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Abstract: This paper examines the role of spousal trust in intra-household decision making
through its potential of inciting the creation of information asymmetries in the presence
of resource unobservability. We experimentally elicit spousal trust and trustworthiness
by means of a binary trust game to assess heterogeneity in saving behavior among low-
income slum dwellers in urban India. 360 married couples were randomly assigned to
either a control group, receiving a shared saving device (a lockbox), or a treatment group,
receiving a private saving device (a zip-purse) in addition to the lockbox. We find that
the supplementary receipt of the private device significantly increased the wife’s savings in
couples with a low level of spousal trust. In couples with higher levels of trust, the effect
coefficient turned negative. While this heterogeneity is driven by the wife’s mistrust in
absence of her husband’s trustworthiness, we provide supportive evidence of an important
channel being more effective hiding of the wife’s savings amounts, facilitated through the
private saving device. From a policy perspective, our findings have important implications
for the design and evaluation of household-based (saving) interventions by offering a novel
explanation for existing discrepancies between their observed and intended effects.
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I Introduction

Most economic and financial decision making models are based on either the unitary
household model or cooperative models of decision making. While the former assumes ho-
mogenous preferences among household members, the latter continues to assume efficiency
in choice outcomes. Empirical evidence suggests that often neither of these assumptions
hold.

An extensive literature on income pooling behavior reveals that the relative income
distribution within the household affects decision making processes and choice outcomes,
however such distribution factors are considered to have no influence in a unitary setting.
An early empirical test was conducted by Thomas (1990), who employed survey data on
family health and nutrition from Brazil and found that unearned income in the hands of a
mother had a larger effect on the family’s health than income controlled by the father. In a
more recent contribution, Duflo (2003) showed that the impact of pensions received within
the scope of the South African social pension program varied by gender of the recipient.
Pensions received by women had a large impact on the anthropometric outcomes of girls,
while no such effect was found for pensions received by men.

Even though cooperative and bargaining models take such distribution factors into account,
they continue to largely assume pareto-efficient outcomes, which presume the absence of
alternative solutions that would be preferable for all household members (Browning et al.,
2014a). This is contradicted by empirical evidence of failures to realize efficiency gains in
the presence of non-cooperative behaviors and information asymmetries between decision
makers (e.g. Udry, 1996; Ashraf, 2009; Hoel, 2015; Fiala, 2017; Verschoor et al., 2019).

For instance, Schaner (2015) found in a field experiment in Kenya that wives preferred a
private savings account over a joint account when spouses exhibited differences in saving
preferences, even if they had to sacrifice interest for this. Moreover, women were more
likely to stop using their bank accounts when their husband’s access to it is improved
(Schaner, 2017). Similarly, Castilla (2019) showed that asymmetric information reduced
the pool of resources observed by household members, resulting from the fact that one
out of four spouses chose to partly keep their money private when given the option. In
her study, this strategic exploitation of information asymmetries led to substantial losses
in efficiency that were as high as 24%. This evidence on hiding behaviors among wives
suggests that women are willing to endure losses in order to protect information about
their income from their husbands or restrict his access to it (e.g. Anderson and Baland,
2002; Baland et al., 2011; Schaner, 2015; Jakiela and Ozier, 2016; Boltz et al., 2019).

In light of this, a heretofore unexamined underlying factor in theoretical models of household
decision making is trust and trustworthiness among spouses. On the one hand, spousal
trust and trustworthiness might reflect distribution factors affecting pareto weights or
threat points in cooperative or bargaining models, respectively. For instance, in the case of
caring preferences, Browning et al. (2014b) suggest that caring for a partner resembles an
increase in the partner’s pareto weight, giving her a greater weight with respect to egoistic
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preferences. Similar considerations might be valid in the case of trust and trustworthiness,
whereas one’s own trust towards the partner may increase her bargaining power.

On the other hand, when considering the widespread existence of patriarchal societies in
which social norms distribute most of the decision power in the husband’s favor (Baland and
Ziparo, 2017), spousal trust and trustworthiness might assume a different, additional role.
As in precisely such societies, divorce or remarriage are rarely an option for women (ibid.),
these unbalanced power relations are more likely to result in uncooperative behaviors
while remaining inside the marriage. In light of this, spousal trust relations could arise as
predictors of uncooperative behaviors, such as deliberately withholding information about
income, savings or consumption (especially by the weaker positioned household member),
and thus, of the creation of information asymmetries.

The neglect of spousal intra-household dynamics as determinants in household decision
making may have meaningful consequences from a policy perspective by explaining a
discrepancy between observed and intended effects of various household-based interventions.
Such factors are often not taken into account when designing (and evaluating) interventions,
which are largely based on unitary assumptions and cooperative decision making. This
raises the concrete question to what extent the impacts of various household-based
interventions, such as loan disbursements, saving interventions or cash transfers, are in
fact sensitive to spousal trust and trustworthiness dynamics.

In view of the above, this paper examines whether spousal trust and trustworthiness
explain heterogeneity in household financial decision making through their potential of
inciting the creation of information asymmetries in the presence of resource unobservability.
We test this in the context of a saving promotion intervention that introduces random
variation in the hiding behaviors of low-income slum dwellers in urban India, assuming
that the intervention’s intended effects are particularly sensitive to spousal intra-household
dynamics (Anderson and Baland, 2002; Schaner, 2015; Schaner, 2017; Riley, 2018). 360
study households were randomly assigned to either a treatment group receiving a shared
saving device (a lockbox with two keys) in combination with a private saving device (a
zip-purse), or a control group, receiving only the shared saving device. Spousal trust and
trustworthiness were quantified experimentally by a sequential prisoner’s dilemma, which
was conducted jointly with husbands and wives in a separate lab-in-the-field experiment.

Overall, we find no significant treatment effects of the portable private saving device
on participants’ total or dis-aggregated saving balances. In contrast, the results reveal
statistically significant treatment effects if splitting participants into distinct subgroups
according to the dimensions of spousal trust.

The additional receipt of the private saving device substantially increased the wife’s savings
amounts for couples with a low level of spousal trust, relative to their counterparts with
higher levels of spousal trust (p-value: 0.035). Specifically, in the subgroup of couples with
an untrustworthy husband and a non-trusting wife, the latter reported saving amounts
that were twice as high as those of wives in the subgroup of higher-trust couples. While
wives in the low-trust subgroup showed a positive and significant effect of additionally
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receiving the private saving device (p-value: 0.06), the effect coefficient turned negative
for the subgroups with higher levels of spousal trust.

We provide supportive evidence from within the treatment group that a relevant channel
behind the increase in savings in low-trust couples are systematic hiding behaviors of the
wife, facilitated through the private saving device. This is additionally supported by the
finding that both, the main heterogeneity in treatment effects and the evidence on the
hiding channel within the treatment group, are driven by (i) the mutual absence of the
wife’s trust and the husband’s trustworthiness, (ii) the sample of female participants and
(ii) less easily accessible saving balances, precisely bank and post office or national account
savings rather than savings at home. In line with this, it seems that low-trust couples use
the private saving device as an intermediate means of concealment before resources are
secured in participants’ bank accounts.

Third, we show that this heterogeneity does not simply reflect differential dimensions of
spousal control over financial resources across households. Assuming that spousal trust
and trustworthiness and spousal control within the household are likely related, one may
argue - in line with previous evidence - that the observed heterogeneity in treatment
effects is in fact driven by differential levels of spousal control (Ashraf, 2009; Fiala, 2017;
Riley, 2018). However, our results remain unchanged if we include a control variable that
captures the wife’s involvement in financial decision making in the household and thus,
her level of financial control.

This is the first study to examine spousal trust and trustworthiness as factors in household
decision making as well as in the specific context of household-based saving interventions.
In doing so, we contribute to the line of research that uses experimental games to acquire
in-depth insights into decision making processes within the household (Iversen et al., 2011).
Moreover, the conducted trust game is only the second and so far the largest experimental
elicitation of spousal trust and trustworthiness in a country of the Global South (Castilla,
2015). The remainder of this paper is structured as follows. Chapter II introduces the
theoretical background of household decision making models and the specific context of
household-based saving interventions. Chapter III lays out the experimental design, its
testable predictions and empirical strategy, whose results are reported in Chapters IV, V
and VI. Chapter VII concludes.

II Theoretical background

A. Models of household decision making and the potential role of spousal trust

Theoretical models of household decision making are roughly classified into unitary and
non-unitary models, whereas among the latter the literature further distinguishes between
cooperative, bargaining and non-cooperative models (Samuelson, 1956; Becker, 1965;
Manser and Brown, 1980; McElroy and Horney, 1981; Becker, 1981; Carter and Katz,
1997; Fafchamps, 2001). Empirical evidence suggests that unitary models of household
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decision making fail to adequately predict economic choice outcomes at the household
level, including savings, household demand, child health and labor supply, amongst others
(e.g. Thomas, 1990; Browning, 1995; Lundberg et al., 1997; Browning and Chiappori, 1998;
Attanasio, Lechene, et al., 2002; Duflo, 2003; Attanasio and Lechene, 2014).

By assuming that a single utility function captures the preferences of all household
members, such models neither take into account the fact that household members may
indeed have very different preferences, nor their bargaining power in the decision making
process that is induced by these differences. This is particularly relevant for the household
type investigated in this paper, which is at minimum a two-person household, consisting
of a married couple, most of the time with children, and often also of further members of
the extended family.

The class of collective or cooperative models performs better in this regard by allowing
for multiple utility functions to represent differential preferences of household members
and by assuming a decision making process between them, which ultimately determines
choice outcomes. Important determinants in these models are bargaining or decision
making power of household members, and more importantly, their distribution factors (e.g.
relative income distribution) and their presumed impact on the decision making process,
which itself cannot be observed directly. In the case of bargaining models, distribution
factors are defined as affecting the decision making process by determining household
members’ individual threat points, i.e. their potential outcomes if no agreement is reached
(Browning et al., 2014b).

The most prominent example for a distribution factor is relative income, wages or earnings
of household members, examined through tests of income pooling, which were used
extensively to assess the validity of the unitary model (ibid.). Browning et al. (2014a)
provides an overview of some of these studies focused on high-income countries, which
provide strong evidence against the validity of the unitary model of household decision
making (e.g. Thomas, 1990; Browning, 1995; Fortin and Lacroix, 1997; Browning and
Chiappori, 1998; Attanasio, Lechene, et al., 2002; Duflo, 2003). Additional distribution
factors that have - however less extensively - been explored by the empirical literature
are relative levels of education, control of land, factors related to divorce laws or benefits,
reported influence within the household, background family factors or relative networks of
husband and wife (see e.g. Browning et al., 2014a, for a list).

Regardless of the fact that cooperative and bargaining models aim to take into account
the above factors, they continue to largely assume pareto-efficiency in choice outcomes
(Browning and Chiappori, 1998; Apps and Rees, 1988). For cooperative models and for
the case of bargaining models, efficiency refers to the condition that there is no money
ultimately left on the bargaining table, or in other words, that there is no other possible
solution, that would be preferred by all household members (Browning et al., 2014b). This
is contradicted by empirical evidence of non-cooperative decision making processes and
inefficient choice outcomes in the presence of information asymmetries and additional
distribution factors that remain unaccounted for.
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First, in the presence of insufficient or asymmetric information about each others’ resources
and preferences, household members often do not realize efficiency gains (Udry, 1996;
Mazzocco, 2007; Ashraf, 2009; Dubois and Ligon, 2011; Iversen et al., 2011; Castilla and
Walker, 2013; Kebede et al., 2014; Castilla, 2015; Hoel, 2015; Fiala, 2017; Castilla, 2019;
Verschoor et al., 2019). Second, despite the variety of factors that have been explored as
distribution factors in the decision making process, the vast majority of research in this
regard has focused on the one most prominent distribution factor, namely the relative
income of household members (Browning et al., 2014a; Strauss et al., 2000). Spousal
control and frictions within the household as well as social norms that diminish the role of
women in financial management structures are other distribution factors of a somewhat
softer nature that have not been sufficiently explored (Fiala, 2017; Ambler et al., 2018;
Mani, 2020).

Especially in the case of married couples across countries of the Global South, a limited
observability of household finances and a strong prevalence of social norms prejudicial to
women may provide potential for information asymmetries, uncooperative behaviors and a
failure to realize efficiency gains (Baland and Ziparo, 2017). Ashraf (2009) experimentally
elicits causal effects of observability and communication among spouses in the Philippines
and finds that they behave differently when choices are private, non-private and when
required to communicate. Unobservability of choices causes husbands to put money
into their own accounts and observability induces them to assign money to consumption
beneficial to them. In contrast, when required to communicate, men allocate money into
their wives’ accounts. Interestingly, she finds evidence that these treatment effects are not
so much related to gender, but rather to control over finances within the household.

Fiala (2017) examined treatment effects for small business owners in Uganda, who randomly
received capital through a loan or grant, or capital paired with training. He uncovered that
effects were heterogeneous with regard to financial power relations within the participant’s
household, specifically in terms of whether the participant was likely to hide money from
her spouse, as elicited by a behavioral experiment. Those women, who hid money, showed
improved economic outcomes as a response to the treatment, and those, who did not,
exhibited smaller effects sizes, while for men the opposite is the case.

Empirical evidence suggests that the susceptibility to conceal amounts of income or
resources often coincides with the existence of information asymmetries enabled through
privacy of information, unobservability of resources and the prevalence of disadvantageous
social norms towards women. Specifically, it seems that privacy of information induces
inefficient outcomes in those settings where spousal roles and control within the household
are persistent and to some extent predefined by social norms, such that hiding behavior
becomes desirable in the first place (Ashraf, 2009). A large body of literature presents
evidence of different types of hiding behavior among wives in countries of the Global South,
who tend to shield information about substantial amounts of resources from their spouses
or from other social demands. This can involve concealing amounts of savings or assets
(Anderson and Baland, 2002; Baland et al., 2011; Schaner, 2015; Schaner, 2017; Ambler
et al., 2018), expenditures (Di Falco and Bulte, 2011; Castilla and Walker, 2013; Goldberg,
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2017), income (Jakiela and Ozier, 2016; Boltz et al., 2019; Castilla, 2019) or loans (Fiala,
2017; Riley, 2018).

Employing evidence from Kenya, Anderson and Baland (2002) found that married women
with an independent income were the most likely to participate in a ROSCA (Rotating
Savings and Credit Association) and argue that this may be explained by conflictual
interactions within the household with regard to saving preferences. Along the same
lines, empirical evidence suggests that women are willing to endure losses in order to
protect information about or restrict access to their income from their husbands (Anderson
and Baland, 2002; Baland et al., 2011; Schaner, 2015; Jakiela and Ozier, 2016; Boltz
et al., 2019). In a field experiment with married couples in rural Kenya, Schaner (2015)
found that wives prefer a private savings account over a joint account when spouses
exhibited differences in saving preferences, even if that meant giving up interest. Similarly,
when improving the husband’s access to their bank account, women tend to stop using
it (Schaner, 2017). Moreover, Riley (2018) observed that Ugandan women who received
microfinance loans onto a mobile money account exhibit increased business outcomes
compared to those who received a cash disbursement of the loan. This impact was the
largest for the subgroup of women who perceived pressure to share money within the
household.

This evidence suggests that non-cooperative models, which do not assume efficiency, might
be more adequate for modeling the elements of a household’s decision making process.
However, there is no agreement yet on how to incorporate the aforementioned factors into
such models (Hoel, 2015). Additional evidence that contributes to the further refinement
of non-cooperative models of household decision making, and includes factors such as
privacy of information, gender-related social norms, and the interplay with microeconomic
interventions, remains an important field of research (Iversen et al., 2011).

In view of this, another potential determinant of both individual and joint decision making
in married couples is spousal trust and trustworthiness, which has not yet been explored
by the literature. On the one hand, spousal trust and trustworthiness might reflect
distribution factors affecting pareto weights or threat points in cooperative or bargaining
models, respectively. For instance, in the case of caring preferences, Browning et al. (2014b)
suggest that caring for a partner resembles an increase in the partner’s pareto weight,
giving her a greater weight with respect to egoistic preferences. Similar considerations
might be valid in the case of trust and trustworthiness, whereas one’s own trust towards
the partner may increase her bargaining power.

On the other hand, when considering the widespread existence of patriarchal societies in
which social norms distribute most of the decision power in the husband’s favor (Baland and
Ziparo, 2017), spousal trust and trustworthiness might assume a different, additional role.
As in precisely such societies, divorce or remarriage are rarely an option for women (ibid.),
these unbalanced power relations are more likely to result in uncooperative behaviors
while remaining inside the marriage. In light of this, spousal trust relations could arise as
predictors of uncooperative behaviors, such as deliberately withholding information about
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income, savings or consumption (especially by the weaker positioned household member),
and thus, of the creation of information asymmetries.

The empirical evidence above suggests that an important factor related to the prevalence
of such behaviors is spousal control over financial decisions within the household. While
spousal trust and trustworthiness and spousal control are likely to be related, we argue that
trust and trustworthiness go beyond the largely socially induced spousal power relations by
capturing the degree to which these in fact influence cooperative decision making among
married couples. An interesting objective for further research is to assess the relative
extent to which both of these factors can predict not only the prevalence, but also the
severity of uncooperative behaviors for observed choice outcomes.

B. Spousal trust in the context of household-based saving interventions

In this paper, we investigate spousal trust and trustworthiness as factors in household
decision making in the context of household-based saving interventions, which offers both,
a relevant and promising context in this regard. First, undersaving continues to be a
prevalent issue among the poor despite its inherent benefits, suggesting that some questions
are still unanswered and of high value for designing effective policy options to overcome
barriers to saving (Karlan et al., 2014). These benefits and the relevance of saving have
been identified by an extensive body of literature, emphasizing that saving plays a key role
in enhancing welfare in the lives of the poor because of its ability to smooth consumption
over irregular incomes (Deaton, 1989; Karlan et al., 2014), increase resilience in the absence
of a formal insurance (Hulme et al., 2015), and promote future-oriented investments such
as those in children’s education (Collins et al., 2009; Rutherford, 2009).

In view of this, sufficient access to savings among the poor remains a fundamental concern.
It is thus crucial that the interventions and devices introduced to the most vulnerable
parts of the population in fact improve their situation effectively. If the intended effects of
different types of saving interventions are sensitive to spousal intra-household dynamics,
this would be of utmost importance for designing future household-based interventions
and scaling up policies.

Second, we expect household-based saving interventions to be particularly sensitive to
spousal intra-household dynamics, depending on the extent to which their features facilitate
hiding behaviors. The empirical evidence above has shown that different types of saving
devices, which all have in common access-restrictive features, can indeed facilitate hiding
behaviors within the household. This was observed in the case of ROSCAs (Anderson and
Baland, 2002), individual bank saving accounts as opposed to joint ones (Schaner, 2015;
Schaner, 2017), and in the case of loans disbursed into mobile money accounts instead of
in cash (Riley, 2018).

Consequently, if a saving device exhibits properties that allow a private usage and ultimately
facilitate hiding behaviors, and if assuming that any hiding motive is amplified in the
absence of spousal trust, this allows to examine spousal trust as a determinant of the
extent and severity of uncooperative decision making for saving outcomes. Specifically,
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given the provision of a privately used saving device as opposed to a shared one (as in
Schaner, 2015), we might expect its impact on savings to vary with regard to the dimension
of trust and trustworthiness among its users. Building on this, we experimentally test
whether spousal trust and trustworthiness explain heterogeneity in treatment effectiveness
of an additionally provided private saving device.

III Experimental design

A. Study setting

The study took place in slum communities surrounding the cities of Pune and Pimpri-
Chinchwad in India’s second most populated state Maharashtra. The state has a higher
per capita income and a lower poverty headcount ratio than the national average. However,
20 million people (17% of the population) still lived below the poverty line in 2012,
according to the World Bank’s calculations using the National Social Survey (World Bank,
2017b). Given its very low ranking on the Gender Inequality Index (UNDP, 2019), gender
discrimination continues to be a prevalent issue in India and also in Maharashtra. For
instance, in spite of recent relative improvements in educational outcomes for women,
literacy rates in Maharashtra remain 10 percentage points and the share of women with
secondary or higher education 15 percentage points below those of men (World Bank,
2017a; International Institute for Population Sciences, 2018). Generally worse health
outcomes for women, a high prevalence of spousal violence (one in three ever married
women has experienced physical or sexual violence by her partner) and a low child sex ratio
of 894 females per 1,000 males further emphasize the prevalence of gender inequalities in
Maharashtra (World Bank, 2017a; International Institute for Population Sciences, 2018).

To some extent, gender inequality can also be observed in terms of adults’ financial inclusion.
Even though India’s national financial inclusion rate is with 80% rather high, there exists
a gender gap in account ownership of roughly six percentage points (Demirguc-Kunt
et al., 2018). Despite the large share of adults owning a bank account, inactivity among
account owners is widespread as almost half of them have not made any withdrawals
or deposits in the past year (ibid.). Moreover, with 190 million unbanked adults, India
has the world’s second largest unbanked population, of which the majority are women
(60%). This emphasizes a potentially high need for additional, alternative saving devices,
specifically among poorer individuals and women.

Considering the prevalence of gender inequality, a number of studies suggest that the
demonstrated phenomenon of income hiding of women is also existent in India (Mayoux
and Anand, 1995; Munro et al., 2014; Castilla, 2015; Bernhardt et al., 2019; Castilla, 2019;
Mani, 2020). The observation that men report substantially higher cigarette, tobacco and
alcohol use than women represents additional evidence supporting women’s motivation to
shield parts of their resources from their husband’s access (Desai et al., 2010).
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B. Sampling

The sample consists of 360 female (84%) and male (16%) slum dwellers, who were part of
a larger randomized controlled trial (1525 participants), which was designed to evaluate
the overall impact of the portable, private saving device (Steinert et al., 2020). Power
calculations were only performed for the sample of the larger trial. Eligibility criteria
were defined for participants to be at least 18 years old and to ensure they held financial
resources that exceed their subsistence needs in order to assure that they had some
potential to save money. Precisely, eligible participants were those who indicated having
some income at least once per week or on a monthly basis, either through permanent
employment, casual work, remittances or governmental cash transfers (ibid.). Given the
aim of this study, the randomly selected subsample of 360 participants employed in this
paper was subject to a third eligibility criteria, namely being married at baseline. No
monetary incentives were provided to participate in the study.

C. The intervention

Developed by Steinert et al. (ibid.), the intervention aims at reducing temptation spending
and encouraging saving. The central component of the intervention, named "‘Aaj bachat
kara, udya khush raha"’ (Marathi for "Save to-day, be happy tomorrow"), is a portable
saving commitment device, precisely a zip purse (see Figure A1 in the Appendix), which
is individually received by each spouse. It was provided to treatment group participants
and their spouses along with a stationary and jointly used commitment device (see below).
Participants were encouraged to take the zip purse with them whenever they leave the
house. Following the literature on saving commitment devices (Soman and Cheema, 2011),
the zip purse is intended to serve as a saving reminder and psychological liability at the
exact moment at which spending decisions are made, functioning via feelings of guilt and
failure when violating this commitment.

The stationary saving device is a metal box, which can be opened and closed with a padlock
to which both spouses received a key (see Figure A2 in the Appendix). Such lockboxes
have been shown to effectively promote savings in the presence of limited accessibility
to a formal saving infrastructure (e.g. Karlan et al., 2014; Aggarwal et al., 2020). The
lockbox was distributed to all study households (’active’ control), whereas only those in
the treatment group additionally received the portable commitment device.

The devices substantially differed with regard to their access-related features and usage.
The lockbox was stationed somewhere inside the household and presents a single device
that was accessible to both spouses alike, as each was provided with a key. Thus, even
if not both spouses contributed by putting money into the box, they both had access to
remove resources from it.

The zip purse, in contrast, is assigned a higher potential to conceal disposable cash. First,
it was provided to each spouse individually with an intended autonomous use by each
spouse. This means one device each, not one device shared by both spouses as the case
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for the lockbox. Second, it is a small portable device, which could either be carried over a
person’s shoulder or be attached to her clothing. Thus, the purse could be carried close to
the body and taken outside of the household with a some sense of privacy. Third, it is much
less salient than the lockbox, both in its usage and its appearance. It is a relatively small
device, which can only be distinguished from any other purse due to the earmarked purpose
that had been assigned to it within the scope of the intervention. Hence, despite the fact
that the zip purse does not have an individual lock, it could facilitate the (temporary)
concealment of disposable cash through the above features.

During the distribution of saving devices, facilitators explained the use and purpose of the
corresponding device(s), and further helped participants and their spouses to formulate
a savings goal, a detailed visualized savings plan with daily or weekly targets and a
timeline to reach the savings goal (Steinert et al., 2020). This additional component of
the intervention was provided to all participants.

D. RCT design and timeline

The 360 participants were randomly assigned to either the treatment group (N=182),
receiving both, the lockbox and the private, portable saving device, or the control group
(N=178), only receiving the lockbox. The initial randomization of the larger RCT as well as
of the random subsample employed in this paper were performed with Stata, stratified by
sex of the participant and baseline savings. Neither participants nor program implementers
were blinded due to feasibility constraints. Thus, the active control group receiving the
lockbox did not only account for the standard of care, but also helped to limit risks of
performance or expectancy biases (ibid.). Data was collected at baseline (November 2018
to January 2019) and endline (August to October 2019) while the saving devices were
delivered to treatment and control group participants between February and April 2019.

E. Data collection and outcome variables

The data collection was conducted using standardized questionnaires, available in English
and Marathi, that were administered on tablets to improve data quality and reduce
respondent fatigue. Data was collected by a team of enumerators who had been recruited
from local communities and were fluent in Marathi. They received an up to five-day training
which covered interview techniques, research ethics and made sure that enumerators
familiarized with the survey instruments (ibid.).

Interviews were conducted with participants during home visits and lasted for about 30 to
45 minutes. The interviews were held only with one spouse, i.e. the main respondent of the
larger RCT. Enumerators made substantial efforts to avoid that other household members
would be present during the interview, for instance via the timing of the home visits,
and aimed at creating a comfortable and private environment for participants. Informed
consent forms were administered and obtained from the main respondent prior to the
baseline interview during recruitment home visits and additionally from the spouse prior
to the distribution of devices.
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The primary outcomes of interest were the participants’ savings balances in Indian Rupees
(INR), both in total as well as disaggregated into further subcategories of savings balances.
These subcategories include bank account savings, savings in post offices or national
savings centres, savings with relatives, savings kept at home, savings within a savings club,
savings in mobile money accounts, lock box savings and zip purse savings (only treatment
group). Savings in the lockbox and in the zip purse were measured by hand-counting
money together with participants, who were not informed about the exact date and time
of their endline interview. Amounts for the other categories of savings were obtained
from detailed self-reported information of participants. Interviews were conducted in the
absence of the respondent’s spouse, which is expected to increase the accuracy of responses
by removing the incentive of giving wrong information in the spouse’s presence.

The survey further captured sociodemographic information, including household composi-
tion, caste, religion, and a number of wealth indicators, namely education, employment,
income, household expenditures, temptation expenditures, household assets, reported
outstanding debt and resilience to shocks. The survey further contains several instruments
that aim to capture household power dynamics with regard to financial decision making
as well as a number of questions used to construct an index to quantify self-efficacy and
female empowerment. See Table A1 in the Appendix for an overview of the core survey
items and constructed variables.

F. Elicitation of spousal trust and trustworthiness

To measure spousal trust and trustworthiness, a behavioral lab-in-the-field experiment was
conducted with respondents and their spouses in additional home visits, after the household
had been visited for the endline survey. Spousal trust and trustworthiness were quantified
by a simplified binary trust game in form of a sequential prisoner’s dilemma, whereas
the first/second mover’s decision was used to elicit the level of trust/trustworthiness
(see Figure 1). Spouses were randomly selected to act as the first and second mover,
respectively.

The first mover was asked to decide between two payout options, namely (A) relying on
the spouse’s decision to determine the final payout and accepting a potential loss in case
the spouse will choose to default, or (B) defining the final payout without relying on the
spouse’s decision and thus a priori accepting a lower final payout. Decision (A) was used
as a proxy for trusting the spouse while decision (B) was used as a proxy for mistrust.
If the first mover opted for decision (A), the second mover determined the final payout
by choosing (A) whether to cooperate (used as a proxy for trustworthiness) and receive
equal payouts or (B) whether to default and thereby maximize the individual payout (used
as a proxy for untrustworthiness). Payout amounts were defined such that, if trying to
maximize her own payout, the first mover would opt for the trust option if she believed
her spouse to be trustworthy with a probability of at least 50%.

Since the trust game was a sequential game and was only played once, each spouse only
made one choice (single-role game). Thus, for every spouse the game yields one decision,
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either in terms of trust or trustworthiness, depending on whether the spouse was randomly
selected to be first or second mover, respectively. Choices were kept private such that
both spouses made their decisions without knowledge about the other movers’ choice.
This yields information from 360 trust games, which were matched accordingly with the
survey data from the RCT. Spouses’ decisions and their role in the trust game were used
to construct the heterogeneity variables of interest, which are explained in detail below.

Figure 1: Game tree: Binary trust game
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Payouts were selected to reflect gender-specific preferences, namely embroidered hand-
kerchiefs for female subjects and plain handkerchiefs for male subjects (see Figure A3
in the Appendix). Gender-specific payouts are crucial in order to adequately measure
individual trust and trustworthiness between spouses, as interchangeable payouts might
induce subjects to aim at maximizing the joint payout of both spouses instead of maximiz-
ing their own. After an extensive consultation with the local team of enumerators, the
handkerchiefs were identified as the best option, given that it is very uncommon that men
would use the embroidered handkerchiefs and vice versa. The payout amounts differed in
the number of handkerchiefs to be received in the different scenarios determined through
spouses’ choices (see Figure 1 for exact payouts). The amounts were kept at reasonable
levels in order to maintain an incentive to maximize the own payout, i.e. by ensuring a
sufficient gain in utility of receiving an additional handkerchief.

The team of enumerators that administered this study component was deliberately different
from the one that conducted the main survey data collection. To internalize the rules and
procedures of the trust game and to discuss potential difficulties during its conduction in
the field, the team underwent an extensive three-day training. For the conduction of the
trust game during home visits, we assigned two enumerators per household instead of one
in order to ensure a clean implementation. This assured the isolation of spouses from each
other during their decision making processes and choice determination in the trust game
as well as a detailed presentation of the choices and payouts.

It follows a justification of the described measure to quantify spousal trust and trust-
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worthiness. First, we abstained from employing survey-based measures, which have not
been shown to consistently correlate with experimental measures using a trust game (e.g.
Glaeser et al., 2000; Ashraf et al., 2003; Gächter et al., 2004; Ermisch et al., 2009; Johnson
and Mislin, 2012; Banerjee, 2018). Survey-based measures are unlikely to provide an
adequate measurement of the bilateral financial trust and trustworthiness that is of interest
here, where trustee and trustor are spouses with a rich history of interactions. Moreover,
the literature on survey-based measures of trustworthiness is still scarce.

Second, we decided to conduct a binary instead of a continuous version of the game, as
the case in the original Berg et al trust game (Berg et al., 1995). On the one hand, we
argue that the concept of trust and trustworthiness of interest for this paper is likely to be
of a dichotomous nature. Specifically, we are examining spousal trust or trustworthiness
with regard to household decision making and its potential to intensify hiding behaviors
in the presence of the treatment. For instance, a spouse can either fully trust her partner
in such decisions or not, whereas the latter is assumed to entail all intermediate levels of
trust, as any absence of trust is expected to hold potential for hiding behaviors.

On the other hand, a continuous game also entails a higher complexity and thus, increases
risks of an inadequate understanding, display and enforcement of the rules of the game
by participants (and enumerators) in the field. Furthermore, a continuous game implies
a smooth and continuous payout, which is easy to achieve with monetary payout, but
more difficult for the, here crucial, gender-specific payouts. Even though the handkerchiefs
are countable, they do not allow the fine-grained countability that can be obtained when
participants receive a monetary endowment of e.g. 10$. The incremental increase in utility
of an additional handkerchief diminishes faster when increasing units, than is the case for
monetary endowments, limiting their suitability for a continuous game.

Third, this specific version of a trust game - a single-role binary trust game - was chosen
as a result of both, methodological reasons as well as a low complexity and high feasibility
in the field, which are expected to maximize the accuracy of elicited choices. Experimental
evidence suggests that single-role trust games and dictator games result in significantly
different measurements of trust and altruism as opposed to double-role versions: While
double-role versions may generate more observations, they tend to induce downward biased
measurements, which are less accurate than single-role versions in terms of capturing a
subject’s actual choice when acting as either first or second mover (Burks et al., 2003;
Grossman et al., 2020). Moreover, a hypothetical double-role version with a subsequent
random selection of the payout would be associated with a substantial increase in complexity
and decrease in practicability for participants and enumerators in the field.

Finally, for a valid identification of heterogeneous treatment effects in terms of spousal
trust and trustworthiness, the latter cannot be affected by the treatment, i.e. by the
receipt of the private saving device. Thus, the fact that the trust game was conducted
after the endline data collection may pose a threat to the identification strategy. This is
assessed in detail in Chapter VI.
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G. Ethical considerations

Ethical approval for this study was obtained through the University of Göttingen. As
described above, the up to five-day-training of both, the survey research staff and the
research team conducting the trust game in the field, covered the aspect of research ethics.
This included for instance conscious behaviors in the slum communities and in participants’
homes, the importance of participants’ informed consent to taking part in the study as
well as creating a private and comfortable interview atmosphere and avoiding the presence
of other household members during the interview.

An important aspect to consider is the distribution of payouts to spouses after the
conduction of the trust game. If roughly remembering the payout scheme of the game
presented to them, participants might be able to deduct whether their partner cooperated
or not from the number of handkerchiefs they received as payout. If so, this raises ethical
considerations due to the possibility of harmful consequences for spouses, and more likely
so for the wife, given the prevalence of social norms disadvantageous to women. Our
research team aimed at mitigating this by (i) paying careful attention to the reaction of
spouses after receiving the payouts, and (ii) if noticing any potentially worrisome reactions
or responses, they had been instructed to post hoc distribute additional handkerchiefs to
the respective spouse. Neither consultations with the enumerators on this specific issue
nor the reports from field coordinators showed signs of the existence of such adverse effects,
judging from the reactions among spouses.

H. Attrition

Attrition in the sample was at 1.67%, which corresponds to a total number of six participants
that dropped out between the baseline and endline data collection. Given the extremely
low number of attritors, their existence is neglected for the empirical analysis. Regressing
an indicator variable for attrition on the treatment indicator and then adding controls
shows that attrition was not differential across trialarms (p-value: 0.911).

I. Estimation strategy and econometric specification

Given a successful randomization of participants to the treatment group, the study design
entails a clear identification strategy, which allows to attribute the difference in outcomes
between both groups solely to the treatment. Thus, if assuming that trust as such is not
affected by the treatment, we can examine the effect of receiving the private saving device
for heterogeneity in terms of spousal trust by regressing the outcome of interest on the
treatment indicator, interacted with the respective heterogeneity variable for spousal trust.
Due to the typical right-skewness of the saving and expenditure data, we perform the core
empirical analysis with high-tail 2% winsorized saving and income data. This is further
addressed when results are examined for robustness.

After capturing the individual choices of both spouses in the trust game with two indicator
variables, Wife TTw and Husband TTw, we use these to construct the following three main
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heterogeneity variables employed in the empirical analysis. The first two are indicator
variables that exclusively capture (i) the mutual absence and (ii) the mutual presence of
husband’s and wife’s trust and trustworthiness. Mutual absence of trust and trustworthiness
refers to the lowest level of spousal trust within the household, meaning that according to
choices in the trust game both spouses indicated to not trust the other spouse or to not
be trustworthy, depending on who was first mover. The indicator variable No TTw then
captures this mutual absence of spousal trust (No TTw = 1) as opposed to any presence of
trust or trustworthiness (No TTw = 0). Accordingly, the same procedure was conducted
for the mutual presence of spousal trust resulting in the corresponding indicator variable
Mutual TTw, which takes the value of 1 if both spouses indicated to trust the other spouse
or to be trustworthy, and 0 otherwise.

Moreover, we construct a categorical variable that captures all four possible combinations
of husband’s and wife’s individual choices in the trust game. We refer to this variable as the
trust and trustworthiness index (TTw Index), which contains the two mutual constellations
of individual choices (No TTw, Mutual TTw) and the two non-mutual combinations where
one spouse trusts or is trustworthy, and the other one is not. Thus, the index can take on
four possible values, which allow to make relative comparisons among the different levels
of trust and trustworthiness. Specifically, it takes a value of 0 if No TTw is equal to 1,
a value of 1 if Husband TTw is equal to 1 and Wife TTw is equal to 0, a value of 2 if
Husband TTw is equal to 0 and Wife TTw is equal to 1, and a value of 3 if Mutual TTw
is equal to 1 (see Table A2 in the Appendix for an overview of these variables).

These variables were constructed regardless of who was first mover in the trust game,
while in the analysis we then additionally restrict the sample to only those trust games
with the wife or the husband as first movers, respectively. In the subsample of trust
games with the wife as first mover, the TTw variables measure the wife’s trust and the
husband’s trustworthiness, while when the husband was first mover, they capture the
wife’s trustworthiness and the husband’s trust.

We estimate the following main specification to examine the causal impact of the receiving
the private saving device for heterogeneity in terms of spousal trust, using the variables
specified above.

Yit = α + βTi + γTTwi + δTi × TTwi + ζYi(t−1) + ηS
′

i(t−1) + θX
′

i(t−1) + εit (1)

Yit is the outcome of interest at endline for participant i, Ti is an indicator variable for
treatment assignment, which takes the value of 1 if the participant had been assigned
to the treatment group, Yi(t−1) is the lagged outcome at baseline, S ′i(t−1) is a vector of
stratification variables, X ′i(t−1) is a vector of baseline covariates, and εit is the error term.
Stratification variables are participants’ sex and quintile of baseline savings, and additional
baseline controls include participants’ age, educational status, employment, household size
and household income. TTwi are the heterogeneity variables for spousal trust introduced
above, i.e. No TTw, Mutual TTw and TTw Index, constructed from choices of spouses in
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the trust game. The outcome of interest are participants’ total saving balances, as well as
selected subcategories of dis-aggregated saving balances, specifically bank account savings,
post and national account savings and savings at home.

This specification estimates intention-to-treat (ITT) effects, meaning the average causal
effect of receiving the private, portable private saving device. The main coefficient of
interest is δ, i.e. the coefficient for the interaction term between the aforementioned TTw
variables and the treatment indicator. The interaction term allows to assess the ITT effect
for heterogeneity across distinct subgroups in terms of spousal trust and trustworthiness,
whereas the respective coefficient corresponds to the difference in the ITT effects between
subgroups in terms of spousal trust. Consequently, β represents the ITT effect if the
respective TTw variable equals 0, and γ corresponds to the average correlation between
the respective TTw variable and the outcome for control group participants.

IV Trust game results

The results from the binary trust game are illustrated in Figure 2 (and in more detail in
Table A3 in the Appendix), which shows the mean values of the trust variables Husband
TTw, Wife TTw, Mutual TTw and No TTw constructed for the empirical analysis. Out
of the 360 trust games, 214 were conducted with the wife as first mover and 146 with
the husband as first mover. Thus, in 214 cases we can analyze the wife’s trust and the
husband’s trustworthiness and in 146 cases the wife’s trustworthiness and the husband’s
trust. In this brief analysis of the trust game results, we do not distinguish between
whether the main respondent for the survey was the husband or wife, given that the game
was played with both spouses and both indicated their respective choice.

Across the entire sample, approximately 53% of the first movers and 60% of the second
movers chose to cooperate (not in figure). Hence, the overall level of trustworthiness
significantly exceeded the overall level of trust (p-value: 0.05). Compared to the only
other trust game performed among married couples in a country of the Global South
(Castilla, 2015), the absolute levels of trust and trustworthiness in this study were quite
similar, whereas relative levels were somewhat different. Since the trust game performed
by Castilla (ibid.) was continuous, this only allows to compare the average sent or returned
proportion in the continuous game to the mean value of trust or trustworthiness in our
trust game. She found that first movers send on average 57.0% of their endowment while
second movers return 53.7%. Thus, in the continuous game by Castilla (ibid.) the level of
trust was higher than the level of trustworthiness while in the binary trust game in the
study at hand the opposite was the case. However, magnitudes were within the same range
of 52% to 60%, and both studies showed substantially higher measures of trustworthiness
than observed in trust games among strangers (Camerer, 2011).

More relevant for this study are disaggregated levels of trust and trustworthiness by the
spouse’s identity, i.e. by husband and wife. Regardless of their role in the trust game,
husbands indicated a significantly higher level of trust or trustworthiness (60%) than wives
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(53%). This pattern holds also when distinguishing between trust and trustworthiness.
With 62% of first movers and 59% of second movers cooperating, the average levels of
trust and trustworthiness among husbands were not significantly different from each other,
but equal to or larger than those among wives. While the average level of trustworthiness
among wives equaled the average level of trust among husbands (62%), it is the wives’
trust (47%) that was substantially and significantly lower than average levels of both, trust
and trustworthiness, among husbands (p-value: 0.01).

In terms of a mutual presence of trust and trustworthiness, the results show that despite the
high levels of more than 60% of trustworthiness among wives and trust among husbands,
their decisions matched in only 38% of the respective subsample of trust games. Coherent
with the low levels of trust among wives, the mean value of mutually present trust and
trustworthiness was significantly lower in the subsample of games where the wife was the
first mover (29%, p-value: 0.07).

Figure 2: Trust game results

Notes: Mean values by mover in trust game (horizontal lines represent overall mean for each variable).

The lowest level of trust and trustworthiness - i.e. neither wife nor husband indicated
cooperation - was observed in approximately one out of five trust games. In line with
the above, this value was substantially higher (22%) when it was the wife’s trust and the
husband’s trustworthiness that were measured than in the opposite combination (14%,
p-value: 0.07). It follows that the highest possible level of trust and trustworthiness was
on average more often observed than the lowest one, whereas this difference is driven by
the subsample of trust games with the husband as first mover, and thus, by the wife’s
trustworthiness that exceeded her substantially lower average level of trust. Otherwise, if
looking at the combinations of the wife’s trust and husband’s trustworthiness, the mutual
absence of trust and trustworthiness was on average not significantly less likely than their
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mutual presence (22% vs. 29%).

These results are also reflected in mean values of the categorical trust and trustworthiness
index (see Table A3 in the Appendix). Ranging from 0 to 3 with an average observed
value of 1.66, there is a significant difference between subgroups in terms of spouses’ roles
in the trust game. While the index denoted an average value of 1.85 for the subsample
with the husband as first mover, this value is by almost a third of a category lower when
the wife’s trust was measured (1.54, p-value < 0.01).

V Treatment heterogeneity in terms of spousal trust

A. Baseline characteristics and randomization verification

Table A4 presents an overview of participants’ baseline characteristics, in the full sample
and in each study arm. More than 80% of sample participants were female, revealing a
higher willingness of women to take part in the survey. The vast majority of the sample
(76%) reported being Hindu, while around 12% were Buddhist and only 4% were Muslim.

Study participants were exposed to a rather high degree of poverty at baseline, given that
every third respondent indicated to be unemployed, 54% reported belonging to a backward
caste or scheduled tribe, and more than 40% had not finalized any form of primary or
secondary education. The average monthly income of study participants across the entire
sample equals 9,800.26 INR, which is equivalent to approximately 137.00 USD. In contrast,
with an average amount of 4,914.83 INR (approx. 69.00 USD) the baseline level of total
savings was already quite high. The majority of roughly 60% of these savings were kept in
participants’ bank accounts.

The result of a joint orthogonality F-test to assess baseline balance across study arms
provides evidence in favor of an effective randomization (F = 0.381, see Table A4 in
the Appendix). None of the tested baseline characteristics differ significantly between
treatment and control group when comparing differences in means using t-tests.

There are small differences across groups in terms of educational attainment, total savings
balances and a notable, but insignificant difference in terms of participants’ outstanding
debt. With an average amount of 5,317.94 INR, control group participants reported a
slightly higher level of baseline savings than treatment group participants, who reported
an average amount of 4,518.61 INR. This difference is driven mainly by savings held in
bank accounts. The only substantial difference across groups can be observed in terms of
outstanding debt, which is notably higher in the control group (9,517.68 INR) than in the
treatment group (5,797.80 INR). However, this difference is not significant at common levels
of statistical significance. Furthermore, recall that in the empirical specifications we control
for participants’ quintile of baseline savings, sex, age, educational status, employment,
household size and income.
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B. The impact on savings

This section presents the core findings of a heterogeneity in treatment effects of the private,
portable saving device on saving outcomes, using experimentally elicited dimensions of
spousal trust and trustworthiness. The results of estimating Equation (1) are reported
in Table 1 and Table 2. The OLS regressions employ the full sample of 360 observations
and the dependent variable in both tables are participants’ total savings balances. We
first report the results of using the indicator variables for a mutual presence or mutual
absence of spousal trust and trustworthiness (i.e. Mutual TTw and No TTw) in Table 1,
while Table 2 employs the categorical variable TTw Index to assess heterogeneity. All
regressions include the lagged amount of total savings at baseline, stratification variables
and baseline controls.

Panel A of Table 1 reports heterogeneous treatment effects in terms of a mutual absence
of spousal trust or trustworthiness and Panel B reports heterogeneous treatment effects
in terms of their mutual presence. Column 1 in both Panels estimates the average effect
of receiving the private saving device (ITT effect), revealing that the treatment does not
have a statistically significant impact on the endline amount of total savings of study
participants at common levels of statistical significance. The coefficient suggests that the
receipt of the private saving device reduced the amount of total savings in treatment group
participants on average by 540.55 INR. Considering an average amount of endline savings
of 7,240.53 INR in the control group, this effect is rather small in magnitude.

However, note that within both groups, the average amount of total savings balances
significantly increased by approximately 40% during the study period (not in table).
Savings of control group participants increased from 5,351.96 INR to 7,436.78 INR (p-
value: 0.02), while those of treatment group participants increased from 4,508.31 INR
to 6,334.37 INR (p-value: 0.02). Moreover, even though bank account savings make up
the majority of the aggregate amount of total savings across groups (see Table A4), this
increase is not driven by bank account savings or another single subcategory of savings
specifically, but rather by moderate increases across categories.

Adding the respective heterogeneity variable of spousal trust changes neither insignificance
nor magnitude of the ITT effect in Column 1. However, while both, the mutual absence as
well as the mutual presence of spousal trust and trustworthiness, are on average positively
related to the endline amount of total savings, the respective coefficient is more than
three times larger in magnitude in its absence (1,289.29 INR vs. 356.37, column 2). More
importantly, both coefficients are statistically insignificant at all common significance
levels. Here we do not yet distinguish between first and second mover in the trust game, i.e.
between whether trust or trustworthiness was measured by husband or wife, respectively.

The remaining columns in both panels include the interaction term of interest between the
treatment indicator and the respective trust indicator (i.e. Mutual TTw and No TTw).
The results from Panel A reveal that the treatment has a large and positive statistically
significant effect on total savings for the subgroup of married couples, who do not seem
to trust each other or be trustworthy, relative to those couples who do exhibit some
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kind of trust or trustworthiness towards each other (p-value: 0.05). When employing the
entire sample regardless of roles of spouses in the trust game (column 3), treatment group
participants in the subgroup of low trust couples reported an average amount of endline
savings of 8,847.97 INR, while in the subgroup of high trust couples average endline savings
amount to 5,766.23 INR. This results from a large and positive ITT effect of receiving
the private saving device in the subgroup of low trust couples (marginal effect: +4,456.13
INR, p-value: 0.12), whereas savings in high trust couples on average decreased as a result
of the treatment (marginal effect: -1,748.22 INR, p-value: 0.15).

Table 1: Treatment heterogeneity by mutual spousal trust and trustworthiness

PANEL A: Mutual absence of spousal trust and trustworthiness
Dependent variable: Total savings balance

FM in trust game: W/H W/H W H
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

Treatment -540.55 -527.13 -1748.22 -1826.17 -1627.71
(1078.75) (1084.98) (1195.30) (1472.47) (2008.05)

No TTw 1289.29 -1710.57 -2563.27 -488.02
(1513.10) (1499.47) (1807.25) (3178.93)

Treatment × No TTw 6204.35∗ 9687.46∗∗ 2129.67
(3198.87) (4569.76) (4914.87)

Lagged outcome 0.37∗∗ 0.37∗∗ 0.35∗ 0.37∗ 0.26
(0.18) (0.18) (0.18) (0.20) (0.31)

R2 0.17 0.17 0.18 0.26 0.12
Adj. R2 0.15 0.15 0.16 0.21 0.05

PANEL B: Mutual presence of spousal trust and trustworthiness
Dependent variable: Total savings balance

FM in trust game: W/H W/H W H
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

Treatment -540.55 -517.90 -1115.44 -153.01 -1319.26
(1078.75) (1084.67) (1353.61) (1727.78) (2285.03)

Mutual TTw 356.37 -539.16 -904.54 1667.50
(1101.01) (1536.99) (1565.89) (2687.72)

Treatment × Mutual TTw 1851.67 1028.09 1901.79
(2206.77) (2454.75) (3681.53)

Lagged outcome 0.37∗∗ 0.37∗∗ 0.37∗∗ 0.41∗ 0.27
(0.18) (0.18) (0.18) (0.21) (0.30)

R2 0.17 0.17 0.17 0.22 0.14
Adj. R2 0.15 0.14 0.14 0.18 0.06

Stratification variables X X X X X
Controls X X X X X
Observations 338 338 338 202 136
Mean control 7240.53 7240.53 7240.53 6946.68 7807.61

(855.24) (855.24) (855.24) (1003.21) (1601.04)

Notes: Columns 4 and 5 restrict the sample to trust games with regard to the wife (W) or the husband
(H) being the first mover (FM) as to distinguish between whether trust or trustworthiness of each
spouse was measured. Columns 4 employs the sample of trust games for which the wife’s trust and the
husband’s trustworthiness were measured (vice versa for columns 5). All regressions include stratification
variables, namely gender and baseline savings quintile, as well as controls, namely the main participant’s
age, education, employment status, income and household size. Standard errors in parentheses.
∗ p < 0.10, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01
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The significance and magnitude of the interaction coefficient in column 4 and the insignif-
icance and smaller magnitude of the one in column 5 indicate that this effect is driven
by those couples in which the wife does not trust her husband and the husband does not
seem to be trustworthy (column 4), rather than by the opposite constellation (column
5). When restricting the sample to trust games with the wife as first mover, participants’
endline savings in the subgroup of treatment group couples with an untrustworthy husband
and a non-trusting wife were with an average amount of 11,579.00 INR twice as high
as those of higher trust couples (5,817.69 INR). This results from a large and positive
average ITT effect of receiving the purse in this subgroup of low-trust couples (marginal
effect: +7,861.29 INR, p-value: 0.06), whereas among couples with higher levels of spousal
trust, participants’ savings on average decreased compared to control group participants
(marginal effect: -1,826.17 INR, p-value: 0.22). The respective interaction coefficient in
column 4 is significant at the 5% level (p-value: 0.04), using naive p-values.

The results for heterogeneous treatment effects in terms of a mutual presence of spousal
trust and trustworthiness (Mutual TTw) in Panel B reveal that there is no statistically
significant heterogeneity for this subgroup of married couples. However, the direction of the
effect is in all three cases positive, suggesting that the treatment has on average a positive
effect on total savings for the subgroup of married couples who indicated mutual trust and
trustworthiness towards each other, relative to those couples who did not. Consequently,
the large and statistically significant heterogeneous effects for low-trust couples illustrated
above must originate from relatively much lower savings in the subgroup of couples with
non-mutual combinations of trust and trustworthiness.

In order to assess this further, Table 2 estimates Equation (1) by employing the categorical
variable TTw Index to examine heterogeneity in treatment effects. Recall that TTw Index
ranges from 0 to 3 (see Table A2), whereas coefficients are interpreted relative to the
reference category, which we define as TTw Index = 0 (i.e. equivalent to No TTw = 1),
given the results of Table 1.

The core findings are reported in columns 3 to 5 after adding the trust-treatment interaction
terms for the respective categories of TTw Index. First, except for one magnitude-wise
not very meaningful coefficient, all interaction coefficients are negative. This suggests
that, relative to the subgroup of low-trust couples, the private saving device reduced
total savings balances in all other subgroups of possible spousal trust and trustworthiness
combinations. This includes couples with a mutual presence of trust or trustworthiness
(TTw Index = 3), as well as couples in which either the husband or the wife did not
cooperate in the trust game.

Second, the only significant interaction coefficients, which are also by far the ones with
the largest magnitude, are those for TTw Index = 1, i.e. for the subgroup of couples
where the husband cooperated and the wife did not cooperate in terms of choices in the
trust game (p-value: 0.01). When distinguishing between first and second mover, this
effect is driven by couples with a trustworthy husband and a non-trusting wife, rather
than by the opposite combination (cp. columns 4 and 5). When employing the sample

21



of trust games with the wife as first mover (column 4), treatment group participants in
the subgroup of couples with a trustworthy husband and a non-trusting wife reported
an average amount of endline savings of 4,896.18 INR. In contrast, in the subgroup of
low-trust couples with not only a non-trusting wife, but also an untrustworthy husband,
average endline savings were more than twice as high (11,579.00 INR). This results from a
large, positive and statistically significant ITT effect of receiving the private saving device
in the subgroup of low-trust couples with both, a non-trusting wife and an untrustworthy
husband (marginal effect: +7,440.33 INR, p-value: 0.08), whereas savings for couples
with instead a trustworthy husband significantly decreased on average as a result of the
treatment (marginal effect: -7,365.15 INR, p-value: 0.02). The respective interaction
coefficient in column 4 is statistically significant at the 1% level, using naive p-values.

Table 2: Impact on savings: Heterogeneity by trust and trustworthiness index

Dependent variable: Total savings balance

FM in trust game: W/H W/H W H
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

Treatment -540.55 -444.14 4302.69 7440.33∗ 384.00
(1078.75) (1099.34) (2886.35) (4197.23) (4526.55)

TTw index = 1 -545.20 4477.99∗ 6303.28∗∗ -371.55
(1834.52) (2499.78) (3066.82) (3952.63)

TTw index = 2 -3142.35∗ -1064.00 -1814.40 -914.92
(1645.38) (1712.35) (1575.26) (4652.28)

TTw index = 3 -823.32 1001.06 1108.08 1086.48
(1640.38) (1647.38) (1722.81) (3357.59)

Treatment × TTw index = 1 -9803.67∗∗ -14805.48∗∗∗ -1710.40
(3955.04) (5368.86) (5915.07)

Treatment × TTw index = 2 -4327.63 -4568.06 -3003.79
(3256.47) (4627.38) (6098.05)

Treatment × TTw index = 3 -3688.05 -6729.03 101.83
(3414.92) (4640.75) (5340.19)

Lagged outcome 0.37∗∗ 0.37∗∗ 0.34∗ 0.38∗∗ 0.26
(0.18) (0.18) (0.18) (0.19) (0.31)

Stratification variables X X X X X
Controls X X X X X

R2 0.17 0.18 0.20 0.30 0.14
Adj. R2 0.15 0.15 0.17 0.24 0.04

Observations 338 338 338 202 136
Mean control 7240.53 7240.53 7240.53 6946.68 7807.61

(855.24) (855.24) (855.24) (1003.21) (1601.04)

Notes: Columns 4 and 5 restrict the sample to trust games with regard to the wife (W) or the husband
(H) being the first mover (FM) as to distinguish between whether trust or trustworthiness of each spouse
was measured. Column 4 employs the sample of trust games for which the wife’s trust and the husband’s
trustworthiness were measured (vice versa for column 5). TTw index is a categorical variable of the different
trust and trustworthiness combinations with the reference category (TTw Index = 0) being No TTw = 1, i.e.
husband and wife both chose not to trust or to be trustworthy depending on who was first or second mover.
The remaining categories are: 1 = husband chose to trust or be trustworthy, wife did not chose to trust or
be trustworthy, 2 = Husband chose not to trust or be trustworthy, wife chose to trust or be trustworthy, 3
= both chose to trust or be trustworthy, equal to Mutual TTw = 1. All regressions include stratification
variables, namely gender and baseline savings quintile, as well as controls, namely the main participant’s age,
education, employment status, income and household size. Standard errors in parentheses.
∗ p < 0.10, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01
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The results from Table 1 and Table 2 suggest that the private saving device substantially
increased participants’ total amount of endline savings for the subgroup of couples with the
lowest level of trust, relative to those with any higher level of trust. This effect is driven by
the constellation of couples with an untrustworthy husband and a non-trusting wife, rather
than by the opposite constellation. While reinforcing this finding, Table 2 additionally
reveals that the crucial determinant of the heterogeneity for this subgroup of low-trust
couples might be the husband’s untrustworthiness in the presence of a non-trusting wife,
rather than vice versa. This heterogeneity pattern is visualized in Figure 3 below.

These same analyses were conducted (i) only with the subsample of female participants
and (ii) with dis-aggregated savings balances as the dependent variable, precisely bank
account savings, post and national account savings as well as savings kept at home. When
restricting the sample to female participants, we find the same heterogeneity pattern as
in Table 1 and Table 2, both in terms of direction and statistical significance, whereas
the magnitude of coefficients is even larger than in the full sample (see Tables A5 and
A6 in the Appendix). Given that 84% of the sample are female, this is not necessarily
surprising, but there exists still a possibility that very strong effects in the much smaller
male sample empirically distort average effects. Even though we are not able to perform
the heterogeneity analysis for the subsample of male participants due to the small sample
size, the results in Table A5 and Table A6 clearly indicate that the same core heterogeneity
is prevalent in the subsample of female participants.

A dis-aggregation of total savings suggests that the heterogeneous effects in Table 1 and
Table 2 are driven by the less easily accessible subcategories of savings rather than by
savings at home, however in terms of magnitude more so by bank account savings than by
savings in post or national saving centers (see Tables A7 to A12 in the Appendix). While
the heterogeneity pattern in bank account savings and post or national account savings
is identical to the one for total savings in terms of direction and statistical significance,
we find an exact opposite directional pattern in the case of savings at home, though not
statistically significant and evidently much smaller in magnitude. Specifically, savings at
home were on average relatively larger as a result of the treatment in the subgroup of
high-trust couples.

Recall that in the overall increase across groups, there was not one individual category of
savings that accounted for the overall significant difference between baseline and endline.
That includes bank account savings, even though they held the largest proportion of
savings at baseline. Hence, the magnitude-wise strong effects on bank account savings
are in fact likely to be a particular feature of a heterogeneity in terms of spousal trust
and trustworthiness, and not just a general pattern that would be expected from a saving
intervention, which in theory can also lead to an increase in bank account savings above
other saving categories. Both of these additional findings support hiding behaviors of
wives facilitated by the private saving device as a potentially relevant channel driving the
heterogeneous treatment effects in low-trust couples.
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Figure 3: Marginal treatment effects across subgroups of spousal trust 90% CIs

Notes: Average marginal treatment effects across TTw Index, only using trust games with the wife as first mover.

C. Discussion of hiding channel

This section employs evidence from within the treatment group to examine income hiding
or concealment behaviors as a possible channel driving the heterogeneous treatment effects
revealed above. The prevalence of hiding behavior was quantified with an indicator variable
that takes the value of 1 if the respondent agreed or strongly agreed with the statement
’This purse helps me to keep money for myself and not to give it to other people (my
partner, children, friends, ...)’, and 0 otherwise.

167 out of 182 treatment group participants responded to the relevant survey question
and 41% of those indicated to agree or strongly agree with the hiding usage of the private
saving device. A comparison of the sample of female and the (much smaller) sample
of male respondents reveals that there is a substantial difference in the proportion of
individuals who agreed or strongly agreed with the above statement. Specifically, while
approximately 44% of female respondents indicated a hiding usage of the purse, only 24%
of male respondents did so. Note that - as opposed to the trust game - the survey data
collection was conducted only with the main respondent and in the absence of her or his
spouse. Thus, incentives to lie induced by the pressure of the partner’s presence were kept
low. Moreover, there is only a very small positive correlation (0.01) between low-trust
couples and respondents’ agreement with the hiding usage of the purse. It is thus rather
unlikely that the mutual absence of trust and trustworthiness among spouses is an initial
predictor of the practicing of any hiding behaviors. However, the low-trust environment
might induce a higher effectiveness of practiced hiding behavior in the sense of actually
realizing increased savings of hiding participants.
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In view of this, we estimate the following empirical specification, employing only the
subsample of observations from within the treatment group.

Yit = α + τHit + γTTwi + λHit × TTwi + ζYi(t−1) + ηS
′

i(t−1) + θX
′

i(t−1) + εit. (2)

Hit is the indicator variable used to quantify hiding behavior, all else is equal to the
notation in Equation (1). The coefficient of interest is λ, which allows to assess the above
claim of hiding behavior being a channel for the observed heterogeneity in saving outcomes,
because the degree of effectiveness of such behaviors for increasing savings may depend
on the level of spousal trust and trustworthiness. Given the results above, we employ as
heterogeneity variable of interest (TTwi) the indicator for a mutual absence of spousal
trust and trustworthiness (No TTw). The evidence from this exercise is non-causal, given
that we can only perform this analysis with observations from within the treatment group.

Furthermore, we restrict the sample only to those respondents whose spouse did not have
access to their private, portable saving device, as reported by respondents themselves.
8.24% of treatment group participants did indicate that their spouse has access to their
private saving device and were thus excluded from this part of the analysis, as otherwise
the device would not properly facilitate hiding behaviors.

Table 3 estimates Equation (2) on participants’ total savings balances, employing (i)
the full sample of treatment group participants (Panel A), as well as (ii) the subsample
of female participants within treatment group (Panel B). The core results suggest that
individuals, who indicated a hiding usage of the purse, reported on average substantially
and higher amounts of total savings in the subgroup of low-trust couples, relative to
couples with higher levels of trust. This holds in the full treatment group sample and in
the subsample of female participants (column 3 in both panels).

Treatment group participants who were engaged in hiding behaviors reported an average
amount of endline savings of 11,756.91 INR in the subgroup of low-trust couples, while
their counterparts in the subgroup of higher-trust couples reported only approximately half
of this amount on average (5,636.20 INR). Total savings balances for female participants
across these subgroups follow this pattern and are magnitude-wise very similar. Similarly
to our main results, these effects are clearly driven by the treatment group participants
with a non-trusting wife and an untrustworthy husband (p-values < 0.1, column 4 in both
panels).
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Table 3: Hiding effectiveness channel: Total savings balance

PANEL A: Full treatment group sample
Dependent variable: Total savings balance

FM in trust game: W/H W/H W H
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

Hiding 158.46 -79.19 -1947.11 -3380.96 1398.74
(1699.60) (1551.76) (1564.94) (2189.92) (2956.30)

No TTw 2543.80 -2563.62 -2196.58 -2845.60
(2882.03) (1686.35) (2438.94) (3007.84)

No TTw × Hiding 11001.35∗ 16930.84∗ -1147.39
(6030.14) (9253.36) (4224.37)

Lagged outcome 0.17 0.16 0.21 0.42 0.12
(0.27) (0.28) (0.27) (0.36) (0.21)

R2 0.09 0.10 0.15 0.29 0.13
Adj. R2 0.03 0.03 0.08 0.18 -0.06
Observations 144 144 144 81 63

PANEL B: Female treatment group sample
Dependent variable: Total savings balance
FM in trust game: W/H W/H W H

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

Hiding 670.30 316.77 -1320.50 -3714.97∗ 1048.72
(1814.85) (1646.92) (1581.00) (2220.57) (3088.72)

No TTw 4190.60 -1345.90 -3941.14 -1399.13
(3272.13) (1496.75) (2897.75) (2341.04)

No TTw × Hiding 10640.50 19097.40∗ -2324.85
(6538.40) (9644.20) (3955.57)

Lagged outcome 0.40 0.41 0.44 0.61∗ 0.28
(0.32) (0.32) (0.31) (0.33) (0.28)

R2 0.11 0.13 0.17 0.32 0.08
Adj. R2 0.05 0.06 0.10 0.22 -0.15
Observations 128 128 128 76 52

Stratification variables X X X X X
Controls X X X X X

Notes: Estimation employs only observations from within the treatment group and only those where
the spouse did not have access to the portable savings device, as indicated by participants. Hiding
is an indicator variable which takes the value 1 if the participant agreed or strongly agreed with the
statement that the purse helps her to keep money to herself and not to give it to other people. Columns
4 and 5 in both panels restrict the sample to trust games with regard to the wife (W) or the husband
(H) being the first mover (FM) as to distinguish between whether trust or trustworthiness of each
spouse was measured. Column 4 employs the sample of trust games for which the wife’s trust and
the husband’s trustworthiness were measured (vice versa for column 5). All regressions include the
stratification variable baseline savings quintile, as well as controls, namely the main participant’s age,
education, employment status, income and household size. Standard errors in parentheses.
∗ p < 0.10, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01

Tables A13 and A14 in the Appendix repeat this same analysis for disaggregated savings
balances, specifically savings in post offices or national saving centres, bank account savings,
and savings at home. For bank account savings and savings in post offices or national
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saving centres, the heterogeneity pattern in terms of direction and relative magnitude of
coefficients is identical to the one in Table 3 and also driven by the subgroup of trust games
with the wife as first mover. Even though the respective coefficients are only statistically
significant for post or national account savings, their magnitude is substantially larger in
the coefficients for bank account savings.

When considering all trust games regardless of who was first or second mover, participants
who were engaged in hiding behaviors reported an average amount of bank account savings
at endline of 7,381.82 INR in the subgroup of low-trust couples. Their counterparts in the
subgroup of higher-trust couples reported an average amount that corresponds to only
slightly more than a third of this value (2,680.78 INR). Coherently, the endline amounts
of post or national account savings mirror this pattern at a smaller magnitude. Moreover,
in both cases this pattern intensifies when only employing the sample of trust games with
the wife as first mover, while it is absent in those trust games with the husband as first
mover. If considering this respective subgroup of low-trust couples with a non-trusting
wife and an untrustworthy husband, average amounts of endline savings in bank and post
or national accounts jointly account for approximately 70% of the total average amount of
endline savings analyzed in Table 3. In contrast, the there is no statistically significant
heterogeneity and magnitude-wise no meaningful effects for savings kept at home.

This evidence from within the treatment group indicates that participants’ reported hiding
behavior was only consequential for increasing total savings in low-trust couples. This
heterogeneity is (i) driven by couples in which the wife does not trust her husband and the
husband is not trustworthy, (ii) relatively stronger for the subsample of female, rather than
male, treatment group participants, and (iii) driven by less easily accessible categories of
savings, i.e. bank account and post or national accounts savings, as opposed to savings at
home. In view of the results in the previous section, we interpret this as strong evidence in
favor of hiding behavior being an important channel behind the treatment heterogeneity
on savings outcomes for low-trust couples. Given the spacial constraints of the zip purse
to store large amounts of money, it appears as likely that the device might have instead
served as a temporary storage of disposable cash, before this is transferred to participants’
bank, post or national accounts, which are less easy to immediately access by the husband.

The above findings remain robust when using the originally measured categorical variable in
terms of respondents’ degree of agreement, instead of the indicator variable (see Table A15
in the Appendix). Moreover, relaxing the restriction related to the spouse’s access to the
private saving device slightly reduces statistical significance and magnitude of coefficients
(cp. Table A16). This is intuitive when assuming that a spouse’s occasional access could
diminish the degree of effective hiding behaviors, e.g. by removing money from the purse.
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VI Robustness

A. Spousal trust and trustworthiness as heterogeneity variables

The identification strategy demands that spousal trust and trustworthiness, as elicited by
the trust game at endline, remain unaffected by the treatment, i.e. by the introduction
of the portable, private saving device. We address this potential thread to identification
both theoretically and empirically.

First, we argue that the particular concept of spousal trust and trustworthiness we aim
to measure are rather rigid concepts related to habits, which presumably do not change
very easily over time. In terms of generalized trust, i.e. a more abstract trust in people
including anonymous strangers (Freitag and Traunmüller, 2009), there is a long-ongoing
debate about whether trust and trustworthiness are rigid or malleable concepts (Paxton
and Glanville, 2015). Some suggest trust to be an unwavering innate or early obtained
psychological trait (Erikson, 1993; Becker, 1996; Jones, 1996; Couch and Jones, 1997;
Uslaner, 1999; Uslaner, 2002), while others argue that trust is a dynamic summation of
past and current social experiences (Rotter, 1971; Offe, 1999; Hardin, 2002; Macy and
Sato, 2002; Yosano and Hayashi, 2005; Glanville and Paxton, 2007; Van Lange et al.,
2014).

In the more relevant case of particularized trust, i.e. an intimate form of trust toward
people close to oneself (Freitag and Traunmüller, 2009), most claim that it is formed
based on regular interactions with these known people. In the specific case of trust and
trustworthiness among spouses, trustee and trustor are exposed to frequent and extensive
daily social interactions. The conducted trust game in our study creates a scenario that
allows us to measure financial trust or trustworthiness related to the sharing of resources
among spouses, which resembles existing recurring situations in daily decision making
with each another (Ben-Ner and Halldorsson, 2010). Even if the treatment does in fact
facilitate hiding behaviors among low-trust couples, this would most likely not affect these
recurring situations or routines in a way that would change the already existing spousal
trust relations. In view of this, we argue that the spousal trust and trustworthiness of
interest here are unlikely to be substantially affected by the treatment. This is reinforced
by the fact that we conceptualized spousal trust and trustworthiness as dichotomies, which
would require a major change to affect their current level.

Second, we draw on additional evidence on the incidence of spousal conflict with regard to
financial decisions in the household, which could serve as a proxy to assess the impact of
the treatment on spousal trust and trustworthiness. The categorical variable for spousal
conflict was derived from the statement ’When it comes to money, how often is there
conflict between you and your partner?’, with the possible answers ranging from ’never’
(1) to ’very often’ (5). As opposed to spousal trust, this variable was measured both
at baseline and endline survey data collection. If spousal conflict in financial decisions
presents indeed an adequate proxy in this regard, then a statistically insignificant treatment
effect on spousal conflict would provide supportive evidence in favor of spousal trust being
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unaffected by the treatment and thus, in favor of a valid identification of heterogeneous
effects. The results of this exercise are reported in Table A17 in the Appendix and
suggest that spousal conflict is unaffected by the treatment, noting a negative, but small,
statistically insignificant coefficient.

Finally, an assessment of trust and trustworthiness across treatment and control group
is not a useful approach here, given that we do not observe their baseline levels, which
are expected to be important predictors of the respective endline levels according to the
stated concepts of spousal trust and trustworthiness.

B. CACE estimates

For an assessment of the robustness of the reported ITT estimates, we estimate IV
regressions to retrieve CACE estimates for the heterogeneous treatment effects in terms of
spousal trust and trustworthiness observed in Tables 1 and 2. To do so, we instrument
self-reported usage of the private saving device with the treatment dummy, i.e. being
assigned to the treatment (cp. Steinert et al., 2020).

Judging from F-Statistics and Sanderson-Windmeijer χ2, first stage results suggest that
treatment assignment has generally a high relevance as an instrument for the actual usage
of the purse. Second stage results show an overall pattern that is very similar to the ITT
estimates in terms of direction, statistical significance, relative and roughly also absolute
magnitude of the effects (see Tables A18 and A19 in the Appendix).

The only noteworthy difference between ITT and CACE estimates is the larger absolute
magnitude of the latter. Precisely, the magnitude of the respective ITT coefficients
corresponds to only between 48% and 64% of the magnitude of the CACE coefficients.
This is intuitively expected for complier analyses, given that they consider the actual
usage of the purse instead of merely treatment assignment. Thus, already positive and
significant ITT effects are likely to translate into even larger effects for actual compliers.

C. Spousal control as alternative heterogeneity variable

Third, we consider spousal control about financial decision making in the household
as a potential alternative heterogeneity variable. If spousal trust and trustworthiness
and spousal control within the household are correlated, and considering the prominent
role of the latter in the evidence on hiding behaviors, one may argue that the observed
heterogeneity in treatment effects is in fact driven by differential levels of spousal control
as an omitted variable.

This is captured with an indicator variable about the wife’s involvement in financial decision
making in the household (’Are you involved in decisions about money in your home?’),
which was thus only collected for female participants. In roughly 66% of female participants,
the mutual absence of trust and trustworthiness and spousal control were indeed aligned,
i.e. the wife indicated not to be involved in financial decisions and concurrently both
spouses did not cooperate in the trust game (or vice versa).
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Table A20 reports the results of including spousal financial control as a control variable
as well as a potential alternative heterogeneity variable. Our main results remain robust,
both in magnitude and statistical significance. As a heterogeneity variable, spousal
financial control indicates that the treatment was not significantly more or less successful
in households that differ with regard to the wife’s involvement in the financial decision
making process. Interestingly, female participants in the control group report significantly
lower savings at endline if the wife had indicated not to be involved in decision making
about money in the household. This seems to account for a substantial proportion of the
negative variation in reported savings for control group participants, which had initially
been captured by the coefficient for a mutual absence of spousal trust and trustworthiness.
However, this does not affect the observed treatment heterogeneity in this regard.

D. Sensitivity to outliers and quantile regressions

We further assess the robustness of the main results with respect to the typical right-
skewness of saving and expenditure data, which is also prevalent in this sample. To account
for this, the entire empirical analysis was conducted using high-tail 2% winsorized saving
and income data. We re-estimate the main specifications using initial, unwinsorized data
as well as trimmed and winsorized data at different levels, and moreover perform quantile
regressions to evaluate the robustness of the core results. That is, in addition to the
estimation results using unwinsorized data, we present the main coefficients of interest
obtained from regressions using (i) high-tail 2%-trimmed data in order to directly compare
trimming and winsorization at the same level, and (ii) high-tail 1%- and 5%-winsorized
data in order to compare winsorization across different levels. The results of this exercise
are reported in Table A21 in the Appendix.

The coefficients based on regressions employing the initial, unwinsorized data as well
as when employing 1% and 5% winsorized data indicate the same overall pattern of
heterogeneity as the main results using the high-end 2% winsorized data. The direction of
interaction coefficients are identical and the statistical significance for the crucial sample of
trust games with the wife as first mover remains, however at a lower level. The magnitude
of effects decreases immensely with the level of winsorization, emphasizing that effects
are most likely driven by the higher tails of the distribution. Nevertheless, the degree of
magnitude still remains relatively high.

When obtaining coefficients from regressions using high-tail 2%-trimmed data, the hetero-
geneity still reflects the observed pattern from those regressions using winsorized data, at
least in terms of direction and partly also magnitude. While the interaction coefficient for
couples with a trustworthy husband and a non-trusting wife (i.e. TTw Index = 1) remains
statistically significant (Panel B), the statistical significance of the coefficient estimating a
heterogeneity in the subgroup of low-trust couples (i.e. No TTw) disappears (Panel A).

To further assess the claim that the results might be driven by the high tails of the
distribution, we examine distributional treatment effects by performing quantile regressions
for the 25th, 50th and 75th percentile of the distribution as well as for the very high and
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very low ends of the distribution, i.e. the 2.5th, 90th and 97.5th percentiles. The results
are reported in Table A22 in the Appendix.

Across all reported percentiles, the direction of the respective interaction coefficients is
identical to the heterogeneity pattern suggested in the core findings, i.e. coefficients are
all positive. However, the magnitude of coefficients across percentiles differs substantially.
This difference in the magnitude of effects is particularly pronounced for the very high tail
of the distribution. At least to some extent this is to be expected, given the right-skewness
of the saving data and thus, the much lower availability of financial resources among the
broad majority of the distribution compared to those at the top percentiles.

In terms of statistical significance, the pattern is somewhat different than the one suggested
by the main analysis. There are statistically significant interaction coefficients for the very
low tail of the distribution (i.e. 2.5th percentile), no statistical significances for coefficients
in the 25th, 50th and 75th percentiles, while the strongest statistical significance is observed
for those interaction coefficients at the high tails of the distribution (i.e. 90th and 97.5th).

The results from the quantile regressions largely reinforce what was already indicated by the
results using unwinsorized data as well as from employing winsorized and trimmed data at
different levels. Specifically, the main heterogeneity seems to be driven by the higher tails of
the distribution in terms of statistical significance and, evidently, magnitude. Interestingly
and opposite to this pattern, we also find statistically significant heterogeneous effects
among the extremely low tail of the distribution. This is further discussed below. The
overall pattern in terms of the direction of the effects remains the same across all reported
percentiles of the distribution.

E. The spousal nature of the heterogeneity

A final robustness check repeats the main heterogeneity analysis of ITT effects for total
savings with an alternative random sample of married couples, in which the trust game
was played between our study participant (either the wife or the husband of the married
couple), and another adult household member, instead of with the spouse. This was done
in order to assess whether the main results were driven by spousal trust specifically, as
then no such effects or at least much weaker effects should be observed in this alternative
trust game sample.

The alternative sample of married couples comprises 137 participants, who, as in the main
sample, had been randomly assigned to treatment and control group. Trust games were
played between the participant (in most cases female, i.e. the wife of a married couple)
and another adult household member, who had access to the stationary saving device.

In order to compare these results with the ones from the main analysis one needs to take
into account the identity of the spouse who is playing with the household member, which
means analyzing participants separately by gender. Given the small proportion of male
participants, we only analyze the subsample of trust games with female participants, i.e.
trust games between the wife and a household member. This is not really a limitation,
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given that the main effects in savings were driven by female participants.

The results of the heterogeneity analysis of ITT effects for this alternative trust game
sample are reported in Tables A24 and A25 in the Appendix (see Table A23 for baseline
balance). Overall, there is no clear significant heterogeneity in total savings in terms
of trust and trustworthiness between the wife and the other household member. The
results do indicate a pattern of heterogeneity in terms of direction and magnitude of the
effects, which is however only to a very limited extent similar to the observed spousal
heterogeneity, while partly signaling opposing effects. Even though a positive coefficient
for low-trust combinations in the subgroup of trust games with the female participant as
first mover is coherent with the results for spousal trust and trustworthiness, the negative
and large interaction coefficient for the subgroup with the other household member as
first mover contradicts these. This is confirmed when examining heterogeneity using TTw
Index, which presents an opposing directional pattern that is partly even statistically
significant. Generally, the heterogeneity patterns for non-spousal trust and trustworthiness
relations seem to support that the observed heterogeneity in the core analysis is a result
of spousal relations specifically.

VII Concluding Remarks

This paper empirically investigated the role of spousal trust and trustworthiness in
household financial decision making in light of its potentially incentivizing effect on
the creation of information asymmetries, specifically in the context of saving promotion
interventions. In doing so, we employed evidence from a randomized controlled trial of a
saving promotion intervention in India that involved two types of saving devices, a shared
lockbox received by all participants, and a private zip purse, only received by treatment
group participants. After experimentally eliciting trust and trustworthiness by means of a
binary trust game, we examine ITT effects of the private saving device for heterogeneity in
terms of spousal trust and trustworthiness to shed light on their potential role as factors
in household decision making.

The findings suggest that spousal trust and trustworthiness relations can substantially and
significantly influence the impact of different types of saving devices on savings balances.
We especially emphasize the role of access-related features of saving promotion tools and
suggest that the manner of usage of individually as opposed to mutually accessible devices
is subject to differential underlying circumstances in terms of spousal trust. The core
results indicate that the additional provision of the private saving device only resulted
in increased savings for those married couples, who signaled a mutual absence of trust
or trustworthiness among each other, according to their choices in the trust game. In
contrast, couples with any higher level of spousal trust or trustworthiness in fact reported
higher amounts of savings in the control group, who had received only the shared saving
device.

This heterogeneity is driven by the wife’s mistrust in absence of her husband’s trustwor-
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thiness, whereby the private saving device facilitates more effective hiding of the wife’s
saving amounts. The channel of hiding behaviors behind this heterogeneity in treatment
effects of the private saving device is additionally supported by the finding that both, the
main heterogeneity as well as the channel analysis within the treatment group, are driven
(i) by this exact constellation of a mutual absence of the wife’s trust and the husband’s
trustworthiness, (ii) by the sample of female participants and (iii) by less accessible saving
categories, precisely bank and post office or national account savings rather than savings
at home. We find evidence in favor of the husband’s untrustworthiness being the triggering
factor in this regard, which could act as a proxy for the willingness to involve his wife into
decision making processes about money in the household.

This finding adds to the growing strand of literature suggesting that, across different
countries of the Global South, wives tend to conceal substantial amounts of their savings,
income or expenditures from their husband in order to keep control over how these resources
are being spent. In a broader sense, our results might further lend support to the finding
that hiding behaviors can induce inefficient choice outcomes, given that the hidden money
of participants in this study can be considered as resources left on (or perhaps purposely
under) the bargaining table.

We aim to rule out a potential alternative interpretation of the above results by showing that
our findings remain robust when considering spousal control as additional heterogeneity
variable. Moreover, repeating this same analysis with a placebo sample in which the
trust game was played between one of the two spouses and another permanent household
member suggests that the observed heterogeneity in treatment effects is indeed of a spousal
nature. Quantile regressions of the main coefficients for total savings reveal that the
heterogeneity in treatment effects is stronger at the tails of the distribution, and is in its
magnitude driven by the highest quantile of the distribution. While this might be induced
by a higher propensity to save in the first place, it might also be a consequence of a lack of
access to formal saving accounts among lower percentiles of the distribution, especially for
women. Thus, distributional heterogeneous effects of saving commitment devices continue
to present an interesting avenue for further research.

Potential limitations of the study are a rather small sample size of 360 participants, the
conduction of the trust game at endline instead of at baseline, and the inability to causally
assign the hiding channel as a driver of the core heterogeneity in savings. First, despite the
small sample size, the binary trust game conducted in the course of this research project
is still the largest conducted trust game with spouses in a country of the Global South.
Second, we deem the probability that spousal trust and trustworthiness were affected
by the treatment as small, following from theoretical arguments about the measured
concept of trust and from an empirical result of spousal conflict being unaffected by the
treatment. Third, assigning causality to the hiding channel is by definition not possible
in this study design. However, the fact that the channel results are driven by the same
pattern as the core heterogeneity in treatment effects with respect to magnitude and
statistical significance, the exact spousal trust dynamics, a disaggregation of total savings
and a disaggregation into female and male participants yields strong supportive evidence
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of the relevance of this channel.

The findings of this study are highly relevant for policy makers due to their implications for
the design and evaluation of household-based saving interventions in developing countries.
As undersaving continues to be a prevalent issue among the poor (Karlan et al., 2014),
the importance of access to sufficient savings only further increases especially for those
who are to be hit the hardest by the accelerating number of economic shocks, such as the
ongoing COVID-19 pandemic or potential natural disasters induced by climate change. It
is of utmost importance to ensure that the interventions and devices being distributed and
introduced to the most vulnerable parts of the population in fact improve their situation
effectively and are not inhibited in ways that can be foreseen.

The heterogeneity in treatment effects in terms of spousal trust and trustworthiness
indicates that access-related features of saving devices can be of substantial relevance
for their effectiveness in increasing savings. This varying effectiveness of different saving
devices seems to be induced by the interrelations between spousal trust dynamics within
the household and the prevalence of social norms that diminish the role of women in society
and her influence within the household. Policy makers and researchers alike are advised to
take into account such interactive effects between different features of saving interventions,
spousal intra-household dynamics and the relevance of social norms in intra-household
decision making for the design and evaluation of saving promotion interventions. Hence,
when formulating intended welfare-improving effects of such interventions, it is crucial
to take into account the sensitivity of these effects with respect to potentially inhibiting
intra-household dynamics.

We believe that the policy relevance and implications outlined for saving promotion
interventions might be relevant not only for saving devices, but also for a wider set of
interventions or programs as long as these are household-based and intended to function
despite or exactly because of assumed or neglected spousal intra-household dynamics.
Examples of such interventions might be business loan disbursements in cash or cash-
transfer programs, which already have been extensively examined by the literature in
different ways some of which lend support to this claim. This in turn would indicate
that, also in other domains, the sensitivity of an intervention’s intended effects with
respect to spousal intra-household dynamics and the relevance of a country’s context for
household decision making patterns need to be considered. Moreover, even though the
core heterogeneity in total savings is indeed enabled through the private saving device, it
is then realized through bank and post or national account savings. This stresses once
more the importance of equal rates of financial inclusion not only between the poorer and
the wealthier parts of the population, but also between women and men.

In spite of presenting meaningful insights not only for the effectiveness of household-based
interventions but also for the potential theoretical significance of spousal trust in models of
intra-household financial decision making, our results first and foremost motivate scope for
further research in this regard. For instance, future research could focus on access-related
features of household-based (saving) promotion interventions while examining other types
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of (saving) devices as those in this study. In light of this, it may be also be interesting
to engage in research designs that allow to assess the relative importance of access-
related features as opposed to intentionally designed commitment-related characteristics.
Moreover, given the growing evidence on the existence of hiding behaviors among wives in
developing countries, it would be of interest for future research to causally assess whether,
how and the extent to which such behaviors affect a household’s financial outcomes and
economic well-being. Despite the difficulties of empirically investigating household decision
making dynamics to better understand their implications for designing welfare-enhancing
interventions for the poor, this research emphasizes that there are indeed ways to shed
light on hardly observable but important factors such as spousal trust.
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Appendix

Table A1: Description of survey items and constructed variables

Survey item/Variable Description Sample
Participant sex Female, Male Full sample

Participant age Age in years Full sample

Education None, primary, secondary, tertiary Full sample

Caste Scheduled caste/tribe, backward caste or tribe, other caste, open Full sample

Religion Hindu, Islam, Christian, Sikh, Jainism, Buddhism, Zororastrian, other Full sample

Employed Employed (any occupation), unemployed Full sample

Household size Number of household members Full sample

Household income Sums past-month income from loans, rent, interest, assets, Full sample
lifestock, land, charity, government, religious groups, remittances

Household expenditures Sums past-month expenditures on list of food items and non-food items, Full sample
(non-food items: tax, gas, worship, soap, book, insurance, repairs)

Outstanding debt Amount of outstanding loans Full sample

Resilience Index from not having money for the hospital/pharmacy/emergency Full sample

Post savings Savings in post offices/national savings centres Full sample

Bank account savings Savings in bank savings account Full sample

Savings at home Cash savings at home Full sample

Savings with relatives Cash savings with relatives Full sample

Mobile savings Savings in mobile phone money account Full sample

Savings club savings Savings in savings club/association Full sample

Box savings Savings in metal lockbox (counted) Full sample

Purse savings Savings in zip-purse (counted) Full sample

Total savings Sums all of the above saving categories Full sample

Total number of assets Sums number of household-based assets out of 25 assets Full sample

Number of housing assets Sums number of housing condition assets out of 16 assets Full sample

Total temptation expenditures Total difference in desired future consumption and Full sample
self-reported past-month consumption of temptation goods

Female empowerment Index based on two items by Glennerster et al. (2018) Female sample only
(freedom to leave house unannounced and making unescorted outings)

Female financial decision making Sum of three items regarding extent and nature of husband’s decision making power Female sample only

Gender attitudes Index based on five items by Glennerster et al. (2018) Full sample
(extent of agreement with gender-related statements)

Self-efficacy Index of five items by Levenson (1973), Lown (2011), Steinert et al. (2018) Full sample
(extent of agreement with statements eliciting self-efficacy)
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Figure A1: Treatment: Private portable saving device (Zip purse)

Figure A2: Active control: Shared stationary saving device (Metal Lockbox)

Table A2: Overview trust variables

Variable Description
Regardless of role in trust game (N = 360) First mover is wife (N = 214) First mover is husband (N= 146)

Husband TTw 1 = Husband trusts/is trustworthy; 1 = Husband is trustworthy; 1 = Husband trusts;
0 = Husband does not trust/is not trustworthy 0 = Husband is not trustworthy 0 = Husband does not trust

Wife TTw 1 = Wife trusts/is trustworthy; 1 = Wife trusts; 1 = Wife is trustworthy;
0 = Wife does not trust/is not trustworthy 0 = Wife does not trust 0 = Wife is not trustworthy

Mutual TTw 1 = Husband and wife trust/are trustworthy; 1 = Wife trusts, husband is trustworthy; 1 = Wife is trustworthy, husband trusts;
0 = all else 0 = all else 0 = all else

No TTw 1 = Husband and wife do not trust/are not trustworthy; 1 = Wife does not trust, husband is not trustworthy; 1 = Wife is not trustworthy, husband does not trust;
0 = all else 0 = all else 0 = all else

TTw Index 0 = (No TTw= 1) 0 = (No TTw= 1) 0 = (No TTw= 1)
1 = (Wife TTw = 0 and Husband TTw = 1) 1 = (Wife TTw = 0 and Husband TTw = 1) 1 = (Wife TTw = 0 and Husband TTw = 1)
2 = (Wife TTw = 1 and Husband TTw = 0) 2 = (Wife TTw = 1 and Husband TTw = 0), 2 = (Wife TTw = 1 and Husband TTw = 0)
3 = (Mutual TTw = 1) 3 = (Mutual TTw = 1) 3 = (Mutual TTw = 1)
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Figure A3: Gender-specific trust game payouts

Table A3: Trust game results

Variable Regardless of FM Wife FM Husband FM T-test Diff.
in trust game (1) (2) (1)-(2)

Husband TTw (a) 0.60 0.59 0.62 -0.03
(0.03) (0.03) (0.04) (0.05)

Wife TTw (b) 0.53 0.47 0.62 -0.15∗∗∗

(0.03) (0.03) (0.04) (0.05)

T-test Diff. (a)-(b) 0.07∗ 0.12∗∗ (0.00)
(0.037) (0.05) (0.00)

Mutual TTw (c) 0.32 0.29 0.38 -0.09∗

(0.03) (0.03) (0.04) (0.05)

No TTw (d) 0.19 0.22 0.14 0.08∗

(0.02) (0.03) (0.03) (0.04)

T-test Diff, (c)-(d) 0.13∗∗∗ 0.07 0.23∗∗∗

(0.04) (0.05) (0.06)

TTw Index 1.66 1.54 1.85 -0.31∗∗∗

(0.06) (0.08) (0.09) (0.12)

Observations 360 214 146

Notes: Reported are mean values and standard errors in parentheses of the indicator variables
Husband TTw, Wife TTw, Mutual TTw, No TTw as well as of the categorical variable TTw Index.
TTw Index captures the different trust and trustworthiness combinations between spouses (0 =
Both did not indicate trust or trustworthiness; 1 = Husband indicated trust or trustworthiness, wife
did not; 2 = Wife indicated trust or trustworthiness; husband did not; 3 = Both indicated trust or
trustworthiness).
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Table A4: Baseline characteristics and orthogonality verification

(1) (2) T-test
Overall Control Treatment Difference

Variable (N=360) (N=178) (N=182) (1)-(2)

Female 0.839
(0.019)

0.843
(0.027)

0.835
(0.028)

0.008

Age 34.742
(0.605)

34.949
(0.846)

34.538
(0.867)

0.411

Belongs to scheduled/backward caste or tribe 0.539
(0.026)

0.528
(0.038)

0.549
(0.037)

-0.021

Hindu 0.761
(0.023)

0.781
(0.031)

0.742
(0.033)

0.039

Household members 4.111
(0.097)

4.067
(0.150)

4.154
(0.123)

-0.086

Unemployed 0.350
(0.025)

0.348
(0.036)

0.352
(0.035)

-0.003

No education 0.206
(0.021)

0.208
(0.031)

0.203
(0.030)

0.005

Completed primary education 0.208
(0.021)

0.225
(0.031)

0.192
(0.029)

0.032

Completed secondary education 0.403
(0.026)

0.376
(0.036)

0.429
(0.037)

-0.052

Completed tertiary education 0.183
(0.020)

0.191
(0.030)

0.176
(0.028)

0.015

Past-month income 9800.262
(539.828)

9767.427
(726.667)

9832.374
(733.997)

-64.947

Total savings balance 4913.833
(402.211)

5317.938
(590.877)

4518.610
(546.825)

799.328

Bank account savings balance 3006.208
(323.813)

3419.944
(502.882)

2601.566
(409.485)

818.378

National account savings balance 150.092
(42.005)

158.612
(62.479)

141.758
(56.463)

16.854

Savings balance at home 757.778
(70.483)

676.124
(93.951)

837.637
(104.771)

-161.514

Savings balance with relatives 298.889
(81.560)

339.888
(127.440)

258.791
(102.696)

81.096

Past-month temptation spending 144.767
(14.695)

147.354
(20.719)

142.236
(20.894)

5.118

Female empowerment index 0.168
(0.080)

0.201
(0.097)

0.136
(0.093)

0.065

Self-efficacy index 6.128
(0.137)

6.112
(0.193)

6.143
(0.194)

-0.032

Outstanding debt 7637.075
(1738.743)

9517.680
(2706.274)

5797.802
(2195.097)

3719.878

Past-month household expenditures 4228.939
(197.428)

4148.303
(258.552)

4307.802
(298.188)

-159.499

Resilience index 0.312
(0.022)

0.317
(0.031)

0.308
(0.031)

0.010

Number of total assets 9.739
(0.131)

9.781
(0.171)

9.698
(0.198)

0.083

Number of housing condition assets 7.419
(0.103)

7.466
(0.134)

7.374
(0.157)

0.093

F-test of joint significance (F-stat) 0.381
F-test, number of observations 360

Notes: Means and standard errors (in parentheses) displayed for the full sample, treatment and control
group. All missing values in balance variables are replaced with the mean value of this variable. ***, **, and
* would indicate significance at the 1, 5, and 10 percent critical level.
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Table A5: Total savings (female subsample only):
Heterogeneity by mutual absence and presence of trust and trustworthiness

Dependent variable: Total savings balance

FM in trust game: W/H W/H W H W/H W/H W H
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)

Treatment -811.72 -749.68 -2404.92∗ -1990.69 -3110.75 -796.68 -1165.70 -372.89 -1532.07
(1157.85) (1209.46) (1299.62) (1564.31) (2406.05) (1162.61) (1432.60) (1788.35) (3244.90)

No TTw 931.90 -2852.18∗ -2902.48 -4894.21
(1625.62) (1559.95) (1860.22) (3084.95)

Treatment × No TTw 8737.20∗∗ 9265.79∗ 9543.31
(3679.45) (4917.53) (7226.26)

Mutual TTw 305.26 -266.61 -1250.62 2106.65
(1260.72) (1775.40) (1634.48) (3272.88)

Treatment × Mutual TTw 1183.52 966.25 1298.26
(2443.57) (2589.66) (4637.31)

Lagged Outcome 0.27 0.27 0.26 0.19 0.38 0.27 0.27 0.20 0.37
(0.18) (0.18) (0.18) (0.19) (0.43) (0.18) (0.18) (0.18) (0.42)

Stratification variables X X X X X X X X X
Controls X X X X X X X X X

R2 0.15 0.15 0.18 0.23 0.13 0.15 0.15 0.20 0.12
Adj. R2 0.13 0.12 0.15 0.18 0.03 0.12 0.12 0.15 0.02

Observations 284 284 284 184 100 284 284 184 100
Mean Control 7497.61 7497.61 7497.61 7391.55 7756.29 7497.61 7497.61 7391.55 7756.29

(952.05) (952.05) (952.05) (1083.23) (1955.60) (952.05) (952.05) (1083.23) (1955.60)

Notes: The estimation only employ the subsample of female participants. Columns 4, 5, 8 and 9 restrict the sample to trust games with regard to the wife (W) or
the husband (H) being the first mover (FM) as to distinguish between whether trust or trustworthiness of each spouse was measured. Columns 4 and 8 employ
the sample of trust games for which the wife’s trust and the husband’s trustworthiness were measured (vice versa for columns 5 and 9). All regressions include
stratification variables, namely baseline savings quintile, as well as controls, namely the main participant’s age, education, employment status, income and household
size. Standard errors in parentheses.
∗ p < 0.10, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01
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Table A6: Total savings (female subsample only):
Heterogeneity by trust and trustworthiness index

Dependent variable: Total savings balance

FM in trust game: W/H W/H W H
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

Treatment -811.72 -592.97 6222.50∗ 6998.05 5881.81
(1157.85) (1211.11) (3368.71) (4606.34) (7270.76)

TTw index = 1 -118.85 5943.80∗∗ 6532.17∗∗ 5201.26
(1939.08) (2672.86) (3058.23) (4516.33)

TTw index = 2 -2906.05∗ -915.28 -1353.37 564.32
(1723.75) (1430.77) (1578.85) (3486.69)

TTw index = 3 -586.82 2034.85 987.51 5084.63
(1805.86) (1761.74) (1691.51) (3360.75)

Treatment × TTw index = 1 -12837.60∗∗∗ -13908.59∗∗ -11217.18
(4450.05) (5658.56) (8728.04)

Treatment × TTw index = 2 -5364.20 -4305.24 -5972.69
(3591.80) (5030.09) (7271.31)

Treatment × TTw index = 3 -6342.67 -6524.52 -6221.55
(3937.92) (5041.20) (8228.30)

Lagged outcome 0.27 0.27 0.25 0.20 0.32
(0.18) (0.18) (0.18) (0.19) (0.41)

Stratification variables X X X X X
Controls X X X X X

R2 0.15 0.16 0.20 0.27 0.15
Adj. R2 0.13 0.13 0.16 0.21 0.01

Observations 284 284 284 184 100
Mean Control 7497.61 7497.61 7497.61 7391.55 7756.29

(952.05) (952.05) (952.05) (1083.23) (1955.60)

Notes: The regressions only employ the subsample of female participants. Columns 4 and 5 restrict the
sample to trust games with regard to the wife (W) or the husband (H) being the first mover (FM) as to
distinguish between whether trust or trustworthiness of each spouse was measured. Column 4 employs the
sample of trust games for which the wife’s trust and the husband’s trustworthiness were measured (vice versa
for column 5). TTw index is a categorical variable of the different trust and trustworthiness combinations with
the reference category (TTw Index = 0) being No TTw = 1, i.e. husband and wife both chose not to trust or to
be trustworthy depending on who was first or second mover. The remaining categories are: 1 = husband chose
to trust or be trustworthy, wife did not chose to trust or be trustworthy, 2 = Husband chose not to trust or be
trustworthy, wife chose to trust or be trustworthy, 3 = both chose to trust or be trustworthy, equal to Mutual
TTw = 1. All regressions include stratification variables, namely baseline savings quintile, as well as controls,
namely the main participant’s age, education, employment status, income and household size. Standard errors
in parentheses.
∗ p < 0.10, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01
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Table A7: Bank account savings:
Heterogeneity by mutual absence and presence of trust and trustworthiness

Dependent variable: Bank account savings balance

FM in trust game: W/H W/H W H W/H W/H W H
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)

Treatment -549.18 -533.07 -1588.43∗ -1684.33 -1177.72 -589.52 -783.32 -104.82 -372.67
(885.81) (890.96) (953.51) (1255.90) (1516.27) (885.07) (1141.80) (1488.34) (1600.37)

No TTw 1556.83 -1095.15 -2214.99 -64.79
(1287.16) (1188.91) (1471.93) (2836.67)

Treatment × No TTw 5467.42∗∗ 8509.45∗∗ 1972.56
(2730.81) (3830.91) (4410.00)

Mutual TTw -548.22 -836.01 -808.44 1121.68
(870.77) (1303.22) (1268.77) (1934.32)

Treatment × Mutual TTw 598.07 495.13 -451.56
(1685.57) (1840.18) (2427.79)

Lagged outcome 0.23 0.22 0.21 0.29 0.10 0.22 0.22 0.31 0.11
(0.14) (0.14) (0.14) (0.18) (0.19) (0.14) (0.14) (0.19) (0.18)

Stratification variables X X X X X X X X X
Controls X X X X X X X X X

R2 0.14 0.14 0.16 0.24 0.10 0.14 0.14 0.20 0.10
Adj. R2 0.11 0.12 0.13 0.19 0.02 0.11 0.11 0.15 0.02

Observations 344 344 344 203 141 344 344 203 141
Mean control 4057.06 4057.06 4057.06 4070 4033.33 4057.06 4057.06 4070 4033.33

(695.03) (695.03) (695.03) (861.58) (1185.83) (695.03) (695.03) (861.58) (1185.83)

Notes: Columns 4, 5, 8 and 9 restrict the sample to trust games with regard to the wife (W) or the husband (H) being the first mover (FM) as to distinguish
between whether trust or trustworthiness of each spouse was measured. Columns 4 and 8 employ the sample of trust games for which the wife’s trust and the
husband’s trustworthiness were measured (vice versa for columns 5 and 9). All regressions include stratification variables, namely gender and baseline savings
quintile, as well as controls, namely the main participant’s age, education, employment status, income and household size. Standard errors in parentheses.
∗ p < 0.10, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01
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Table A8: Bank account savings:
Heterogeneity by trust and trustworthiness index

Dependent variable: Bank account savings balance

FM in trust game: W/H W/H W H
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

Treatment -549.18 -529.59 3782.92 6479.03∗ 773.44
(885.81) (904.43) (2507.75) (3536.89) (4137.70)

TTw index = 1 -640.99 3101.95 5329.34∗ -2153.71
(1549.49) (2111.60) (2735.48) (2808.51)

TTw index = 2 -2709.53∗ -388.10 -1360.58 978.52
(1411.04) (1510.91) (1247.21) (4401.36)

TTw index = 3 -1643.26 350.09 956.13 438.63
(1363.00) (1306.12) (1265.77) (2892.44)

Treatment × TTw index = 1 -7362.55∗∗ -12249.59∗∗∗ 572.40
(3396.55) (4650.15) (4803.46)

Treatment × TTw index = 2 -4737.42∗ -4864.79 -4105.67
(2788.68) (3708.82) (5662.06)

Treatment × TTw index = 3 -4067.20 -6210.07∗ -1704.54
(2844.90) (3736.20) (4575.55)

Lagged outcome 0.23 0.22 0.21 0.29∗ 0.11
(0.14) (0.14) (0.14) (0.18) (0.18)

Stratification variables X X X X X
Controls X X X X X

R2 0.14 0.15 0.17 0.27 0.11
Adj. R2 0.11 0.12 0.13 0.21 0.01

Observations 344 344 344 203 141
Mean control 4057.06 4057.06 4057.06 4070 4033.33

(695.03) (695.03) (695.03) (861.58) (1185.83)

Notes: Columns 4 and 5 restrict the sample to trust games with regard to the wife (W) or the husband
(H) being the first mover (FM) as to distinguish between whether trust or trustworthiness of each spouse
was measured. Column 4 employs the sample of trust games for which the wife’s trust and the husband’s
trustworthiness were measured (vice versa for column 5). TTw index is a categorical variable of the different
trust and trustworthiness combinations with the reference category (TTw Index = 0) being No TTw = 1, i.e.
husband and wife both chose not to trust or to be trustworthy depending on who was first or second mover.
The remaining categories are: 1 = husband chose to trust or be trustworthy, wife did not chose to trust or be
trustworthy, 2 = Husband chose not to trust or be trustworthy, wife chose to trust or be trustworthy, 3 = both
chose to trust or be trustworthy, equal to Mutual TTw = 1. All regressions include stratification variables,
namely gender and baseline savings quintile, as well as controls, namely the main participant’s age, education,
employment status, income and household size. Standard errors in parentheses.
∗ p < 0.10, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01
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Table A9: Post/National account savings:
Heterogeneity by mutual absence and presence of trust and trustworthiness

Dependent variable: Post/national account savings balance

FM in trust game: W/H W/H W H W/H W/H W H
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)

Treatment 492.81∗∗ 494.89∗∗ 417.44∗ 509.43 378.10∗ 498.60∗∗ 434.91 888.25∗ 87.44
(212.45) (212.24) (215.90) (338.07) (213.05) (219.78) (272.62) (457.07) (168.14)

No TTw 189.99 -6.95 -138.59 137.26
(338.23) (387.59) (486.52) (197.09)

Treatment × No TTw 402.23 928.56 -106.86
(641.16) (988.54) (357.65)

Mutual TTw 80.54 -14.14 179.25 28.26
(239.71) (194.06) (309.63) (116.83)

Treatment × Mutual TTw 196.95 -686.82 1117.44
(528.31) (711.37) (772.69)

Lagged outcome 0.37 0.35 0.35 0.37 0.17 0.37 0.36 0.38 0.18
(0.25) (0.26) (0.26) (0.29) (0.22) (0.25) (0.25) (0.28) (0.13)

Stratification variables X X X X X X X X X
Controls X X X X X X X X X

R2 0.05 0.06 0.06 0.08 0.05 0.05 0.06 0.07 0.12
Adj. R2 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.02 -0.03 0.03 0.02 0.02 0.04

Observations 344 344 344 203 141 344 344 203 141
Mean control 178.24 178.24 178.24 275.46 0 178.24 178.24 275.46 0

(105.32) (105.32) (105.32) (162.28) (-) (105.32) (105.32) (162.28) (-)

Notes: Columns 4, 5, 8 and 9 restrict the sample to trust games with regard to the wife (W) or the husband (H) being the first mover (FM) as to
distinguish between whether trust or trustworthiness of each spouse was measured. Columns 4 and 8 employ the sample of trust games for which the
wife’s trust and the husband’s trustworthiness were measured (vice versa for columns 5 and 9). All regressions include stratification variables, namely
gender and baseline savings quintile, as well as controls, namely the main participant’s age, education, employment status, income and household size.
Standard errors in parentheses.
∗ p < 0.10, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01
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Table A10: Post/National account savings:
Heterogeneity by trust and trustworthiness index

Dependent variable: Post/national account savings balance

FM in trust game: W/H W/H W H
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

Treatment 492.81∗∗ 506.56∗∗ 807.05 1424.07 234.18
(212.45) (219.99) (613.66) (962.87) (342.58)

TTw index = 1 -270.49 134.45 262.34 -236.68
(385.15) (480.09) (629.34) (238.36)

TTw index = 2 -236.70 -164.46 -223.60 -155.20
(379.70) (374.59) (455.42) (293.05)

TTw index = 3 -100.80 -2.51 240.07 -139.92
(367.53) (389.21) (506.58) (193.50)

Treatment × TTw index = 1 -763.96 -1288.86 -141.79
(683.11) (1048.95) (315.92)

Treatment × TTw index = 2 -157.57 216.42 -289.37
(702.94) (1239.34) (328.16)

Treatment × TTw index = 3 -184.25 -1244.31 960.12
(765.27) (1126.57) (797.83)

Lagged outcome 0.37 0.34 0.35 0.38 0.13
(0.25) (0.26) (0.27) (0.30) (0.16)

Stratification variables X X X X X
Controls X X X X X

R2 0.05 0.06 0.06 0.09 0.12
Adj. R2 0.03 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02

Observations 344 344 344 203 141
Mean control 178.24 178.24 178.24 275.46 0

(105.32) (105.32) (105.32) (162.28) (-)

Notes: Columns 4 and 5 restrict the sample to trust games with regard to the wife (W) or the
husband (H) being the first mover (FM) as to distinguish between whether trust or trustworthiness
of each spouse was measured. Column 4 employs the sample of trust games for which the wife’s
trust and the husband’s trustworthiness were measured (vice versa for column 5). TTw index is
a categorical variable of the different trust and trustworthiness combinations with the reference
category (TTw Index = 0) being No TTw = 1, i.e. husband and wife both chose not to trust or
to be trustworthy depending on who was first or second mover. The remaining categories are: 1
= husband chose to trust or be trustworthy, wife did not chose to trust or be trustworthy, 2 =
Husband chose not to trust or be trustworthy, wife chose to trust or be trustworthy, 3 = both chose
to trust or be trustworthy, equal to Mutual TTw = 1. All regressions include stratification variables,
namely gender and baseline savings quintile, as well as controls, namely the main participant’s age,
education, employment status, income and household size. Standard errors in parentheses.
∗ p < 0.10, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01
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Table A11: Savings at home:
Heterogeneity by mutual absence and presence of trust and trustworthiness

Dependent variable: Savings balance at home

FM in trust game: W/H W/H W H W/H W/H W H
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)

Treatment -73.80 -74.21 -20.42 -27.16 -56.03 -61.21 -230.45 -302.66 -184.48
(135.00) (135.01) (157.55) (200.31) (273.00) (137.63) (151.37) (208.10) (244.75)

No TTw -76.05 62.96 130.25 98.98
(149.87) (244.53) (288.23) (408.38)

Treatment × No TTw -283.75 -260.22 -375.82
(314.92) (413.29) (486.61)

Mutual TTw 173.40 -76.51 -465.78∗∗ 143.61
(153.79) (205.76) (217.19) (333.38)

Treatment × Mutual TTw 519.96 772.82∗ 390.32
(332.98) (393.42) (539.73)

Lagged outcome 0.20∗∗∗ 0.20∗∗∗ 0.20∗∗∗ 0.16∗ 0.23∗ 0.20∗∗∗ 0.20∗∗∗ 0.16 0.23∗

(0.07) (0.07) (0.07) (0.10) (0.12) (0.07) (0.08) (0.10) (0.13)
Stratification variables X X X X X X X X X
Controls X X X X X X X X X

R2 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.09 0.10 0.08 0.09 0.11 0.11
Adj. R2 0.05 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.02 0.05 0.05 0.06 0.03

Observations 344 344 344 203 141 344 344 203 141
Mean control 588.82 588.82 588.82 547.27 665 588.82 588.82 547.27 665

(99.83) (99.83) (99.83) (117.83) (183.60) (99.83) (99.83) (117.83) (183.60)

Notes: Columns 4, 5, 8 and 9 restrict the sample to trust games with regard to the wife (W) or the husband (H) being the first mover (FM) as to
distinguish between whether trust or trustworthiness of each spouse was measured. Columns 4 and 8 employ the sample of trust games for which the
wife’s trust and the husband’s trustworthiness were measured (vice versa for columns 5 and 9). All regressions include stratification variables, namely
gender and baseline savings quintile, as well as controls, namely the main participant’s age, education, employment status, income and household size.
Standard errors in parentheses.
∗ p < 0.10, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01
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Table A12: Savings at home:
Heterogeneity by trust and trustworthiness index

Dependent variable: Savings balance at home

FM in trust game: W/H W/H W H
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

Treatment -73.80 -61.15 -308.01 -315.22 -444.02
(135.00) (137.50) (268.36) (374.18) (373.52)

TTw index = 1 19.37 -8.94 45.64 -90.61
(179.41) (292.25) (326.71) (543.40)

TTw index = 2 -17.80 -63.92 18.32 -402.09
(176.16) (314.09) (402.28) (486.28)

TTw index = 3 175.58 -100.87 -445.25 -51.91
(188.59) (280.36) (323.58) (448.14)

Treatment × TTw index = 1 90.13 -92.45 423.53
(361.59) (429.88) (670.24)

Treatment × TTw index = 2 127.14 196.05 293.63
(377.53) (548.68) (525.35)

Treatment × TTw index = 3 598.85 785.15 659.49
(418.72) (528.66) (638.12)

Lagged outcome 0.20∗∗∗ 0.20∗∗∗ 0.20∗∗∗ 0.16 0.25∗

(0.07) (0.08) (0.08) (0.10) (0.13)
Stratification variables X X X X X
Controls X X X X X

R2 0.07 0.08 0.09 0.11 0.12
Adj. R2 0.05 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.01

Observations 344 344 344 203 141
Mean control 588.82 588.82 588.82 547.27 665

(99.83) (99.83) (99.83) (117.83) (183.60)

Notes: Columns 4 and 5 restrict the sample to trust games with regard to the wife (W) or the
husband (H) being the first mover (FM) as to distinguish between whether trust or trustworthiness
of each spouse was measured. Column 4 employs the sample of trust games for which the wife’s
trust and the husband’s trustworthiness were measured (vice versa for column 5). TTw index is
a categorical variable of the different trust and trustworthiness combinations with the reference
category (TTw Index = 0) being No TTw = 1, i.e. husband and wife both chose not to trust or
to be trustworthy depending on who was first or second mover. The remaining categories are: 1
= husband chose to trust or be trustworthy, wife did not chose to trust or be trustworthy, 2 =
Husband chose not to trust or be trustworthy, wife chose to trust or be trustworthy, 3 = both chose
to trust or be trustworthy, equal to Mutual TTw = 1. All regressions include stratification variables,
namely gender and baseline savings quintile, as well as controls, namely the main participant’s age,
education, employment status, income and household size. Standard errors in parentheses.
∗ p < 0.10, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01
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Table A13: Hiding effectiveness channel: Disaggregated savings balances

PANEL A: Savings in post offices and national savings centres

FM in trust game: W/H W/H W H
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

Hiding 236.89 176.22 -279.27 -1028.40 476.68
(473.79) (435.66) (478.74) (780.77) (1089.44)

No TTw 670.63 -556.72 -441.84 -807.27
(722.70) (524.87) (452.90) (866.83)

No TTw × Hiding 2634.58∗∗ 3901.23∗∗ 349.53
(1181.83) (1542.37) (1384.92)

Lagged outcome 0.68 0.66 0.74 0.98 0.45∗∗

(0.57) (0.59) (0.56) (0.71) (0.20)

R2 0.08 0.09 0.12 0.26 0.09
Adj. R2 0.02 0.02 0.05 0.15 -0.10

PANEL B: Bank account savings
FM in trust game: W/H W/H W H

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

Hiding 328.43 142.26 -1175.36 -2570.07∗ 1742.49
(1265.42) (1144.64) (1080.41) (1503.13) (1775.66)

No TTw 2060.26 -1475.79 -1309.57 -740.26
(2220.04) (1059.50) (1714.53) (1704.76)

No TTw × Hiding 7623.96 12121.05 -2650.33
(4738.82) (7504.10) (2363.76)

Lagged outcome 0.14 0.13 0.18 0.39 0.05
(0.17) (0.18) (0.17) (0.25) (0.14)

R2 0.11 0.13 0.17 0.30 0.26
Adj. R2 0.06 0.06 0.10 0.18 0.10

Stratification variables X X X X X
Controls X X X X X
Observations 144 144 144 81 63

Notes: Estimation employs only observations from within the treatment group and only those where
the spouse did not have access to the portable savings device, as indicated by participants. Hiding
is an indicator variable which takes the value 1 if the participant agreed or strongly agreed with the
statement that the purse helps her to keep money to herself and not to give it to other people. Columns
4 and 5 in both panels restrict the sample to trust games with regard to the wife (W) or the husband
(H) being the first mover (FM) as to distinguish between whether trust or trustworthiness of each
spouse was measured. Column 4 employs the sample of trust games for which the wife’s trust and
the husband’s trustworthiness were measured (vice versa for column 5). All regressions include the
stratification variable baseline savings quintile, as well as controls, namely the main participant’s age,
education, employment status, income and household size. Standard errors in parentheses.
∗ p < 0.10, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01
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Table A14: Hiding effectiveness channel: Savings at home

Dependent variable: Savings at home

FM in trust game: W/H W/H W H
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

Hiding -50.03 -27.07 -54.45 51.87 -306.00
(210.27) (206.82) (240.24) (310.19) (368.74)

No TTw -256.76 -329.39 -567.39 -375.55
(245.91) (309.77) (561.93) (630.77)

No TTw × Hiding 157.88 610.22 -80.67
(438.61) (756.20) (696.02)

Lagged outcome 0.19∗ 0.19∗ 0.19∗ 0.05 0.41∗∗

(0.10) (0.10) (0.11) (0.12) (0.19)
Stratification variables X X X X X
Controls X X X X X

R2 0.08 0.09 0.09 0.10 0.20
Adj. R2 0.02 0.02 0.01 -0.04 0.03

Observations 144 144 144 81 63

Notes: Estimation employs only observations from within the treatment group and only those
where the spouse did not have access to the portable savings device, as indicated by participants.
Hiding is an indicator variable which takes the value 1 if the participant agreed or strongly
agreed with the statement that the purse helps her to keep money to herself and not to give it
to other people. Columns 4, 5, 9 and 10 restrict the sample to trust games with regard to the
wife (W) or the husband (H) being the first mover (FM) as to distinguish between whether trust
or trustworthiness of each spouse was measured. Columns 4 and 9 employ the sample of trust
games for which the wife’s trust and the husband’s trustworthiness were measured (vice versa
for columns 5 and 10). All regressions include the stratification variable baseline savings quintile,
as well as controls, namely the main participant’s age, education, employment status, income
and household size. Standard errors in parentheses.
∗ p < 0.10, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01

55



Table A15: Hiding channel - Measurement of hiding behaviour

Dependent variable: Total Savings Post/National Savings Bank Account Savings

FM in trust game: W/H W/H W W/H W/H W W/H W/H W
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)

Hidingscale 318.06 -273.90 -518.10 103.08 -54.14 -189.25 293.54 -154.23 -458.71
(545.17) (575.45) (784.30) (166.63) (188.75) (213.55) (378.71) (360.72) (526.01)

No TTw 2440.94 -9496.08∗ -10074.61 671.26 -2462.02∗ -2269.44∗∗ 2004.29 -6821.72∗ -8294.92
(2919.77) (5359.21) (6385.97) (737.06) (1277.71) (1026.54) (2251.75) (3903.62) (5207.05)

No TTw × Hidingscale 3842.11∗ 5153.28∗ 1005.42∗∗ 1183.38∗∗ 2841.78∗ 4107.73∗

(2144.50) (2867.34) (453.01) (479.61) (1677.46) (2378.90)

Lagged outcome 0.17 0.23 0.41 0.66 0.80 0.97 0.13 0.19 0.39
(0.28) (0.27) (0.37) (0.58) (0.56) (0.74) (0.18) (0.17) (0.25)

Stratification variables X X X X X X X X X
Controls X X X X X X X X X

R2 0.10 0.14 0.25 0.09 0.12 0.23 0.13 0.16 0.27
Adj. R2 0.04 0.06 0.13 0.02 0.04 0.11 0.06 0.09 0.15

Observations 144 144 81 144 144 81 144 144 81

Notes: Estimation employs only observations from within the treatment arm and only those where the spouse did not have access to the portable savings device,
as indicated by participants. Estimation uses the originally measured categorical variable Hidingscale, which captures the participant’s degree of agreement
towards the statement that the purse helps her to keep money to herself and not to give it to other people (1= strong agreement, 5 = strong disagreement;
multiplied by -1). Columns 3, 6 and 9 restrict the sample to trust games with the wife (W) as the first mover (FM), i.e. the wife’s trust and the husband’s
trustworthiness were measured. All regressions include the stratification variable baseline savings quintile, as well as controls, namely the main participant’s age,
education, employment status, income and household size. Standard errors in parentheses.
∗ p < 0.10, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01

Table A16: Hiding channel - No restriction on husband’s purse access

Dependent variable: Total Savings Post/National Savings Bank Account Savings

FM in trust game: W/H W/H W W/H W/H W W/H W/H W
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)

Hiding 554.83 -1063.51 -2800.24 377.37 -32.57 -460.73 440.78 -530.74 -2809.49∗

(1520.72) (1490.56) (2072.76) (427.24) (463.77) (776.29) (1190.70) (1080.90) (1522.89)

No TTw 2119.91 -2190.72 -287.54 499.26 -574.03 -733.82 2317.66 -199.49 1319.53
(2896.05) (2170.38) (3152.27) (650.60) (504.85) (647.47) (2415.82) (2148.41) (3071.70)

No TTw × Hiding 9897.94 15107.25 2454.09∗∗ 3689.75∗∗ 5827.61 9989.33
(6107.73) (9542.78) (1196.79) (1617.90) (4934.51) (7853.94)

Lagged outcome 0.45 0.49∗ 0.73∗∗∗ 0.51 0.60 0.59 0.34 0.37 0.69∗∗

(0.28) (0.28) (0.25) (0.48) (0.46) (0.59) (0.27) (0.26) (0.32)
Stratification variables X X X X X X X X X
Controls X X X X X X X X X

R2 0.17 0.20 0.39 0.08 0.11 0.19 0.18 0.20 0.39
Adj. R2 0.11 0.14 0.31 0.02 0.04 0.07 0.13 0.14 0.30

Observations 159 159 87 159 159 87 159 159 87

Notes: Estimation employs only observations from within the treatment arm, regardless of whether the other spouse has access to the portable savings device,
as indicated by the participants. Hiding is an indicator variable which takes the value 1 if the participant agreed or strongly agreed with the statement that
the purse helps her to keep money to herself and not to give it to other people. Columns 3, 6 and 9 restrict the sample to trust games with the wife (W) as
the first mover (FM), i.e. the wife’s trust and the husband’s trustworthiness were measured. All regressions include the stratification variable baseline savings
quintile, as well as controls, namely the main participant’s age, education, employment status, income and household size. Standard errors in parentheses.
∗ p < 0.10, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01
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Table A17: Treatment effects on spousal conflict about money

Dependent variable: Spousal conflict about money

(1) (2) (3) (4)

Treatment -0.05 -0.08 -0.10 -0.09
(0.11) (0.10) (0.11) (0.11)

Fsalary 0.02
(0.06)

Female empowerment -0.19
(0.14)

Gender attitudes -0.02
(0.03)

Female financial decision making -0.00
(0.15)

Stratification variables X X X X

Lagged outcome 0.23∗∗∗ 0.19∗∗∗ 0.17∗∗

(0.07) (0.06) (0.07)
Controls X X

R2 0.00 0.07 0.07 0.09
Adj. R2 -0.00 0.06 0.05 0.04

Observations 299 299 283 276
Mean control 1.70 1.70 1.71 1.73

(0.07) (0.07) (0.08) (0.08)

Notes: Only female participants are considered since information on conflict within
the household was only collected for female participants. Spousal conflict about money
is a categorical variable ranging from 1 to 5 and capturing the frequency of conflict
about money between the participant and her husband based on the statement ’When
it comes to money, how often is there conflict between you and your partner?’ (1:
Never, 5: Very often). Stratification variables contain participant’s baseline savings
quintile and controls are the participant’s age, education, employment status, income
and household size. Fsalary corresponds to the number of female household members
earning a salary, lagged female empowerment to the baseline value of the female
empowerment index, lagged gender attitudes to the lagged value of the gender attitude
index and lagged female decision making to the baseline value of the indicator variable
capturing participant’s agreement with the statement ’Are you involved in decisions
about money in your home?’ (0: No, 1: Yes). Standard errors in parentheses.
∗ p < 0.10, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01
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Table A18: CACE estimates total savings:
Heterogeneity by mutual absence and presence of trust and trustworthiness

CACE Estimates (Purse usage = trialarm)

Dependent variable: Total savings balance

FM in trust game: W/H W/H W H W/H W/H W H
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)

Used purse -946.24 -922.47 -3072.51 -3181.57 -3027.16 -902.85 -2025.30 -250.83 -2592.56
(1861.67) (1868.86) (2072.43) (2517.41) (3551.08) (1861.29) (2409.21) (2962.08) (4258.96)

No TTw 1305.68 -1654.89 -2519.54 -379.76
(1478.28) (1454.09) (1720.55) (2884.17)

Used purse × No TTw 10755.08∗ 15113.30∗∗ 4219.05
(5499.60) (6670.30) (9219.34)

Mutual TTw 390.19 -534.82 -884.22 1597.00
(1080.03) (1508.75) (1487.95) (2615.92)

Used purse × Mutual TTw 3200.68 1604.14 3481.02
(3662.42) (3867.48) (6238.91)

Lagged Outcome 0.37∗∗ 0.37∗∗ 0.36∗∗ 0.37∗∗ 0.28 0.37∗∗ 0.37∗∗ 0.40∗∗ 0.27
(0.18) (0.18) (0.16) (0.17) (0.30) (0.18) (0.18) (0.20) (0.29)

Stratification variables X X X X X X X X X
Controls X X X X X X X X X

R2 0.17 0.17 0.17 0.27 0.11 0.17 0.17 0.22 0.15
Adj. R2 0.14 0.14 0.15 0.22 0.03 0.14 0.14 0.18 0.07

First Stage:
F-Statistic 225.88 225.44 112.42 60.99 41.98 227.35 113.50 60.62 39.63

22.57 15.67 8.14 40.88 26.69 15.03
Sanderson-Windmeijer χ2 232.76 233.02 184.16 101.71 75.54 234.99 152.52 86.13 57.86

215.64 130.19 54.01 224.97 144.09 83.35

Observations 338 338 338 202 136 338 338 202 136
Mean control 7240.53 7240.53 7240.53 6946.68 7807.61 7240.53 7240.53 6946.68 7807.61

(855.24) (855.24) (855.24) (1003.21) (1601.04) (855.24) (855.24) (1003.21) (1601.04)

Notes: The table reports CACE estimates with self-reported usage of the purse instrumented by the treatment dummy. When multiple first stage statistics are reported,
the first one is from the first-stage regression with Purse usage as the dependent variable and the second one from the first-stage with Purse usage times the corresponding
trust indicator as the dependent variable. Columns 4, 5, 8 and 9 restrict the sample to trust games with regard to the wife (W) or the husband (H) being the first mover
(FM) as to distinguish between whether trust or trustworthiness of each spouse was measured. Columns 4 and 8 employ the sample of trust games for which the wife’s
trust and the husband’s trustworthiness were measured (vice versa for columns 5 and 9). All regressions include stratification variables, namely gender and baseline savings
quintile, as well as controls, namely the main participant’s age, education, employment status, income and household size. Standard errors in parentheses. All regressions
include stratification variables, namely gender and baseline savings quintile, as well as controls, namely the main participant’s age, education, employment status, income
and household size. Standard errors in parentheses.
∗ p < 0.10, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01
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Table A19: CACE estimates total savings:
Heterogeneity by trust and trustworthiness index

CACE Estimates (Purse usage = trialarm)

Dependent variable: Total savings balance

FM in trust game: W/H W/H W H
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

Used purse -946.24 -774.42 7532.64 11521.37∗ 913.72
(1861.67) (1881.31) (4910.18) (5937.70) (8401.39)

TTw index = 1 -616.41 4402.58∗ 6345.78∗∗ -442.46
(1722.45) (2409.80) (2931.59) (3549.35)

TTw index = 2 -3115.18∗ -1325.24 -2060.82 -871.00
(1639.93) (1673.58) (1569.03) (4189.99)

TTw index = 3 -813.98 935.41 990.96 1083.38
(1617.27) (1597.41) (1594.81) (3050.52)

Used purse × TTw index = 1 -20427.99∗∗ -27523.02∗∗∗ -4273.82
(7970.19) (9294.79) (12418.62)

Used purse × TTw index = 2 -7330.56 -6899.06 -4923.09
(5388.39) (6791.72) (10051.89)

Used purse × TTw index = 3 -6666.75 -10420.49 -297.47
(5697.15) (6550.55) (9698.32)

Lagged Outcome 0.37∗∗ 0.37∗∗ 0.35∗∗ 0.37∗∗ 0.28
(0.18) (0.18) (0.16) (0.15) (0.29)

Stratification variables X X X X X
Controls X X X X X

R2 0.17 0.18 0.17 0.26 0.14
Adj. R2 0.14 0.15 0.13 0.21 0.03

First Stage:
F-Statistic 225.88 228.20 59.46 31.43 19.92

9.35 6.71 2.64
20.95 7.81 11.13
22.34 15.87 7.26

Sanderson-Windmeijer χ2 232.76 237.32 51.26 34.47 18.81
81.83 57.40 28.12
122.13 73.19 46.50
135.98 95.74 42.21

Observations 338 338 338 202 136
Mean control 7240.53 7240.53 7240.53 6946.68 7807.61

(855.24) (855.24) (855.24) (1003.21) (1601.04)

Notes: The table reports CACE estimates with self-reported usage of the purse instrumented by the treatment
dummy. When multiple first stage statistics are reported, the first one is from the first-stage regression with
Purse usage as the dependent variable and the second, third and fourth ones from the first-stage with Purse
usage times the corresponding category of TTw index as the dependent variable. Columns 4 and 5 restrict
the sample to trust games with regard to the wife (W) or the husband (H) being the first mover (FM) as to
distinguish between whether trust or trustworthiness of each spouse was measured. Column 4 employs the
sample of trust games for which the wife’s trust and the husband’s trustworthiness were measured (vice versa
for column 5). TTw index is a categorical variable of the different trust and trustworthiness combinations with
the reference category being No TTw = 1, i.e. husband and wife both chose not to trust or to be trustworthy
depending on who was first or second mover (1 = husband chose to trust or be trustworthy, wife did not
chose to trust or be trustworthy, 2 = Husband chose not to trust or be trustworthy, wife chose to trust or
be trustworthy, 3 = both chose to trust or be trustworthy, equal to Mutual TTw). All regressions include
stratification variables, namely gender and baseline savings quintile, as well as controls, namely the main
participant’s age, education, employment status, income and household size. Standard errors in parentheses.
∗ p < 0.10, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01
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Table A20: Spousal control as alternative heterogeneity variable
PANEL A: Spousal control proxy: Financial decisions
Dependent variable: Total savings balance

FM in trust game: W/H W/H W/H W/H W W W W
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

Treatment -2404.92∗ -2370.51∗ -1189.21 -2824.98∗ -1990.69 -2036.99 -168.44 -2145.48
(1299.62) (1290.08) (1468.21) (1487.13) (1564.31) (1559.41) (1876.90) (1823.82)

No TTw -2852.18∗ -2817.84∗ 919.08 -2791.36∗ -2902.48 -3031.36 266.41 -3034.94
(1559.95) (1562.90) (1616.80) (1571.74) (1860.22) (1875.72) (2006.42) (1887.61)

Treatment × No TTw 8737.20∗∗ 8560.97∗∗ 8573.66∗∗ 9265.79∗ 9174.35∗ 9199.85∗

(3679.45) (3643.66) (3664.42) (4917.53) (4891.94) (4883.54)

Spousal financial control -2678.68∗∗ -3752.31∗∗ -3649.68∗∗ -2763.47∗ -2825.35 -2963.24
(1168.92) (1580.13) (1596.41) (1456.13) (1860.24) (1885.18)

Treatment × Spousal financial control 1856.47 1904.74 -31.46 458.43
(2248.61) (2272.45) (3002.19) (2961.50)

Lagged outcome 0.26 0.28 0.29∗ 0.29 0.19 0.21 0.23 0.21
(0.18) (0.18) (0.18) (0.18) (0.19) (0.18) (0.18) (0.18)

R2 0.18 0.19 0.17 0.19 0.23 0.24 0.21 0.24
Adj. R2 0.15 0.16 0.13 0.15 0.18 0.19 0.16 0.19
Observations 284 284 284 284 184 184 184 184

PANEL B: Spousal control proxy: Leaving the house without informing husband
Dependent variable: Total savings balance

FM in trust game: W/H W/H W/H W/H W W W W
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

Treatment -2404.92∗ -2474.20∗ -1553.95 -3104.50∗ -1990.69 -2048.10 -814.59 -2590.45
(1299.62) (1310.13) (1490.03) (1697.25) (1564.31) (1597.91) (1796.43) (2107.45)

Mutual MisTTw -2852.18∗ -2883.46∗ 786.26 -2943.82∗ -2902.48 -2927.58 368.37 -2950.56
(1559.95) (1557.92) (1516.70) (1563.36) (1860.22) (1876.34) (1946.56) (1882.20)

Treatment × Mutual MisTTw 8737.20∗∗ 8868.85∗∗ 8731.04∗∗ 9265.79∗ 9359.45∗ 9282.79∗

(3679.45) (3570.01) (3470.71) (4917.53) (4860.78) (4772.91)

femp6=1 -407.40 -1143.09 -1358.20 -291.30 -1017.70 -1102.89
(1290.42) (1830.16) (1799.21) (1663.01) (2176.86) (2126.29)

Treatment × femp6=1 2470.42 2048.09 2041.31 1721.10
(2728.29) (2582.01) (3321.64) (3136.61)

Lagged outcome 0.26 0.26 0.26 0.26 0.19 0.19 0.19 0.18
(0.18) (0.18) (0.19) (0.19) (0.19) (0.19) (0.19) (0.20)

R2 0.18 0.18 0.15 0.18 0.23 0.23 0.20 0.23
Adj. R2 0.15 0.14 0.12 0.14 0.18 0.18 0.15 0.18
Observations 284 283 283 283 184 183 183 183

PANEL C: Spousal control proxy: Leaving the house unescorted
Dependent variable: Total savings balance
FM in trust game: W/H W/H W/H W/H W W W W

Treatment -2404.92∗ -2324.25∗ -1234.18 -2632.35∗ -1990.69 -2042.21 -318.03 -1953.07
(1299.62) (1301.07) (1379.23) (1583.32) (1564.31) (1589.12) (1603.81) (1910.75)

Mutual MisTTw -2852.18∗ -2846.26∗ 735.51 -2843.20∗ -2902.48 -3016.07 255.25 -3025.63
(1559.95) (1549.51) (1483.20) (1559.05) (1860.22) (1852.91) (1895.39) (1842.81)

Treatment × Mutual MisTTw 8737.20∗∗ 8562.12∗∗ 8416.14∗∗ 9265.79∗ 9150.66∗ 9192.30∗∗

(3679.45) (3543.53) (3376.46) (4917.53) (4785.45) (4608.75)

femp7=1 853.59 300.20 309.68 1509.24 1437.20 1682.44
(1401.39) (1906.69) (1905.88) (1892.71) (2349.47) (2345.95)

Treatment × femp7=1 1999.96 1218.99 490.78 -378.17
(3095.94) (2864.40) (4018.61) (3653.75)

Lagged outcome 0.26 0.26 0.26 0.25 0.19 0.17 0.19 0.18
(0.18) (0.18) (0.19) (0.19) (0.19) (0.20) (0.19) (0.20)

R2 0.18 0.18 0.16 0.18 0.23 0.23 0.20 0.23
Adj. R2 0.15 0.15 0.12 0.14 0.18 0.18 0.15 0.18
Observations 284 284 284 284 184 184 184 184

Stratification variables X X X X X X X X
Controls X X X X X X X X

Notes: Regression only employs observations from female participants. Columns 4, 5 and 6 restrict the sample to trust games with the wife (W) being the
first mover (FM), i.e. the wife’s trust and the husband’s trustworthiness are measured in these columns. Spousal financial control is a dummy variable, which
takes the value of 1 if the wife negatively replied with ’No’ to the question ’Are you involved in decisions about money in your home?’. All regressions include
stratification variables, namely baseline savings quintile, as well as controls, namely the main participant’s age, education, employment status, income and
household size. Standard errors in parentheses.
∗ p < 0.10, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01
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Table A21: Robustness saving outcomes: Sensitivity to outliers
PANEL A: Mutual mistrust/untrustworthiness
Dependent variable: Total savings balance

Data: Not winsorised/trimmed Winsor 1% Winsor 5% Trimm 2%

FM in trust game: W/H W H W/H W H W/H W H W/H W H
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12)

Treatment 2448.38 -894.97 4975.33 -887.61 -682.08 -1130.31 -1306.30 -1391.11 -1452.60 -1662.55 -929.14 -2355.53
(3815.53) (2526.43) (7111.17) (1475.97) (1966.95) (2245.03) (806.08) (934.12) (1410.02) (1355.09) (1815.46) (2059.07)

No TTw -3815.54 -1673.76 -9234.33 -2006.10 -2760.70 -1109.67 -421.22 -1080.77 497.57 -1618.47 -2452.45 -300.17
(3074.00) (3033.83) (15504.67) (1725.72) (2146.73) (3154.11) (1062.57) (1171.07) (2975.87) (1663.82) (1976.32) (2803.78)

Treatment × No TTw 26637.95 24840.29∗ 36483.60 6524.48 10697.10∗ 2860.55 2117.35 4284.54∗ -48.50 2179.81 3611.15 249.10
(17498.84) (14460.96) (36716.50) (3976.08) (5792.54) (5484.94) (1854.50) (2478.60) (3476.43) (2523.89) (3218.76) (3382.23)

Lagged Outcome 0.04 0.34∗∗∗ -0.12 0.34∗ 0.47∗∗ 0.01 0.35∗ 0.23 0.49 -0.02∗ 0.03 -0.02∗∗

(0.11) (0.09) (0.08) (0.20) (0.20) (0.20) (0.18) (0.15) (0.35) (0.01) (0.05) (0.01)
Stratification variables X X X X X X X X X X X X
Controls X X X X X X X X X X X X

R2 0.09 0.30 0.10 0.17 0.26 0.10 0.20 0.27 0.19 0.13 0.14 0.18
Adj. R2 0.06 0.26 0.02 0.14 0.22 0.02 0.18 0.22 0.12 0.10 0.09 0.11

PANEL B: Trust and trustworthiness index
Dependent variable: Total savings balance

Data: Not winsorised/trimmed Winsor 1% Winsor 5% Trimm 2%

FM in trust game: W/H W H W/H W H W/H W H W/H W H
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12)

Treatment 28774.21 23197.20 39975.06 5468.78 9529.22∗ 1513.29 739.14 2724.18 -1561.51 400.36 2537.36 -2184.81
(17611.62) (14352.74) (37358.58) (3634.34) (5340.68) (5095.85) (1623.67) (2252.60) (3303.53) (2005.23) (2610.62) (2689.62)

TTw index = 1 8694.58∗∗ 8268.82∗ 13944.58 4882.35∗ 6843.28∗∗ 439.64 2303.93 2894.67∗ 298.35 3841.96 5186.87∗ -527.09
(4237.75) (4381.64) (18546.20) (2765.12) (3425.58) (4256.46) (1552.05) (1646.72) (3784.59) (2509.47) (2922.54) (4004.13)

TTw index = 2 -907.61 -6367.48 11022.97 -1197.63 -2523.97 -71.95 -1338.06 -955.40 -3121.23 -807.96 -1452.53 -1148.61
(3675.03) (4151.79) (17533.02) (2056.30) (2155.96) (4751.66) (1216.38) (1308.18) (3336.54) (1979.99) (1737.56) (4281.26)

TTw index = 3 2628.78 -864.12 5578.45 1439.32 1441.89 1528.17 -92.20 419.89 -144.68 1201.55 1921.41 1073.89
(3236.49) (3910.56) (15352.96) (1897.81) (2365.21) (3337.80) (1168.82) (1371.69) (3092.71) (1893.77) (2338.60) (3141.99)

Treatment × TTw index = 1 -36560.67∗ -34639.93∗∗ -50407.05 -10921.90∗∗ -16856.39∗∗ -3696.40 -4582.18∗∗ -7064.46∗∗ -655.11 -6006.41∗ -9268.43∗∗ 212.37
(19007.05) (16593.27) (43122.21) (4792.68) (6554.31) (6835.57) (2294.67) (2803.70) (4490.51) (3175.62) (3844.68) (4613.98)

Treatment × TTw index = 2 -25555.96 -13198.47 -45238.69 -4322.52 -3791.57 -4508.10 -1508.05 -2467.76 679.82 322.16 2434.08 -243.40
(16814.48) (13606.12) (38107.46) (4134.93) (6437.58) (6768.97) (1968.35) (2726.00) (3764.84) (3222.63) (5212.39) (4975.67)

Treatment × TTw index = 3 -16933.28 -20370.74 -13830.15 -3358.66 -7597.87 1409.81 8.72 -2214.71 1771.38 -2.28 -1347.43 1155.02
(18893.79) (13583.56) (39457.67) (4361.12) (6201.38) (6287.58) (2081.91) (2751.13) (3698.21) (3096.14) (4066.29) (4116.74)

Lagged Outcome 0.04 0.35∗∗∗ -0.12 0.35∗ 0.48∗∗ 0.02 0.34∗ 0.23 0.48 -0.02 0.05 -0.02∗∗

(0.12) (0.09) (0.08) (0.20) (0.19) (0.20) (0.18) (0.16) (0.34) (0.01) (0.04) (0.01)
Stratification variables X X X X X X X X X X X X
Controls X X X X X X X X X X X X

R2 0.10 0.32 0.12 0.19 0.29 0.13 0.23 0.30 0.22 0.14 0.17 0.19
Adj. R2 0.06 0.27 0.01 0.15 0.24 0.02 0.19 0.24 0.13 0.10 0.11 0.09

Observations 338 202 136 338 202 136 338 202 136 331 198 133
Mean control 7964.73 7868.86 8149.72 7674.07 7463.96 8079.54 5948.32 5663.05 6498.84 7367.39 6958.28 8149.72

(1041.120) (1335.63) (1647.25) (921.40) (1116.82) (1638.18) (583.39) (640.37) (1186.29) (857.96) (986.12) (1647.25)

Notes: Estimations employs initial, winsorised and trimmed savings and income data at different levels, as indicated in the top row. Columns 2, 3, 5, 6, 8, 9, 11 and 12 restrict the sample to trust games with regard to
the wife (W) or the husband (H) being the first mover (FM) as to distinguish between whether trust or trustworthiness of each spouse was measured. Columns 2, 5, 8 and 11 employ the sample of trust games for which
the wife’s trust and the husband’s trustworthiness were measured (vice versa for columns 3, 6, 9 and 12). TTw index is a categorical variable of the different trust and trustworthiness combinations with the reference
category being No TTw = 1 (TTw Index = 0), i.e. husband and wife both chose not to trust or to be trustworthy depending on who was first or second mover. Remaining categories are: 1 = husband chose to trust or
be trustworthy, wife did not chose to trust or be trustworthy, 2 = Husband chose not to trust or be trustworthy, wife chose to trust or be trustworthy, 3 = both chose to trust or be trustworthy, equal to Mutual TTw.
All regressions include stratification variables, namely gender and baseline savings quintile, as well as controls, namely the main participant’s age, education, employment status, income and household size. Standard
errors in parentheses.
∗ p < 0.10, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01

61



Table A22: Robustness saving outcomes: Quantile regressions

PANEL A: Wife’s mistrust and husband’s untrustworthiness
Dependent variable: Total savings balance

Quantile: 0.025 0.25 0.5 0.75 0.9 0.975

First mover in trust game: W W W W W W
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Treatment -167.27∗∗ -147.44 -340.94 -359.78 285.56 15819.71
(64.48) (509.12) (601.26) (2376.13) (3582.14) (14158.75)

No TTw -94.61 714.78 -457.87 27.41 -1463.83 7663.11
(77.21) (1056.81) (814.26) (4160.58) (7248.96) (13367.36)

Treatment × No TTw 259.78∗∗ 245.60 1193.72 4779.97 86241.06∗ 55268.46∗

(105.72) (1500.82) (2052.98) (9723.92) (51396.24) (31337.13)

Lagged Outcome 0.00 0.15 0.32∗∗ 0.30 0.26 1.61
(0.01) (0.12) (0.14) (0.28) (2.23) (1.40)

Stratification variables X X X X X X
Controls X X X X X X

Pseudo R2 0.00 0.06 0.12 0.18 0.24 0.54

PANEL B: Trust and trustworthiness index
Dependent variable: Total savings balance

Quantile: 0.025 0.25 0.5 0.75 0.9 0.975

First mover in trust game: W W W W W W
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Treatment 138.41 32.45 316.60 4677.36 85741.20∗ 68303.27∗∗∗

(255.82) (809.53) (1887.89) (9173.27) (48919.45) (10252.46)

TTw index = 1 410.65∗ 370.40 1457.02 4709.24 25654.31∗∗∗ 51203.49
(245.94) (869.37) (1562.71) (6418.35) (6882.32) (36379.39)

TTw index = 2 426.26∗ -1125.41 -1330.00∗ -2400.16 -5928.97 -27370.93∗∗

(244.32) (752.59) (723.21) (2735.53) (6441.37) (10579.14)

TTw index = 3 136.90 -867.22 -673.63 -38.81 -184.99 -15428.17
(254.08) (668.72) (650.08) (2835.74) (6322.68) (10202.55)

Treatment × TTw index = 1 -1341.31∗∗∗ -1427.54 -2546.51 -10303.92 -112984.23∗∗ -132823.10∗∗∗

(264.87) (1147.85) (2455.51) (11159.26) (49131.03) (36477.25)

Treatment × TTw index = 2 -676.19∗∗ 503.82 1489.11 -1349.25 -74276.70 1599.03
(316.19) (964.18) (2386.89) (10242.74) (63511.65) (10940.35)

Treatment × TTw index = 3 38.90 86.63 218.89 -3580.94 -83667.20∗ -33983.30
(262.14) (1011.31) (2066.15) (9645.62) (49425.00) (23146.24)

Lagged Outcome 0.04∗∗∗ 0.16 0.32∗∗ 0.30∗ 0.27 2.16∗∗∗

(0.00) (0.15) (0.15) (0.15) (2.26) (0.08)
Stratification variables X X X X X X
Controls X X X X X X

Pseudo R2 0.01 0.06 0.13 0.19 0.29 0.62

Observations 202 202 202 202 202 202

Notes: Reported are quantile regressions with regard to the distribution of the dependent variable (past month savings at
endline). All regressions only report the subsample of decisions in the trust game in which the wife was the first mover and the
husband the second mover, i.e. the wife’s trust and the husband’s trustworthiness were measured. TTw index is a categorical
variable of the different trust and trustworthiness combinations with the reference category being No TTw = 1 (TTw Index = 0),
i.e. husband and wife both chose not to trust or to be trustworthy depending on who was first or second mover. Remaining
categories are: 1 = husband chose to trust or be trustworthy, wife did not chose to trust or be trustworthy, 2 = Husband chose
not to trust or be trustworthy, wife chose to trust or be trustworthy, 3 = both chose to trust or be trustworthy, equal to Mutual
TTw. All regressions include stratification variables, namely gender and baseline savings quintile, as well as controls, namely the
main participant’s age, education, employment status, income and household size. Standard errors in parentheses.
∗ p < 0.10, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01
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Table A23: Alternative trust game sample: Baseline balance

(1) (2) T-test
Control Treatment Difference

Variable (N=65) (N=72) (1)-(2)

Female 0.954
(0.026)

0.917
(0.033)

0.037

Age 32.615
(1.119)

34.611
(1.307)

-1.996

Belongs to scheduled/backward caste or tribe 0.523
(0.062)

0.556
(0.059)

-0.032

Hindu 0.662
(0.059)

0.694
(0.055)

-0.033

Household members 4.200
(0.241)

4.056
(0.238)

0.144

Unemployed 0.354
(0.060)

0.222
(0.049)

0.132*

No education 0.185
(0.048)

0.250
(0.051)

-0.065

Completed primary education 0.123
(0.041)

0.250
(0.051)

-0.127*

Completed secondary education 0.400
(0.061)

0.292
(0.054)

0.108

Completed tertiary education 0.292
(0.057)

0.208
(0.048)

0.084

Past-month income 8923.744
(929.381)

8861.682
(987.393)

62.062

Total savings balance 6017.385
(1160.242)

4552.222
(676.827)

1465.162

Bank account savings balance 3270.769
(862.676)

2128.472
(499.723)

1142.297

National account savings balance 657.385
(298.476)

659.167
(314.320)

-1.782

Savings balance at home 816.923
(134.907)

597.917
(111.928)

219.006

Past-month temptation spending 118.185
(19.122)

153.583
(36.954)

-35.399

Female empowerment index 0.270
(0.179)

-0.003
(0.150)

0.273

Self-efficacy index 5.659
(0.334)

6.012
(0.261)

-0.352

Outstanding debt 2451.077
(493.774)

1513.194
(387.139)

937.882

Past-month household expenditures 5141.154
(967.671)

6127.111
(1084.576)

-985.957

Resilience index 0.300
(0.051)

0.284
(0.050)

0.016

Number of total assets 9.769
(0.329)

9.514
(0.314)

0.255

Number of housing assets 7.415
(0.239)

7.306
(0.237)

0.110

F-test of joint significance (F-stat) 1.112
F-test, number of observations 137

Notes: Means and standard errors (in parentheses) displayed for the full sample, treatment and
control group. All missing values in balance variables are replaced with the mean value of this
variable. ***, **, and * would indicate significance at the 1, 5, and 10 percent critical level.
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Table A24: Alternative trust game sample: Saving heterogeneity in trust and trustworthiness

Dependent variable: Total savings balance

FM in trust game: W/HHM W/HHM W HHM W/HHM W/HHM W HHM
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)

Treatment 1129.21 1031.69 835.84 1503.67 1996.59 1155.91 1338.52 4603.24 -3498.44
(2465.58) (2385.02) (2627.98) (4047.06) (3383.36) (2402.88) (3431.87) (4896.84) (3774.22)

No TTw 1322.47 748.34 -2305.73 4632.51
(4048.67) (3309.45) (4666.28) (5442.08)

Treatment × No TTw 995.35 8196.87 -10195.03
(8025.06) (11528.74) (7396.57)

Mutual TTw 180.69 438.38 3066.10 -5400.11
(2309.36) (3655.58) (5624.92) (3961.00)

Treatment × Mutual TTw -564.26 -3898.56 8577.84
(5867.20) (7837.40) (6737.83)

Lagged Outcome -0.02 -0.02 -0.02 -0.28 0.99 -0.02 -0.01 -0.23 0.97
(0.51) (0.52) (0.52) (0.59) (0.70) (0.51) (0.51) (0.55) (0.78)

Stratification variables X X X X X X X X X
Controls X X X X X X X X X

R2 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.19 0.23 0.13 0.13 0.18 0.24
Adj. R2 0.07 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.04 0.06 0.05 0.05 0.05

Observations 124 124 124 73 51 124 124 73 51
Mean control 9182.90 9182.90 9182.90 9781.67 8563.48 9182.90 9182.90 9781.67 8563.48

(1771.16) (1771.16) (1771.16) (2991.27) (1899.07) (1771.16) (1771.16) (2991.27) (1899.07)

Notes: Estimation employs the sample with the trust game played between main participant and an adult household member (who is not the husband) and only
employs the subsample of female participants. Columns 4, 5, 8 and 9 restrict the sample to trust games with regard to the wife (W) or the household member (HHM)
being the first mover (FM) as to distinguish between whether trust or trustworthiness of each player was measured. Columns 4 and 8 employ the sample of trust games
for which the wife’s trust and the household member’s trustworthiness were measured (vice versa for columns 5 and 9). All regressions include stratification variables,
namely baseline savings quintile, as well as controls, namely the main participant’s age, education, employment status, income and household size. Standard errors in
parentheses.
∗ p < 0.10, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01
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Table A25: Alternative trust game sample: Saving heterogeneity in trust and trustworthiness index

Dependent variable: Total savings balance

FM in trust game: W/H W/H W H
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

Treatment 1129.21 1427.91 1629.53 9073.93 -8012.02
(2465.58) (2323.94) (7385.44) (11376.05) (6974.67)

TTw index = 1 -3795.47 -7558.54∗∗ -2195.10 -13054.40
(4908.67) (3536.50) (5988.12) (7758.36)

TTw index = 2 414.95 2380.81 3359.31 -7.07
(4590.66) (4345.77) (8044.66) (7066.18)

TTw index = 3 -873.41 -476.01 3332.75 -6606.58
(4113.42) (4190.34) (6236.30) (5717.86)

Treatment × TTw index = 1 5394.71 -3375.32 18548.66∗

(8043.36) (11281.73) (9528.58)

Treatment × TTw index = 2 -4116.76 -10791.98 4938.64
(9276.70) (15170.68) (9157.02)

Treatment × TTw index = 3 -953.69 -8494.93 12031.69
(9142.93) (13217.60) (8857.17)

Lagged outcome -0.02 -0.04 -0.09 -0.31 1.04
(0.51) (0.54) (0.55) (0.60) (0.78)

Stratification variables X X X X X
Controls X X X X X

R2 0.13 0.14 0.15 0.20 0.30
Adj. R2 0.07 0.06 0.04 0.00 0.02

Observations 124 124 124 73 51

Notes: Estimation employs the sample with the trust game played between main participant and an
adult household member (who is not the husband) and only employs the subsample of female participants.
Columns 4 and 5 restrict the sample to trust games with regard to the wife (W) or the household member
(HHM) being the first mover (FM) as to distinguish between whether trust or trustworthiness of each player
was measured. Column 4 employ the sample of trust games for which the wife’s trust and the household
member’s trustworthiness were measured (vice versa for column 5). TTw index is a categorical variable of
the different trust and trustworthiness combinations with the reference category (TTw Index = 0) being
No TTw = 1, i.e. wife and household member both chose not to trust or to be trustworthy depending on
who was first or second mover. The remaining categories are: 1 = household member chose to trust or be
trustworthy, wife did not chose to trust or be trustworthy, 2 = Household member chose not to trust or
be trustworthy, wife chose to trust or be trustworthy, 3 = both chose to trust or be trustworthy, equal to
Mutual TTw = 1. All regressions include stratification variables, namely baseline savings quintile, as well
as controls, namely the main participant’s age, education, employment status, income and household size.
Standard errors in parentheses.
∗ p < 0.10, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01
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