions have implications for LISTA message reception.  

 The Deputies: Collaborator vs. Subordinate. A similar pattern repeats itself comparing 

two additional sub-groups, which grade out higher on dimension 2 (shared economic decisions), 

but sitting just to the left and the right of dimension 1 (healthy collaboration vs. stressed division 

of labor) (see Figure 1). One sub-group, represented by points 1, 24, and 26 have relatively 

healthier collaboration compared to points 6, 15, and 27. (In MCA analysis, the geometric distance 

between points characterizes relative as opposed to absolute differences.) Interestingly. when 

comparing these two sub-groups along dimension 3 (norm agreement), we find linear differences 
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between both groups, confirming the orthogonal differences between dimensions (see Figure 3). 

Since dimension 1 does not dominate these two profiles, we will refer to them as “Deputies,” since 

they actively support the male-led partnerships, but will distinguish them as Deputy Collaborators 

(healthier collaboration) and Deputy Subordinates (greater gender-based division of labor). 

 The Partners. On the far left end of Dimension 1 (healthy collaboration), we do not see a 

marked difference when crossing these points (4, 10, 13, 16, 20, and 29) since in none of the cases 

does the women grade out highly on the second dimension (see Figure 1). The distinction between 

male-dominated and shared economic decisions thus does little to characterize the group. This may 

lead one to conclude that the Resigned and Assertive profiles are similar along dimension 2 since 

they do not exhibit marked differences. But this is misleading. The males do not appear to dominate 

decisions for the Resigned and the Assertive profiles precisely because of the sharper division of 

labor that exists in the household. On the other end, in the group we will call the “Partners,” the 

males do not dominate decisions because there is more co-equal decision making, but without as 

sharp a division of labor. In this group, the women, after all, are more likely to work and contribute 

income to the household, thus changing not only houshold decision-making but also collaboration 

dynamics, as male partners also contribute more to tasks in the home. 

 

Reception of Financial Education and Couple’s Communication Messages 

The three major (or five specific) female partner relationship profiles offer insight into how the 

women, given their psychological orientation and household dynamics, received the financial 

education and couple’s communication messages. 

 

The Homemakers: Resigned vs. Assertive 
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Unfortunately, all five women in the Resigned vs. Assertive group received the LISTA Family 

tablet. Of them, however, all freely identified financial education messages while four of five 

rememberd couple’s messages (see Table 6). For the financial education messages, savings-related 

themes were the most salient, followed by the importance of setting a goal and being safe while 

working. Interestingly, budgeting was not identified. The savings and goal-setting themes may 

have resonated with this group given their context. Since they do not have their own income and 

they register the lowest self-effacy, saving and setting a goal directly address both of these needs. 

Differences were not see between the Resigned and Assertive groups.  

 Yet differences appeared with respect to which practices women reported adopting. All 

three women classifed as “Assertive” – based on the high rating on dimension 1, null rating on 

dimension 2, and higher relative rating on dimension 3 (norm disagreement) – reported trying to 

act on the couple’s communication messages over the previous two weeks. Of the two women 

classified as “Resigned” – based on the high rating on dimension 1, null rating on dimension 2, 

and lower relative rating on dimension 3 (norm agreement) – only one rememberd couple’s 

themes. The remained woman, who did not recall couple’s messages, reported beginning to save 

in a piggy bank, but stopping recently. These results thus suggest the following two hypothesis:  

 

H1:  When a woman is in a sharp gender-based division of labor in the household, her  

disagreement with gender norms, which correlates with poor partner communication, 

explains both the likelihood of remembering messages and seeking to act on them. 

 

H2:  If a woman is in a sharp gender-based division of labor in the household, her agreement  

with gender norms explains the likelihood of focusing on savings and goal-setting  

messages.  

 

 

The Deputies: Collaborator vs. Subordinate 
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The sub-groups closest to the Resigned and Assertive profiles are the Deputy Collaborator and 

Deputy Subordinate. They differ in two respects from the previous two profiles. While the Deputy  

households are characterized by relatively less gender-based division of labor, they also exhibit 

greater male dominance in economic decisions. Of the six members of this sub-group, five of the 

six remembered financial education messages. When they did, all five identified savings, while 

three of six mentioned budgeting. Although only two of the six reported adopting practices, both 

of those who did had begun keeping written budgets. 

 Of the six women in the Deputies group, two received the LISTA Family tablet. Both 

recalled couple’s communication messages. One highlighted the importance of being aware of 

machismo in the relationship, while the other elaborated on the importance of communicating with 

one’s partner, especially about spending, a topic related to budgeting, though this person was not 

considered one of three who mentioned budgeting explicitly.  Interestingly, this person also 

disagreed with gender norms, while the woman who gained awareness of machismo had expressed 

agreement in the baseline. This finding suggests that a prerequisite for increased recognition of the 

importance of couple’s communication may be the awareness of machismo.  

The recall of saving and budgeting has a logic when taking the household context into 

account. The Deputy group represents more households where men manage expenses and make 

important decisions, including if the woman works, whether to save, and how to use subsidies. 

Women, mostly, do not actually save and there is more use of debt. Savings and budgeting may 

thus act as two ways women can exert more control over male-dominated economic decisions. Not 

coincidentally, communication message recall was linked to negotiating with the man over 

spending. These results suggest the following hypothesis:  

 

H3:  When women are in households in which men exercise greater control over economic  
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decisions, there is a greater likelihood to seize onto savings and budgeting messages and 

subsume communication messages within this frame. 

 

 

The Partners  

The Partner group is characterized almost completely by dimension 1 (healthy collaboration), with 

slight differences in dimension 2 and bigger but still modest differences in dimension 3. Five of 

the six members of this group freely recalled savings messages – be it how to save or the 

importance of saving, especially in emergencies. Four of six identified budgeting messages, while 

three highlighted the importance of insurance, indicating a more sophisticated user profile. After 

all, this group on the whole had more secondary education than the other profiles. As for practice 

adoption, four of six had begun to take action, with three having begun to keep written budgets.  

Although two of the six women classified as partners receiving LISTA Family, neither 

recalled couple’s messaging – compared to both users  who did from the Deputies profile and five 

of six users from the Homemakers group. This suggests that either the couple’s messages are either 

not pertinent or not necessary for the Partner profile, given the existing level of collaboration, self-

efficacy, and communication quality. These results suggest the following hypothesis:  

 

H4:  When women are in households with higher levels of collaboration and households  

approximate either the unitary or collective model, the likelihood of the impact of couple’s  

messaging decreases while the likelihood of the impact of (right-fit) financial education 

messaging increases. 

 

 

Relationship Profiles and Treatment Intensity 

The dimensions – and by extension profiles – also help understand the degree of engagement with 

the tablet or the intensity of treatment. A supplementary mapping of tablet completion and total 

time onto the dimensions indicates that, on the one hand, women higher in stressful division of 
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labor and male-dominated economic decisions, were least likely to complete the application. On 

the other hand, women who disagreed with gender norms, spent the most time using the tablet.  

This MCA analysis was supplemented with the comparison of tablet engagement outcomes 

via ttests, which highlight greater levels of engagement overall with LISTA Family compared to 

LISTA Classic. Overall, LISTA Family users spent more time on the tablet, with statistically 

significant results for LISTA Family men vs. LISTA Classic men (see Table 5). However, this 

could be due to the fact that LISTA Family contained one additional module and thus more content 

per module. One would thus expect different percentage of modules completed. But despite the 

longer amount of time to complete LISTA Family, all users completed every module, while this 

was not the case for LISTA Classic. Alhough these results should be taken cautiously as suggestive 

rather than definitive, they indicate greater engagement, especially by men, with LISTA Family.  

Table 5: Comparison between LISTA Classic an LISTA Family 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Variable 
Lista Classic Lista Family Difference 

A B B - A 
Women    

Modules completed at 100% 0.7 1.0 0.3** 
Tablet use (time in minutes) 144.5 207.4 62.9 
Average time spent per module 28.5 25.9 -2.6 
% of completed modules 0.8 1.0 0.2* 

Men    
Modules completed at 100% 0.6 1.0 0.4* 
Tablet use (time in minutes) 69.1 102.4 33.2*** 
Average time spent per module 10.7 12.8 2.1* 
% of completed modules 0.9 1.0 0.1* 

    

Variable 
Women Men Difference 

A B B - A 
All    

Modules completed at 100% 0.8 0.9 0.0 
Tablet use (time in minutes) 85.8 175.9 90.2 
Average time spent per module 11.8 27.2 15.5* 
% of completed modules 1.0 0.9 0.0 

Interviewed couples    
Modules completed at 100% 0.8 0.8 0.0 
Tablet use (time in minutes) 85.8 122.6 36.9 
Average time spent per module 11.8 23.2 11.4* 
% of completed modules 1.0 0.9 -0.1 
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Discussion and Conclusion 

This exploratory study seeks to generate hypothesis for explaining the mixed effects of female 

psychological and economic empowerment on intra-household bargaining and by extension IPV 

by focusing on the relationship between relationship profiles and information receptivity. . 

 Results indicated that three dimensions characterize the nature of household partner 

relationship dynamics: healthy collaboration vs. stressful division of labor (dimension 1), male-

dominated vs. shared economic decision (dimension 2), and gender norm agreement vs. 

disagreement (dimension 3). Together these dimensions combine to create three major profiles: 

Homemakers, Deputies, and Partners. The Homemaker profile may be further divided into 

Resigned or Assertive sub-groups, while the Deputies may be characterized as Collaborators or 

Subordinates. 

 These relationship profiles help explain patterns of female recall about financial education 

and couple’s communication messages shared via the tablet application. In sum, the more women 

disagreed with gender norms, the more the recall of couple’s communication and the higher the 

likelihood of seeking to apply learnings (H1). For those who agreed with gender norms or lived in 

non-cooperative households with male-dominated economic decisions, the financial education 

messages served as an alternative pathway for empowerment (H2 and H3). Finally, the relative 

impact of couple’s communications may be more muted for those already experiencing healthy 

collaboration, given that households approximate more a unitary or collective model (H4). 

 The differential reception of financial education, couple’s communication, and gender 

norm messaging suggest that based upon the woman’s partner profile, one may expect 

heterogeneous reception – and therefore possibly heterogeneous effects on IPV – of this tablet-



 31 

based, couple’s framed financial education intervention. However, findings remain exploratory, 

resulting instead in hypotheses rather than generalizable claims. A larger-scale study is needed to 

understand the potential for this intervention to move the non-cooperative households toward a 

collective model via the econonomic and psychological empowerment created by the financial 

education, couple’s communication, and gender norm messaging. 
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Figure 1: Dimension 1 (division of labor) vs. Dimension 2 (decision control)  

 

 

Deputies 

Homemakers 

Partners 
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Figure 2: Dimension 1 (division of labor) vs. Dimension 3 (norm agreement)  
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Figure 3: Dimension 2 (decision control) vs. Dimension 3 (norm agreement)  
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Table 6: Female Reception of LISTA Messages 

 
User # Treatment Financial Messages Couple Messages Reported practices  Profile 

1 Family Importance of saving 
How insurance works 

Communicate with 
partner, especially about 
spending 

None Deputy 
Collaborator 

2 Family  Savings for emergencies 
Spend reasonably 
Careful with debt 

Couple’s communication 
Importance of third-party 
support to calm down 

Dialogue with partner in 
general and savings in 
particular 

Assertive 

4 Family How to budget 
Importance of saving  
How to use an ATM 

None None  Partner 

5 Family Importance of savings 
Work safety 

Partners should help one 
another 

Question your role in the 
home 

Assertive 

6 Family How to budget 
Savings 

Importance of 
communication within 
family 

Began to keep a budget Deputy 
Subordinate 

8 Family Create a savings plan 
How to use an ATM 
Elements of a budget 
Have a goal and dream  

Awareness of managing 
machísimo 

The “red dress” video gave 
her motivation. 
Tries to calm herself before 
entering arguments.  

Assertive 

9 Family How to save 
Advantages of banks 
Labor safety 

Importance of third-party 
support to calm down 

None Resigned 

10 Family Spend reasonably 
Importance of insurance 

None Improve written budgets Partner 

11 Family Save for a business 
How to use an ATM 
Confront daily problems 

None Uses and ATM None 

12 Family Have a goal and dream 
How to save 

None Began to save in piggy bank, 
but stopped 

Resigned 

13 Classic How to save 
Importance of saving 
Importance of insurance 
Work safety 
Elements of a budget 
Have a goal and a dream 

None Began to keep written 
budget 

Partner 

15 Classic None None None Deputy 
Subordinate 

16 Classic How to save None Change in motivation, began 
to look for new locale for 
business 

Partner 

17 Classic Importance of saving 
Careful with debt 

None None None 

20 Classic How to save 
Importance of insurance 

None Began to keep written 
budget 

Partner 

22 Classic How to save None None None 

24 Classic How to budget 
Saving for emergencies 

None Began to keep written 
budget 
Began to buy in volume 

Deputy 
Collaborator 

26 Classic Importance of saving 
Better formal savings options 

None None Deputy 
Collaborator 

27 Classic Spend reasonably 
How to save (is feasible) 
Elements of a budget 

None None Deputy 
Subordinate 

29 Classic How to save None None Partner 
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Table 7: Male  Reception of LISTA Messages  

 
User # Treatment Financial Messages Couple Messages Reported practices  Female Profile 

3 Family How to budget 
Importance of saving 
Advantages of banks 

None None Deputy 
Subordinate 

7 Family  Spend reasonably 
How to budget 
Importance of insurance 
Careful with debt 

None None Partner 

14 Classic   None Partner 

18 Classic   None Partner 

19 Classic   None None 

21 Classic How to save 
Advantages of banks 
How to budget 

None Keep a written budget (with 
partner) 

Partner 

23 Family How to budget Be aware of partner, 
especially with spending 
Collaborate at home 

None Assertive 

25 Classic How to save 
Saving for emergencies 
Careful with debt 

None None Partner 

28 Family How to save Understand your partner None Resigned 

30 Family   None Deputy 
Collaborator 
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Appendix 1: Categories - Dimension 1 (divison of labor) vs. Dimension 2 (decision control)  
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Appendix 2: Categories - Dimension 1 (divison of labor) vs. Dimension 3 (norm agreement) 
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Appendix 3: Categories - Dimension 2 (decision control) vs. Dimension 3 (norm agreement) 
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Appendix 4: Dimension 1 (division of labor) vs. Dimension 2 (decision control) – with male partners plotted 
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Appendix 5: Dimension 1 (division of labor) vs. Dimension 3 (norm agreement) – with male partners plotted 
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Appendix 6: Dimension 2 (decision control) vs. Dimension 3 (norm agreemment) – with male partners plotted 

 

 

 


