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Abstract

Households’ most consequential economic decisions are usually made jointly, yet

behavioral interventions are typically targeted to individuals and optimized to over-

come intrapersonal constraints. We use a randomized controlled trial to study whether

behavioral interventions targeted to couples can overcome interpersonal constraints re-

lated to intra-household decision-making. In rural Liberia, we layer a facilitated joint

financial planning exercise atop a large unconditional cash transfer, assessing effects

relative to cash only and a pure control. Relative to cash only, adding planning in-

creases the amount of the transfer spent on productive investment and consequently

improves economic outcomes by 0.16 standard deviation units. However, for house-

holds with the highest ex-ante conflict risk, these gains come at the cost of additional

intimate partner violence.
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1 Introduction

Households’ most consequential economic decisions – such as whether to borrow to finance

a costly business investment, enter a new livelihoods activity, or purchase a new vehicle

– are generally made jointly, aggregating preferences across multiple household members.

When these preferences are heterogeneous, coordination frictions may hamper productive

investment, with important costs for poor households (Udry, 1996; Schaner, 2015; Zhang,

2024). This highlights the promise of behavioral interventions including reminders, commit-

ment devices, defaults, and planning tools, which are known to effectively target frictions

linked to economic decision-making and shift outcomes across domains as varied as personal

finance (Ashraf et al., 2006; Blumenstock et al., 2018), voting (Nickerson and Rogers, 2010),

vaccination (Milkman et al., 2011), and job search (Abel et al., 2019). Yet the vast ma-

jority of research on behavioral tools assesses interventions that target (and are delivered

to) individuals and measure individual-level outcomes. Applied to joint choice, the effects

of these tools are are ambiguous: they could, for example, have positive economic effects

by improving coordination and follow-through, or disrupt household dynamics by rendering

deviations from a shared plan more salient and triggering conflict.

We study these questions in the context of a household-level behavioral intervention lay-

ered atop a large, one-time unconditional cash transfer that roughly doubled annual income

for extremely poor Liberian households. We hypothesize that failure to optimally coordinate

transfer use across spouses may be a meaningful challenge given significant ex ante disagree-

ment: when asked to specify their spending preferences prior to transfer receipt, roughly 80

percent of couples disagree on their top three spending priorities, and roughly 60 percent

disagree on their top spending priority. Moreover, we find evidence consistent with behav-

ioral frictions – relative to plans specified ex ante, households end up spending significantly

more of their transfers on immediate needs like food, at the expense of desired longer-horizon

investments in business, livestock, and the farm. To address these issues, we collaborated

with the Liberian government to develop a simple, light-touch planning intervention to fa-

cilitate better planning and coordination of transfer use. We estimate the economic and

intra-household consequences of planning via a large-scale randomized control trial.

Our trial enrolled 2,370 households in 204 communities randomly assigned to a control

arm, a transfer-only arm that received the government-run Social Cash Transfer (SCT), and

a transfer-plus-planning arm in which couples enrolled in the SCT also participated in a

voluntary joint financial planning exercise at the point of registration. During planning,

couples were invited to discuss their spending priorities for the transfer, with facilitators

emphasizing that both partners’ perspectives were important. Couples identified up to four
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spending priorities, jointly recorded on a written certificate and a poster that the couple

could retain as a record. We collected baseline data on pre-transfer preferences, a short-

form midline measuring expenditure after the first of four transfer payments, and an endline

measuring economic and intra-household outcomes roughly one year later (shortly after the

final transfer).

Consistent with a large body of recent literature (for a review see Crosta et al. (2025)), the

transfer had substantial impacts on economic outcomes, increasing a summary index by 0.44

standard deviation (s.d.) units (p < 0.01), driven by significant improvements in income,

expenditure, assets, food security, and savings. Notably, these effects were significantly larger

for households who were offered the opportunity to participate in the planning exercise:

relative to control, couples in this arm scored 0.6 s.d. units higher on the economic summary

index (p < 0.01), or 0.16 s.d. units greater than the cash only arm (p = 0.02). This reflects

differentially larger impacts on income, food security, and housing quality, with planning

boosting the treatment effect on monthly income by over 60 percent, or 19 percent of average

control group income (p = 0.08). Planning-linked gains in income occurred without a loss

in savings or expenditure.

These gains are driven by improved decision-making and follow-through on plans rather

than a shift in bargaining power. At midline, we find evidence of higher expenditure for cou-

ples in the planning arm (consistent with the hypothesis that planning made decision-making

easier and thus led to more rapid transfer spending). At endline there is no difference in

total transfer spending, but couples in the planning arm directed 27 percent (p = 0.03) more

transfer funds to income generation (e.g. businesses, livestock, and agriculture) following the

disbursement of all transfer payments. The “plan-do” gap – the difference between amounts

planned and amounts spent – is largest for spending categories linked to income generation

(relative to consumption, savings, and education/human capital). This suggests planning

helped couples direct more money to desired uses that were otherwise challenging to commit

to ex ante. By contrast, planning had no impact on self-reported decision-making power

of either spouse, and we find no evidence that planning systematically realigned transfer

spending with male versus female preferences.

In terms of household functioning, planning had no impact on non-violent conflict or

pre-specified measures of intimate partner violence (indicators for any physical/sexual vio-

lence, any emotional violence, and any controlling behavior). Yet we do find some suggestive

evidence that planning increased violence on the extensive margin, a margin of particu-

lar interest given the hypothesis that planning may exacerbate violence in conflict-prone

households: an exploratory index that aggregates indicators for different types of violence

is significantly higher in the planning arm (p < 0.01). This is driven by a reduction in
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violence relative to control in the cash-only arm (p = 0.068) that is not realized in the

cash-plus-planning arm. One interpretation is that the soft commitment embedded in the

planning intervention may have made spending deviations more salient to both partners;

while this could discipline households to adhere to their written plans, it may have also trig-

gered disagreement and stress. To explore this possibility, we create a “conflict risk index”,

aggregating pre-specified baseline characteristics hypothesized to predict greater propensity

for conflict linked to intra-household decision making. While planning improves economic

outcomes across the conflict spectrum, impacts on intimate partner violence are entirely

concentrated among households in the upper third of the risk distribution.

Planning may have increased intimate partner violence either directly (if, e.g., the plan-

ning process or soft commitment linked to the plan triggered conflict) or indirectly (if

planning-linked shifts in downstream economic outcomes triggered conflict). While we can-

not definitively identify the impacts of these two channels, we argue patterns in the data

are more consistent with the former. High-risk households experience improved economic

outcomes under both cash only and planning, yet only experience more violence under plan-

ning. Further, we do not find evidence of shifts in perceived bargaining power – which could

plausibly trigger violence – for the high-risk group.

This paper contributes to several literatures. First, we contribute to the literature on

behavioral tools that facilitate planning, which has focused on lower-stakes individualized

behavior like diet and exercise. In their meta-analysis of 642 tests from 294 studies on

planning, for example, Sheeran et al. (2025) find that 82 percent of the 317 tests assessing

field behavior focus on health, with over half of health-related tests pertaining to diet and

exercise. Only four tests (1 percent) focused on financial behaviors. We contribute by

considering high-stakes decision-making taken at the household, rather than individual, level

and find that planning is highly effective at changing targeted behavior, but at the expense

of increased violence among conflict-prone couples. Our work relates to Augenblick et al.

(2023), who find that a simple forecasting exercise designed to increase salience of future

expenses shifted the consumption and savings decisions of Zambian farmers and ultimately

increased income. Our study differs in that it is focused directly on planning (a mechanism

that Augenblick et al. (2023) rule out), and explicitly engaged couples to assess implications

for intra-household decision-making and conflict.

Second, we build on a growing body of literature on spousal engagement in economic

decision-making, which has found mixed results. Several studies show that joint financial

training can have economic benefits (Donald et al., 2022; Lecoutere and Van Campenhout,

2023), while others find negative effects of including husbands in women’s economic training

(Bulte et al., 2018; Gazeaud et al., 2023), and family planning counseling (Ashraf et al.,
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2014).1 Our work focuses on a different counterfactual (we compare no planning treatment

to a couples’ planning treatment; the referenced studies typically compare individual-only

treatment to couples’ treatment) and isolates the impact of adding a behavioral intervention

(where other studies incorporate interventions that deliver information). While we lack the

individual counterfactual, our findings suggest that the value of engaging both members of

the couple may importantly depend on how well the couple works together at baseline.

Finally, we contribute to a large literature studying the effects of cash transfers on in-

timate partner violence, or IPV, (see Baranov et al. (2021) for a review) and economic

outcomes. The weight of the evidence around cash and IPV suggests that there are gener-

ally reductions in intimate partner violence associated with transfers (Aggarwal et al., 2025;

Haushofer and Shapiro, 2016a; Egger et al., 2022a), though there may be specific subgroups

placed at risk of violence from transfers (Hidrobo and Fernald, 2013; Buller et al., 2018;

El-Zoghbi and Mehta, 2023). Aggarwal et al. (2025) show that a similar transfer program,

also in Liberia, decreased the rate of intimate partner violence by eight percentage points

among recipients; this is broadly consistent with our finding that women in the cash-only

arm experience less violence per our exploratory index, though this effect is not evident in

the specification using our binary measure of IPV.

Mahmud et al. (2026) use a similar strategy to assess the effect of both cash transfers and

a “cash plus” intervention on intimate partner violence in Kenya, focusing on the value-add

of a women-only workshop that exposed participants (via videos) to female role models,

followed by goal setting and planning exercises. They find evidence of a significant comple-

mentarity between the workshop and transfers: women who receive both report less IPV and

more bargaining power, while neither intervention shifted IPV or bargaining power on its

own. This raises the question of whether exposing couples to role models that showcase col-

laborative planning could alleviate the intra-household frictions linked to planning; on the

other hand, the planning intervention evaluated here also generates substantial economic

benefits that were not observed for the workshops conducted in Kenya. Our findings also

link to Kansikas et al. (2025), who find that deferral of transfer disbursement increases the

income effects of cash transfers, which they argue is consistent with benefits of planning for

transfer use.

The rest of this paper is as follows. Section 2 describes the context and design of our

study. Section 3 presents the results. Section 4 concludes.

1Donald et al. (2022) merit special mention as their intervention incorporated planning alongside agri-
cultural extension training. Consistent with our results, they find that in terms of economic outcomes,
targeting the intervention to couples outperformed both the control and targeting to males only. They do
not, however, measure impacts on intra-household conflict.
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2 Study Design

2.1 Context and Interventions

We conducted our study in rural Liberia, a context characterized by high poverty rates, low

levels of human capital, and substantial gender inequity. In 2021, Liberia ranked 178th out

of 191 countries per the UN Development Program’s Human Development Index, with per

capita gross national income (in purchasing power terms) just over $1,200 and life expectancy

around 60 (United Nations Development Program, 2023). Intimate partner violence (IPV) is

also extremely high, with the most recent Demographic and Health Survey (2019–20) finding

that 45% of Liberian women had ever experienced IPV (Tsegaw et al., 2022).

Against this backdrop, the Liberian Ministry of Gender, Children, and Social Protection

(MGCSP) implemented the Social Cash Transfer (SCT) program to provide cash transfers

to 10,000 households in three counties with high rates of extreme poverty. The SCT provided

households with around USD 710 disbursed in four equally-sized installments, delivered via

mobile money.2 When possible, the program enrolled women to receive the transfer on behalf

of their households. The government engaged the NGO GiveDirectly as a service provider

to deliver the transfer and conduct all activities linked to enrollment and disbursement.

Our study was embedded in the second phase in 2022, which enrolled 7,200 households in

Maryland and Bomi counties (Ministry of Gender, Children, and Social Protection, 2023).

Transfers were targeted to communities with particularly high rates of extreme poverty

(averaging 80%), and all households in the targeted communities received the transfer.3

We randomly assigned 211 eligible communities in this phase to either a control arm,

which did not receive the SCT, an SCT only arm, or an SCT plus planning arm. Planning

was conducted during transfer registration and entailed a brief discussion facilitated by the

GiveDirectly field officer. Participating couples were asked to jointly identify their spending

priorities and develop a household-level plan for transfer spending. Once the couple had

identified a plan, the program officer assisted them in completing both a planning poster

and a planning certificate to document their goals, including indications for how much they

wanted to spend on each item and by when; Appendix Figure A1 provides examples.4 In

eligible communities, planning was offered to the cash recipient and their spouse/partner;

or, in households that did not include a cohabiting couple, the cash recipient and any other

adult wishing to participate. Planning sessions averaged 42 minutes.

2As part of the registration process for the transfer, cash recipients were provided with a mobile phone
and assisted in enrolling in mobile money if they did not already have a personal account.

3More details about targeting are provided in Appendix B.
4The poster was designed to be accessible to illiterate participants, with stickers used to graphically depict

common spending items.
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2.2 Conceptual framework for planning

There are several channels through which planning might impact household functioning and

economic outcomes. First, we expect the planning intervention to operate through traditional

behavioral channels. Beshears et al. (2016) argue that personal plans can change behavior

by overcoming barriers to follow through, by establishing goals and personal rules, and by

setting reference points and expectations. Existing evidence supports the relevance of these

channels at the individual level. Applied to households, a written, jointly-developed plan

makes intended uses clear to both spouses, raising the salience of subsequent deviations

and creating scope for spouses to act as accountability partners. Breza and Chandrasekhar

(2019), for example, find that third party monitors increase progress towards savings goals

via a reputational channel (which may also matter within households, per Buchmann et al.

(2025)), and spouses may be especially suited to impose non-monetary costs on a deviating

partner through mechanisms like guilt, shame, and relational pressure. Moreover, by ensuring

structured communication and codifying spending goals, planning could discipline individual

behavior by reducing scope for plausible deniability, as in Ashraf (2009). Implications for

conflict and IPV are ambiguous. Planning could reduce conflict by aligning spouses towards

the same goal and encouraging collaborative decision-making prior to the transfer arriving,

reducing the need to make decisions in the “heat of the moment”. On the other hand, by

highlighting spending deviations, the intervention could create discord, especially in poorly-

functioning households already prone to violence.

Second, planning could affect intra-household outcomes indirectly, through changes in

economic variables. Per the comprehensive discussions in Baranov et al. (2021) and Shah

and Barski (2026), the direction of these effects is ambiguous. In line with findings from

most cash transfer evaluations, planning could reduce intimate partner violence by loosening

the household budget constraint, which could alleviate stress and scarcity. To the extent

that planning differentially boosts the economic productivity of one spouse over the other,

this may also shift decision-making power and/or the gendered distribution of resources in

the household. This could have either positive or negative effects, depending on household

composition, prevailing norms, and the extent to which an increase in female agency triggers

backlash. In our pre-analysis plan, we hypothesized that households with greater suscepti-

bility to conflict due to past history, heterogeneity in preferences, and risk of male status

threat may be particularly responsive to planning.
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2.3 Study design and sample

Randomization and baseline survey Appendix Figure A2 provides a timeline of key

study activities. We randomly assigned 71 communities to the control arm, 70 communities

to the transfer-only arm, and 70 communities to the transfer plus planning (TP) arm.5 We

sampled up to 30 households per community based on the following inclusion criteria: the

household had a married or cohabiting couple; both members of the couple were able to

participate in a survey in English or a local language spoken by the enumerator team; and

both members of the couple were above the age of 18.6

We conducted the baseline survey between February and April of 2022, interviewing

2,370 households across 204 communities, including 2,155 households in which both men

and women were surveyed.7 Seven communities in the sample had no interviews conducted

at the baseline, either because no couples met the eligibility criteria (four) or the community

was abandoned or demolished (three). The final baseline sample included 69 control com-

munities, 69 cash only communities, and 66 cash plus planning communities. The baseline

covered socioeconomic status, assets and savings, gender norms, intimate partner violence,

and baseline preferences around spending a gift of similar size to the transfer.

In treatment communities, the first transfer tranche arrived approximately 10 weeks after

the baseline.

Midline survey In order to understand shorter-term transfer use and implications for

overall spending, we conducted a brief “midline” phone survey of women approximately 6

months after the baseline, when most transfer-eligible couples had received two of the four

payments. The survey covered food insecurity, expenditure, transfer spending, earnings,

decision-making, and non-violent conflict. We interviewed nearly three quarters of women

with no differential attrition by arm (Appendix Table A1).

Endline survey To understand effects after all transfers payments were made, we con-

ducted an in-person endline survey with both members of sampled couples between March

and May, 2023, one year post-baseline. Respondents who were not available in person were

interviewed by phone whenever possible. The endline covered household structure, income,

expenditure, savings, assets, intra-household decision-making and gender attitudes, intimate

5Randomization was stratified by county and conducted by the research team in Stata.
6We used the Liberia Household Social Registry to sample housing structures from each community. In

the first wave of the baseline survey, we sampled up to 22 structures per community; this was increased to
30 to ensure that sampling targets were met.

7While the goal was to survey both men and women in every household, in some households one spouse
declined to consent or was temporarily unavailable during the survey period.
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partner violence (women only), and receipt and use of the cash transfer.8 Appendix Table

A1 shows we interviewed 85 and 87 percent of women and men at endline, with no significant

differences across treatment arms.

Women were always surveyed by female enumerators, and we followed best-practice pro-

tocols for collecting data on IPV (World Health Organization and others, 2005). The trial

and our pre-analysis plan were registered on the American Economic Association Registry

(AEARCTR-0008862). We flag non-pre-specified outcomes in the text. Appendix F provides

additional detail on deviations from the pre-analysis plan.

2.4 Empirical strategy and outcomes

We estimate treatment effects by regressing outcome yict for household (or individual) i

in county c in survey wave t on indicators for each treatment arm, county (randomization

strata, αc), and baseline outcomes (yic0), when available. Standard errors are clustered at

the community level.

yict = β1CashOnlyict + β2CashAndPlanningict + β3yic0 + αc + ϵict (1)

We also report β2 − β1, the marginal effect of planning conditional on receiving a transfer.

Our pre-specified families of outcomes include intimate partner violence, intra-household

decision-making, non-violent conflict and communication, norms around IPV and decision-

making, economic welfare and human capital investment. We also pre-specified the analysis

of heterogeneity with respect to factors indicative of decision-making frictions, which we

hypothesized would make couples more responsive to planning.9 To mitigate multiple testing

concerns, we construct GLS-weighted standardized summary indices for outcome families

and report q-values that control the false discovery rate (FDR) within family, both following

Anderson (2008).10 Appendix C provides additional detail on how outcomes are constructed.

2.5 Baseline balance

Appendix Tables A2 and A3 assess baseline balance for women and men respectively. Overall

the sample is well balanced, with just five of 145 tests significant at the 10 percent level or

8Phone surveys included coarser measures of household income and expenditures, only a subset of the
food insecurity questions, and excluded intimate partner violence.

9These factors are: IPV history, controlling behavior history, divergence in baseline transfer preferences,
above-median non-violent conflict, a high male-female age gap, and limited female education.

10We calculate GLS weights using endline data and use the same weights in baseline/midline, to facili-
tate apples-to-apples comparison of indices across rounds. The FDR is the expected share of rejections at
threshold q̃ ≤ q that are false positives.
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greater. The average participant was middle-aged (37 for women, 44 for men), had limited

literacy (11% for women, 41% for men), and reported low monthly income (USD 26 for

women, USD 41 for men). Eleven percent of couples were polygamous per male reports,

18% of women reported any form of physical or sexual IPV in the past year, and 31%

reported any form of emotional IPV.

2.6 Treatment Compliance

In Appendix Table A4, we use administrative data on cash transfer disbursements and fi-

nancial planning participation recorded by GiveDirectly to assess treatment compliance.

Adherence to random assignment was high, with just 4-6 percent of couples in the con-

trol group receiving any intervention. Couples in the transfer arms were 78-82 percentage

points more likely to receive transfer payments (with no difference between the two treat-

ment arms). Assignment to cash plus planning increased the likelihood that at least one

member of the couple planned by 70-73 percentage points and the likelihood that couples

planned together by 58-60 percentage points (both spouses were not always available for

the exercise). While we focus on intent-to-treat effects given prior research that finds cash

transfers have within-community spillover effects (Haushofer and Shapiro, 2016b; Egger et

al., 2022b), this first stage is important to keep in mind when interpreting treatment ef-

fects. Endline self-reports are generally consistent with the payroll data: 92-93% of men and

women in treatment communities reported transfer receipt, compared to 12-13% in control

communities. Administrative data show that the average total amount disbursed was $724,
while the average amount reported by respondents (conditional on self-reported receipt of

all 4 transfer payments) was $705.11

3 Results

3.1 Preferences over transfer spending

The first motivation for our joint planning exercise was our hypothesis that many couples

have heterogeneous preferences over transfer use. At baseline, we asked both spouses to state

their top three spending priorities for a hypothetical gift of $600 from a family member, and

we identify whether they concur on their top priorities: Panel (a) of Figure 1 shows that

40 percent of couples agree on their top priority. While just five percent do not share any

of their top three priorities, only 20 percent of couples share all top three. This paints a

11Ninety-one percent reported four payments. Those who self-report any payment reported receiving $681
on average.
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picture of couples with somewhat divergent preferences but also some scope for compromise.

Appendix Figure A3 provides more details, highlighting the percentage of men and women

who list different categories in the top one or top three: overall, both men and women most

heavily prioritize spending on the home, education, and business, with notably more women

mentioning business, but these similar average preferences mask important within-household

disagreement captured in our main figure.

The second motivation for the intervention was our hypothesis that planning would help

couples stick to jointly-identified priorities. While we can only observe plans for couples

in the planning arm, the divergence between plans and realized expenditure illuminates

the struggles couples face. Panel (b) of Figure 1 graphs the “plan-do” gap, defined as the

difference between the amount spent and amount planned divided by the amount planned per

category; the first graph uses the mean of individual spending reports within a couple, and

the second uses the maximum report within a couple, as a robustness check to account for

the possibility that individuals only have partial information on transfer spending. Business

investment suffers the most underspending relative to plans (55-72%), while couples spend

3-5 times more than planned on food. This suggests couples are pulled away from their

spending goals by immediate consumption needs. Appendix Figure A4 provides more detail

in three stacked bar charts, where each bar is a spending category. The first bar shows the

average amount allocated to different categories of expenditure per actual transfer spending

plans, as recorded by GiveDirectly field officers. In line with baseline preferences, the three

largest planned spending categories are home/shelter, education, and business. The next two

bars graph actual transfer spending, again using both mean and maximum spending within

a couple. Again, we see that couples spend significantly less on productive investments like

business, land, and livestock, while spending significantly more on consumption items like

food and household goods.

3.2 Economic Well-Being

Table 1 reports treatment effects on our pre-specified measures of economic welfare (columns

2-7), as well as a GLS-weighted summary index of these components (column 1).12 The

transfer alone had a positive, significant impact on economic welfare, increasing the summary

index by 0.44 s.d. units (p, q < 0.01). Relative to control means, transfers increased income

12Income and savings sum individual-level reports to the couple level, while the other outcomes are reported
on behalf of the household by one member of the couple. Housing quality is based on enumerator observations.
To account for differences in reporting among men and women, our estimations include dummy variables for
single respondent observations (male or female) at baseline and endline.
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by 31%, expenditure by 40%, and formal account savings by nearly 300%.13 These results

align with existing evidence on cash transfers (Crosta et al., 2025) and indicate that the SCT

significantly improved economic well-being in the aftermath of the transfers; these effects

are also evident in economic outcomes (consumption expenditure and income) measured at

midline, as reported in Table A5.

Strikingly, the impact of cash plus planning is consistently larger than that of cash alone.

Relative to the control group, the cash plus planning arm scores 0.60 s.d. units higher on

the summary index (p, q < 0.01), with income 50 percent higher than the control mean, and

expenditure 45 percent higher. The marginal effect of planning is statistically significant for

the summary index (0.16 s.d. units; p = 0.016, q = 0.01), income (USD 11; p = 0.085, q =

0.037), food security (0.198 s.d. units; p = 0.032, q = 0.018), and housing quality (0.109

s.d. units; p = 0.037, q = 0.019). These gains occur with no reduction in expenditure,

formal savings, or pre-specified measures of human capital investment (Appendix Table

A6), consistent with a reallocation of transfer spending towards higher-return investments.

Furthermore, these effects are meaningful in magnitude. The 0.2 s.d. improvement in food

security linked to planning is roughly two-thirds of the cash-only effect, while the USD 11

effect on income is 19 percent of the control group mean. We discuss cost-effectiveness more

thoroughly in Appendix D.

How do plans change transfer spending? Table 2 tests the hypothesis that planning

helped couples spend transfers more productively. To do this, we limit attention to the

two treatment arms, and classify endline reports of transfer spending as either supporting

income generation (livestock, business, and agricultural inputs), consumption (food, shel-

ter/housing, household goods, travel, medical expenses, and other), education and human

capital, and savings (unspent cash, saving, debt payment, land).14 Planning significantly in-

creased investments in income generation by 23-27 percent (p < 0.05), offset by insignificant

reductions in consumption, savings, and unaccounted spending. We see similar patterns at

midline (Appendix Table A8), where planning significantly increased spending on income

generation and education. Further, women in the planning arm reported more total transfer

spending at midline, consistent with either women having greater visibility into how transfers

were spent, or with couples spending transfers faster when they had planned the transfer’s

ultimate use. Notably, women did not report more transfer spending at endline, after couples

13Our measure of consumption expenditure captures cash expenditure only, without measuring consump-
tion from own-production.

14There is ambiguity regarding how to classify some expenditures, such as land, which is both a store of
value and could support additional income generation. Appendix Table A7 reports spending by detailed
category, which confirms that income generation results are driven by business expenditure and livestock.
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had more time to decide and all installments had been disbursed. Given this, we favor the

spending speed interpretation.

3.3 Intra-Household Conflict

We now explore whether our interventions shifted patterns of intra-household conflict, as

reported by women. Table 3 reports treatment effects on a summary index of (non-violent)

couples’ conflict, adapted from Gordon and Chen (2016), and a summary index that ag-

gregates our four pre-specified measures of IPV (dummy variables for any physical/sexual

violence, any emotional violence, any controlling behavior in the past year, and a dummy

identifying women who experienced any of the three). In column 3, we also report an ex-

ploratory IPV index, which aggregates all types of IPV in our survey module (three for

emotional abuse, nine for physical/sexual abuse, and five for controlling behavior). While

not pre-specified, this index is better positioned to capture changes in violence on the in-

tensive margin, a margin of particular interest given our focus on potentially intensifying

conflict in higher risk households.15

Relative to the control, there is no evidence that either treatment arm exacerbated conflict

– transfers plus planning reduced the conflict index by 0.12 s.d. units (p = 0.059, q = 0.19)

and the point estimate for transfers only is similar (-0.087 s.d. units) but insignificant.

The experimental effects on the simple IPV summary index are similarly null. Transfers

alone reduced the exploratory IPV index by 0.12 s.d. units (p = 0.068, q = 0.22). The

corresponding point estimate on transfers plus planning, however, is small and positive,

and consequently planning is associated with a 0.15 s.d. unit increase in the index (p =

0.0096, q = 0.095). These patterns are consistent with the hypothesis that planning may

have exacerbated violence in some households. Indeed, Appendix Table A10 shows that

the planning effect is typically significant for rarer, more severe types of violence like sexual

abuse and attacks with a weapon.

Finally, Appendix Table A13 reports treatment effects on IPV and gender norms for men

and women, with impacts on index components available in Appendix Tables A14-A17. Here

we find limited evidence of change: IPV attitudes among men liberalize by 0.14 s.d. units

in the cash plus planning arm, but this is not robust to multiple testing corrections.

3.4 Heterogeneous Effects and Mechanisms

Per our conceptual framework, the impacts of both transfers and planning may depend on

baseline intra-household dynamics. In order to test this hypothesis, we pre-specified six

15Treatment effects on index components are reported in Appendix Tables A9-A12.
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measures of household functioning that we thought would predict households’ propensity for

decision-linked conflict: baseline history of IPV, baseline history of controlling behaviors,

baseline above-median levels of conflict, discordance in baseline spending priorities, a low

level of education among the women in the household, and a significant age gap between

spouses. Since roughly 30 percent of couples exhibit three of the six indicators, we break

couples into terciles, which we refer to as low-, medium-, and high-risk households. In

Appendix E, we include additional detail on the index and summary statistics across the

three risk terciles. While there are large differences in IPV and conflict across terciles (by

construction), there are no significant differences in income or labor supply of either gender.

Figure 2 reports treatment effects on the economic summary index (Panel a) and the

exploratory IPV index (Panel b). The cash and cash plus planning effects are largest for the

middle risk group, but marginal effects of planning are remarkably similar across terciles, with

a p-value from a test of no heterogeneity in planning effects equal to 0.81. Thus, planning

confers economic benefits to well- and poorly-functioning households alike. The results for

IPV are notably different. Planning only increased IPV among the highest risk households,

where the planning effect is 0.30 s.d. units and significant at the 5 percent level (p = 0.018).

Appendix Figure A5 shows that there is similar heterogeneity in our pre-specified measures

of IPV, with top-tercile effects driven by physical/sexual violence.

Why did planning exacerbate IPV in high-risk households? A first hypothesis is that

planning reallocated power from men to women, triggering backlash. This could either hap-

pen directly – if planning gave women more agency in how funds were spent, or indirectly

– if planning triggered economic changes that gave women more power. We do not find any

strong evidence for either channel. Appendix Table A18 reports the effect of planning on

transfer spending reflecting shared, male-only, and female-only baseline priorities and finds

no evidence that planning induced a shift in spending toward the preferences of one partner.

Appendix Table A19 shows that planning increased incomes of men and women in roughly

equal measure, and while women in treatment arms worked more, there is no differential

planning effect. Consistent with this, Appendix Tables A20 and A21 show no evidence that

planning shifted decision-making power toward women. Interestingly, relative to control

treatment significantly increased self-reported decision-making power of women and men,

driven by questions that ask the respondent how much say they have into major decisions

(our “who usually decides” questions are unaffected). This suggests that increased resources

available to the household may increase perceived agency of both spouses simultaneously.

This implies that only asking women about decision-making power when evaluating liveli-

hoods interventions may produce an incomplete picture of changes in the balance of power

in households.

13



A second hypothesis is that the same behavioral forces that disciplined spending also

triggered conflict. This could happen if planning prompted couples to put pressure on one

another to follow through on spending goals, or if the plan made spending deviations more

salient. Given that there is little evidence that planning re-allocated economic power, we

view this channel as more plausible, though data constraints make this difficult to directly

test.16

4 Conclusion

In this paper, we analyze the economic and intra-household effects of a simple facilitated

planning intervention, designed for poor Liberian households receiving an unconditional cash

transfer. Our three-arm randomized trial was designed to estimate the effect of the transfers

alone and the marginal effects of the planning exercise, and to explore whether the planning

process could effectively reduce intra-household coordination frictions.

We find that planning meaningfully amplified the economic benefits of transfers: house-

holds who planned use of the transfer ex ante with a trained facilitator experienced sub-

stantial additional increases in income, and this higher level of income appears to sustain

better outcomes in the domains of food security and housing quality (with no evidence of any

decline in savings). In terms of mechanisms, we find that planning helps couples direct more

transfer funds to productive purposes (like business and livestock) that are frequently named

as ex ante spending priorities but overlooked in favor of consumption needs once transfers

are disbursed. This provides novel evidence that light touch planning can improve house-

hold investment choices in the context of high-stakes, multiparty decision making. Moreover,

viewed solely through an economic lens planning is also remarkably cost effective, yielding a

return of more than three dollars of additional household income for each dollar spent if the

observed effects were sustained even for six months (more details are provided in Appendix

D.17

For some households, however, these benefits come at a cost. In the full sample, women

in the planning arm reported more types of intimate partner violence relative to the cash

only arm.18 This effect is primarily driven by households at a higher ex ante risk of expe-

16Anticipating this possibility, in the endline we asked individuals if they were satisfied with how their
transfer was spent and whether decision-making around the transfer created conflict. We find very high
levels of satisfaction (> 95%) and few reports of conflict (< 5%) with no differences across treatment arms.
This likely reflects desirability bias, and/or the fact that transfers were overwhelmingly positive for recipient
households.

17The “planning effect” for income is $11, and if sustained for six months, would imply gains of $66 relative
to an implementation cost of $19 per household.

18This reflects reductions in IPV in the cash only arm that do not materialize for the planning arm.
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riencing conflict-related violence, suggesting planning elevated tensions in households with

pre-existing frictions.

Thus, while planning was highly effective at shifting highly consequential joint household

decisions, it came at a relational cost typically overlooked by individual-focused studies of be-

havioral interventions. Our findings therefore suggest that behavioral interventions grounded

in theories of individual decision-making should account for intra-household dynamics when

targeting decisions that households typically make jointly. This also has important impli-

cations for policy: the trade-offs we document suggest organizations developing behavioral

interventions should also monitor IPV risk in target populations and explore strategies to

mitigate any unintended intra-household effects.
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Main Tables and Figures

Table 1: Impacts on Household-Level Economic Outcomes

Economic
Summary
Index

Total Couple
Income
(USD)

Total
Household

Expenditures
(USD)

Food Security
Index

Housing
Quality Index

Asset Index

Formal
Account
Savings
(USD)

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7)
β1: Cash Transfer Only 0.44∗∗∗ 17.9∗∗∗ 39.1∗∗∗ 0.34∗∗∗ 0.067 0.34∗∗∗ 29.6∗∗∗

(0.065) (6.09) (7.35) (0.096) (0.045) (0.080) (3.46)
[0.00100] [0.0030] [0.00100] [0.00100] [0.048] [0.00100] [0.00100]

β2: Cash Transfer + Planning 0.60∗∗∗ 29.0∗∗∗ 43.1∗∗∗ 0.53∗∗∗ 0.18∗∗∗ 0.46∗∗∗ 27.6∗∗∗

(0.071) (6.34) (8.60) (0.095) (0.053) (0.082) (3.83)
[0.00100] [0.00100] [0.00100] [0.00100] [0.00100] [0.00100] [0.00100]

β2 − β1: Planning Effect 0.158∗∗ 11.022∗ 4.047 0.198∗∗ 0.109∗∗ 0.123 -2.061
(0.065) (6.363) (8.309) (0.092) (0.052) (0.087) (4.394)
[0.010] [0.037] [0.139] [0.018] [0.019] [0.051] [0.139]

Control Mean -0.000 57.659 96.867 0.000 -0.000 -0.000 10.130
Control SD 1.000 74.360 85.757 1.000 1.000 1.000 41.982
N 2226 2215 1821 1989 1929 2026 2206
Baseline Control? Y Y N N Y Y N

Notes: Robust standard errors clustered at the community level in parentheses, q-values that control the false discovery rate in square brackets. Total income
and formal account savings are reported by both genders. We aggregate by taking the couple-level sum of reports. Assets and housing quality are recorded in
male surveys; expenditure and food security are recorded in female surveys. Food security is measured as the summary weighted index of the food consumption
score, and food insecurity experience scale (recoded so higher values represent greater food security). The economic summary index is a GLS-weighted index
of income, expenditures, asset ownership, housing quality, food security,and savings. Income, expenditures, and savings are reported in USD and winsorized
at the 1st and 99th percentiles. The asset index is a GLS-weighted summary of nine asset categories; endline asset counts are winsorized at the 1st and 99th
percentiles before aggregation (baseline inputs are 0/1 dummies and not winsorized). To account for different spousal reporting combinations we additionally
control for dummy variables identifying households where just the male responded at endline, just the female responded at endline, just the male responded
at baseline, and just the female responded at baseline. In ANCOVA specifications, missing baseline values are recoded to zero and dummied out. *, **, and
*** indicate statistical significance at the 10, 5, and 1 percent levels, respectively.

20



Table 2: Impact of Planning on Transfer Spending at Endline

Household Mean Household Maximum

Cash-Only Planning Cash-Only Planning
Mean Effect N Mean Effect N
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Income Generation 40.49 10.77∗∗ 1546 64.14 14.75∗∗ 1546
(4.91) (7.23)

Consumption 264.64 -6.18 1546 363.65 -11.97 1546
(13.62) (16.89)

Savings 53.22 -4.89 1546 80.25 -5.15 1546
(7.39) (10.79)

Education and Human Capital 85.48 3.97 1546 115.24 3.20 1546
(5.32) (6.88)

Unaccounted spending 178.00 -5.18 1545 44.13 -3.95 1545
(13.25) (14.71)

Notes: Sample is restricted to households in the cash and cash + planning arms. Each row is an aggre-
gate of transfer-spending categories. Income Generation = livestock, business (self/spouse/joint), and
agricultural inputs. Consumption = food and drinks, shelter and housing, household goods, transporta-
tion and travel, medical expenses, transfers to others, and other (clothes, celebrations and festivals, and
other items). Savings = savings and unspent cash, debt payments, and land holdings. Human Capital
= education and learning new skills. Unaccounted spending is the self-reported total transfer amount
received minus total reported transfer spending across categories, and may be negative when reported
spending exceeds the self-reported amount received. Columns (1)-(3) use the household mean of male
and female reports; columns (4)-(6) use the household maximum. In the household-mean panel each
aggregate construct (bucket totals, total reported spending, and unaccounted spending) is the house-
hold average of per-spouse values. In the household-max panel each aggregate construct is built by
first taking the household-maximum value within each category and then summing across categories.
Unaccounted spending is max(self-reported received) minus the aggregated total. Category spends are
constructed from individual item reports, aggregated to the household level, and then winsorized at
the 1st and 99th percentiles. Columns (1) and (4) report the mean of the outcome in the cash-only
arm. Columns (2) and (5) report the coefficient on the cash + planning indicator from a regression of
the outcome on this indicator, a dummy for Bomi county (the randomization strata), and dummies for
households where only the female or only the male report is available (omitted category: both reports
available), with standard errors clustered at the community level in parentheses. Columns (3) and (6)
report the number of households. *, **, and *** indicate statistical significance at the 10, 5, and 1
percent levels, respectively.
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Table 3: Impacts on Women’s Reports Couple’s Conflict and Intimate Partner
Violence

Couple’s
Conflict
Index

IPV
Summary
Index

IPV Index
(Aggregating

Acts)
(1) (2) (3)

β1: Cash Transfer Only -0.090 -0.038 -0.12∗

(0.072) (0.065) (0.063)
[0.47] [0.80] [0.22]

β2: Cash Transfer + Planning -0.13∗ 0.028 0.035
(0.065) (0.069) (0.066)
[0.22] [0.84] [0.80]

β2 − β1: Planning Effect -0.036 0.066 0.151∗∗∗

(0.065) (0.066) (0.058)
[0.805] [0.623] [0.095]

Control Mean -0.000 0.000 0.000
Control SD 1.000 1.000 1.000
N 1981 1898 1898
Baseline Control? Y Y Y

Notes: Robust standard errors clustered at the community level in parentheses, sharp-
ened q-values that control the false discovery rate in square brackets. Sample is re-
stricted to women. Column (1) is the Couple’s Conflict Index, a GLS-weighted sum-
mary of five items from the Gordon and Chen (2016) scale on perceived disagreement,
fighting, and irritation with one’s partner. Column (2) is the IPV Summary Index, a
GLS-weighted index comprised of four binary indicators: any emotional violence, any
physical or sexual violence, any controlling behavior, and any IPV (emotional, physical,
or controlling behavior). Column (3) is the IPV Index aggregating acts, a GLS-weighted
summary of 17 individual IPV-act items (three emotional, nine physical or sexual, and
five controlling). All indices are rescaled so endline control women have mean zero and
standard deviation one. Regressions control for county (strata) and apply ANCOVA
controls for the baseline value of the outcome (missing baseline values are recoded to
zero and dummied out). *, **, and *** indicate statistical significance at the 10, 5, and
1 percent levels, respectively.
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Figure 1: Differences Between Plans and Actual Transfer Spending

(a) Concordance in Baseline Spending Preferences
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Notes: The sample in panel a is 2,154 couples where both partners reported baseline spending preferences.
Bars 2-5 in panel a partition the sample and sum to 1. The sample in panel b is 596 couples for whom we
have administrative data on plans and self-reported transfer spending from both partners at endline. Panel
b graphs the “plan-do” gap, defined as the difference between the sample-wide amount spent and planned
divided by the amount planned, first using average reports, then maximum reports.
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Figure 2: Heterogeneous Effects on Economic Outcomes and Intimate Partner Violence

(a) Economic Summary Index
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A Supplementary Tables and Figures
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Table A1: Attrition by Survey Wave

Women: Men:

Baseline Midline Endline Baseline Endline
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

β1: Cash Transfer Only -0.019 -0.041 -0.016 0.0072 -0.025
(0.017) (0.051) (0.027) (0.016) (0.023)

β2: Cash Transfer + Planning -0.0067 -0.012 -0.016 0.015 -0.022
(0.015) (0.050) (0.026) (0.015) (0.023)

β2 − β1: Planning Effect 0.013 0.029 0.000 0.008 0.003
(0.017) (0.046) (0.025) (0.013) (0.024)

Control Mean 0.962 0.721 0.849 0.948 0.871
Control SD 0.191 0.449 0.359 0.222 0.335
N 2370 2370 2370 2370 2370

Notes: Robust standard errors clustered at the community level in parentheses. Sample is the universe of
households in which at least one spouse was surveyed in any wave (n = 2370). Each column is an indicator for
whether the relevant respondent (woman or man) was surveyed at the indicated wave. Regressions include a
Bomi county (strata) dummy. Note that the midline phone survey was administered to women only, so a midline
column is reported only for women. *, **, and *** indicate statistical significance at the 10, 5, and 1 percent
levels, respectively.
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Table A2: Baseline Balance: Female Surveys

Control Cash Planning Cash vs. Joint
Mean (β1) (β2) Planning p-value N

p-value (β1 = β2 = 0)
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Age 37.256 -1.036 -0.586 0.521 0.391 1900
[12.063] (0.755) (0.727)

Any formal education 0.306 0.032 0.031 0.991 0.464 2260
[0.461] (0.034) (0.027)

Literate 0.109 0.012 -0.004 0.540 0.824 2260
[0.312] (0.028) (0.026)

Any work, past 12 months 0.810 -0.022 0.024 0.141 0.329 2259
[0.392] (0.035) (0.032)

Total income, past 30 days (USD) 25.733 -1.119 1.950 0.246 0.509 2190
[44.458] (2.657) (3.083)

Any access to a mobile phone 0.453 0.070 0.073 0.941 0.122 2259
[0.498] (0.039) (0.042)

Any access to a bank account 0.023 -0.008 -0.002 0.410 0.531 2260
[0.151] (0.008) (0.008)

Physical or sexual violence 0.182 0.011 0.026 0.533 0.518 2260
[0.386] (0.026) (0.023)

Emotional violence 0.313 -0.006 -0.014 0.777 0.882 2257
[0.464] (0.029) (0.028)

Controlling behaviors 0.717 -0.053 -0.035 0.594 0.158 2259
[0.451] (0.028) (0.031)

Economic wellbeing index -0.060 0.076 0.269 0.227 0.230 2304
[1.317] (0.145) (0.159)

IPV index 0.099 -0.083 -0.077 0.922 0.391 2260
[1.042] (0.073) (0.062)

Couples’ conflict index -0.104 -0.114 -0.040 0.318 0.281 2255
[0.994] (0.072) (0.071)

IPV norms index -0.038 0.058 0.042 0.824 0.718 2260
[0.906] (0.073) (0.072)

Decision-making power index 0.129 0.274 0.195 0.544 0.046∗∗ 2240
[1.009] (0.117) (0.114)

Notes: Column (1) shows the control group mean with standard deviation in square brackets. Columns
(2) and (3) show coefficients from a regression of each outcome on indicators for the cash arm, the cash
+ planning arm, and a dummy for Bomi county (the randomization strata), with standard errors clustered
at the community level in parentheses. Column (4) reports the p-value for a test of equality between the
cash and cash + planning coefficients (stars indicate significance at the 10, 5, and 1 percent levels). Column
(5) reports the p-value for a joint test that both coefficients equal zero. Column (6) reports the number of
observations. Inputs into summary indices are standardized relative to the control group at endline and use
GLS weights determined by endline data. Thus one should not expect control group means in this table to
be zero. *, **, and *** indicate statistical significance at the 10, 5, and 1 percent levels, respectively.
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Table A3: Baseline Balance: Male Surveys

Control Cash Planning Cash vs. Joint
Mean (β1) (β2) Planning p-value N

p-value (β1 = β2 = 0)
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Age 44.272 -0.925 -0.642 0.738 0.497 2164
[13.176] (0.814) (0.795)

Any formal education 0.646 0.024 0.003 0.558 0.773 2265
[0.478] (0.036) (0.034)

Literate 0.410 0.013 -0.005 0.621 0.877 2263
[0.492] (0.037) (0.037)

Any work, past 12 months 0.839 0.019 0.040 0.472 0.423 2265
[0.368] (0.032) (0.031)

Total income, past 30 days (USD) 41.305 -0.925 2.761 0.442 0.743 2221
[73.142] (4.519) (5.473)

Any access to a mobile phone 0.617 0.028 0.038 0.811 0.662 2265
[0.487] (0.041) (0.043)

Any access to a bank account 0.046 -0.006 0.005 0.429 0.716 2265
[0.209] (0.012) (0.014)

Polygamous 0.111 -0.032 0.016 0.016∗∗ 0.043∗∗ 2265
[0.314] (0.019) (0.020)

Household assets index 0.000 0.014 0.165 0.099∗ 0.162 2265
[1.000] (0.086) (0.095)

Housing quality index -0.048 0.079 0.172 0.479 0.427 2265
[1.068] (0.126) (0.132)

Economic wellbeing index -0.032 0.081 0.255 0.289 0.301 2316
[1.317] (0.149) (0.165)

Couples’ conflict index -0.026 -0.089 -0.104 0.801 0.241 2246
[0.871] (0.061) (0.068)

IPV norms index -0.016 -0.102 -0.177 0.305 0.068∗ 2265
[1.010] (0.077) (0.076)

Decision-making power index 0.313 0.001 -0.006 0.942 0.997 2252
[1.075] (0.091) (0.097)

Notes: Column (1) shows the control group mean with standard deviation in square brackets. Columns
(2) and (3) show coefficients from a regression of each outcome on indicators for the cash arm, the cash
+ planning arm, and a dummy for Bomi county (the randomization strata), with standard errors clustered
at the community level in parentheses. Column (4) reports the p-value for a test of equality between the
cash and cash + planning coefficients (stars indicate significance at the 10, 5, and 1 percent levels). Column
(5) reports the p-value for a joint test that both coefficients equal zero. Column (6) reports the number of
observations. Inputs into summary indices are standardized relative to the control group at endline and use
GLS weights determined by endline data. Thus one should not expect control group means in this table to
be zero. *, **, and *** indicate statistical significance at the 10, 5, and 1 percent levels, respectively.
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Table A4: First Stage: Treatment Compliance

Received
any

transfer
(admin
records)

Couple
received
planning
interven-

tion
(admin)

Couple
planned
together
(both
spouses
present,
admin)

(1) (2) (3)
β1: Cash Transfer Only 0.82∗∗∗ -0.030 -0.016

(0.037) (0.039) (0.029)

β2: Cash Transfer + Planning 0.78∗∗∗ 0.70∗∗∗ 0.58∗∗∗

(0.040) (0.042) (0.035)

β2 − β1: Planning Effect -0.036 0.730∗∗∗ 0.595∗∗∗

(0.030) (0.028) (0.028)

Control Mean 0.065 0.058 0.043
Control SD 0.246 0.233 0.204
N 2370 2370 2370

Notes: Robust standard errors clustered at the community level are reported
in parentheses. Each column is a separate administrative measure of treatment
compliance, constructed from GiveDirectly program records: column (1) is an
indicator for receipt of any cash transfer payment (any payment recorded in the
administrative payment records); column (2) is an indicator that the couple’s
planning session was recorded as attended; and column (3) is an indicator that
both spouses are recorded as having attended the planning session together. The
sample is all study households (control, cash, and cash + planning arms), with
one observation per household. For each outcome, the rows report the cash-only
effect (β1), the cash + planning effect (β2), and the planning effect (β2−β1, with
stars from a test of β2 = β1), followed by the control-group mean, the control-
group standard deviation, and the number of households. Each regression is of
the outcome on indicators for the cash and cash + planning arms and a dummy
for Bomi county (the randomization strata). For these administrative compliance
outcomes the control mean captures any leakage of the program into the control
arm. No false-discovery-rate correction is applied, as the table reports a small,
fixed set of pre-specified first-stage outcomes. *, **, and *** indicate statistical
significance at the 10, 5, and 1 percent levels.
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Table A5: Impacts on Household-Level Economic Outcomes - Midline (Female Reports)

Economic
Summary
Index

Total HH
Income
(USD)

Total HH
Expendi-
tures,
30-day
(USD)

Food
Security
Index (1 -
FIES)

Formal
Account
Savings
(USD)

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
β1: Cash Transfer Only 0.17 8.55∗∗ 56.5∗∗∗ -0.046 6.77

(0.12) (3.81) (16.0) (0.055) (11.0)
[0.12] [0.039] [0.0030] [0.26] [0.27]

β2: Cash Transfer + Planning 0.47∗∗∗ 11.5∗∗∗ 87.2∗∗∗ 0.064 17.0∗

(0.11) (4.14) (16.1) (0.060) (9.15)
[0.00100] [0.016] [0.00100] [0.19] [0.062]

β2 − β1: Planning Effect 0.309∗∗∗ 2.965 30.677∗∗ 0.109∗∗ 10.234
(0.112) (4.247) (12.852) (0.054) (13.416)
[0.016] [0.264] [0.031] [0.055] [0.260]

Control Mean -0.000 31.753 148.155 0.257 2.911
Control SD 1.000 41.411 138.639 0.437 106.846
N 1673 1612 1542 1673 1673
Baseline Control? N Y N Y N

Notes: Robust standard errors clustered at the community level in parentheses, q-values that control
the false discovery rate in square brackets. Outcomes come from the midline phone survey, which
covered women only, so all spending/income reports are the woman’s. Total income is her report of
total household earnings over the past 30 days. Total expenditures aggregates the per-category 30-day-
equivalent expenditure items. Food security is one minus the food insecurity experience scale (FIES),
so higher values indicate greater food security. Savings is the respondent’s report of formal-account
savings. All dollar outcomes are winsorized at the 1st and 99th percentiles. The economic summary
index is a GLS-weighted summary index of these four outcomes, normalized to mean zero, standard
deviation one in the midline control group. In ANCOVA specifications, missing baseline values are
recoded to zero and dummied out; baseline analogs are merged onto the midline dataset as available.
*, **, and *** indicate statistical significance at the 10, 5, and 1 percent levels, respectively.
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Table A6: Impacts on Educational Outcomes of Children Aged 6-15

Educa-
tional

Summary
Index

Total Ed-
ucational
Expendi-
tures
(USD)

Per Child
Educa-
tional

Expendi-
tures
(USD)

Fraction
Children
Enrolled
in School

(1) (2) (3) (4)
β1: Cash Transfer Only 0.18∗∗ 10.7∗ 2.42 0.065∗

(0.093) (6.46) (3.41) (0.034)
[0.090] [0.12] [0.24] [0.090]

β2: Cash Transfer + Planning 0.26∗∗∗ 19.1∗∗∗ 7.33∗∗ 0.071∗∗

(0.087) (6.83) (3.32) (0.030)
[0.034] [0.034] [0.077] [0.063]

β2 − β1: Planning Effect 0.080 8.385 4.913 0.006
(0.082) (7.105) (3.217) (0.028)
[0.205] [0.190] [0.124] [0.384]

Control Mean -0.000 68.623 36.369 0.787
Control SD 1.000 72.725 34.314 0.375
N 1274 1272 1272 1274
Baseline Control? N N N N

Notes: Robust standard errors clustered at the community level in parentheses, q-values
that control the false discovery rate in square brackets. Outcomes are at the household
level, summed or averaged across age-eligible children. To account for different spousal
reporting combinations and mirror other household-level analyses, we additionally control
for dummy variables identifying households where just the male responded at endline,
just the female responded at endline, just the male responded at baseline, and just the
female responded at baseline. In ANCOVA specifications, missing baseline values are
recoded to zero and dummied out. *, **, and *** indicate statistical significance at the
10, 5, and 1 percent levels, respectively.
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Table A7: Impact of Planning on Transfer Spending at Endline – Detailed Categories

Household Mean Household Maximum

Cash-Only Planning Cash-Only Planning
Mean Effect N Mean Effect N
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Shelter + housing 176.46 5.37 1532 219.66 0.11 1532
(12.29) (13.95)

Education + learning new skills 88.29 4.03 1539 115.72 3.25 1539
(5.31) (6.85)

Food or drinks 50.26 -1.16 1533 69.84 -0.92 1533
(3.89) (4.87)

Land 20.47 -0.45 1545 29.30 -0.41 1545
(6.43) (9.24)

Business (self + spouse + joint) 18.27 7.30∗∗ 1545 28.19 10.43∗∗ 1545
(3.24) (4.65)

Agricultural inputs 16.52 -0.79 1545 25.79 -1.78 1545
(2.34) (3.35)

Household goods 14.74 -2.18 1542 24.42 -4.63 1542
(2.39) (3.68)

Medical expenses 11.23 -1.77 1543 17.18 -2.77 1543
(1.34) (1.86)

Transportation + travel 7.56 -1.76 1545 11.71 -2.30 1545
(1.58) (2.42)

Livestock 4.56 3.54∗ 1545 7.66 5.04 1545
(1.94) (3.14)

Debt payments 2.96 -1.11∗∗ 1546 4.71 -1.64∗∗ 1546
(0.51) (0.81)

Transfer to others 2.81 -0.57 1546 5.05 -0.81 1546
(0.61) (1.12)

Savings + unspent cash 28.42 -2.44 1545 43.60 -2.71 1545
(3.07) (4.51)

Other 8.45 -2.52∗∗ 1545 13.87 -3.79∗∗ 1545
(1.12) (1.83)

Notes: Sample is restricted to households in the cash and cash + planning arms. Each row is a category
of transfer spending in USD, summed within category and aggregated to the household level. Columns
(1)-(3) use the household mean of male and female reports; columns (4)-(6) use the household maximum.
Raw spousal reports are aggregated first, then each household-level outcome is winsorized at the 1st and
99th percentiles. Total transfer spending sums all categories. Unreported is administrative payments
received minus total reported transfer spending and may be negative. Unaccounted spending is the self-
reported total transfer amount received minus total reported transfer spending across categories, and may
be negative when reported spending exceeds the self-reported amount received. Columns (1) and (4)
report the mean of the outcome in the cash-only arm. Columns (2) and (5) report the coefficient on the
cash + planning indicator from a regression of the outcome on this indicator, a dummy for Bomi county
(the randomization strata), and dummies for households where only the female or only the male report
is available (omitted category: both reports available), with standard errors clustered at the community
level in parentheses. Columns (3) and (6) report the number of households. *, **, and *** indicate
statistical significance at the 10, 5, and 1 percent levels, respectively.
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Table A8: Transfer Spending at Midline (Female Reports)

Cash-Only Planning
Mean Effect N
(1) (2) (3)

Income Generation 25.19 8.40∗∗ 1159
(3.85)

Consumption 142.12 1.77 1159
(9.85)

Savings 31.43 3.76 1159
(4.71)

Education and Human Capital 46.87 12.71∗∗∗ 1159
(4.14)

Total reported transfer spending 247.24 27.88∗ 1159
(16.19)

Notes: Sample is restricted to women in households assigned to the
cash and cash + planning arms (midline phone survey, women only).
Each row is an aggregate of midline transfer-spending categories. In-
come Generation = livestock, business / productive asset, and agricul-
tural inputs. Consumption = food and drinks, shelter and housing,
household goods, transportation and travel, medical expenses, transfers
to others, and other (clothes, celebrations, and other items). Savings
= savings, debt payments, and land. Human Capital = education and
learning new skills. Total transfer spending sums all categories. All
outcomes are winsorized at the 1st and 99th percentiles. Note that
shelter and housing may include investment-like home construction or
improvements. Column (1) reports the mean in the cash-only arm. Col-
umn (2) reports the coefficient on the cash + planning indicator from
a regression of the outcome on this indicator and a dummy for Bomi
county (the randomization strata), with standard errors clustered at
the community level in parentheses. Column (3) reports the number of
observations. *, **, and *** indicate statistical significance at the 10,
5, and 1 percent levels, respectively.
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Table A9: Impacts on IPV Summary Index Components

Emotional
Violence

Physical or
Sexual Violence

Controlling
Behaviors

Any IPV

(1) (2) (3) (4)
β1: Cash Transfer Only -0.014 -0.0065 -0.020 -0.012

(0.027) (0.024) (0.034) (0.034)
[1] [1] [1] [1]

β2: Cash Transfer + Planning 0.017 0.025 -0.013 0.00029
(0.027) (0.026) (0.035) (0.034)
[1] [1] [1] [1]

β2 − β1: Planning Effect 0.030 0.031 0.007 0.013
(0.027) (0.025) (0.035) (0.032)
[1] [1] [1] [1]

Control Mean 0.255 0.170 0.622 0.682
Control SD 0.436 0.376 0.485 0.466
N 1890 1890 1895 1887
Baseline Control? Y Y Y Y

Notes: Robust standard errors clustered at the community level in parentheses, sharpened q-values that control
the false discovery rate in square brackets (pooled within table). Sample is restricted to women. Each column is
one component of the corresponding summary index reported in Table 3. Regressions control for county (strata)
and apply ANCOVA controls for the baseline value of the outcome where the baseline measure is available; missing
baseline values are recoded to zero and dummied out. *, **, and *** indicate statistical significance at the 10, 5,
and 1 percent levels, respectively.
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Table A10: Impacts on Exploratory IPV Index Components: Emotional and Physical/Sexual Acts

Emotional Violence Physical/Sexual Violence

Humili-
ate Threaten

Insult
Push/
Shake

Slap
Twist
Arm

Punch
Kick/
Beat

Choke/
Burn

Weapon
Force
Inter-
course

Force
Intimate
Acts

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12)
β1: Cash Transfer Only -0.013 -0.031∗∗ 0.0060 -0.0076 -0.0041 0.0085 0.0014 -0.0044 -0.0079 -0.016 -0.017∗∗ -0.0099

(0.024) (0.015) (0.025) (0.016) (0.022) (0.012) (0.014) (0.018) (0.0050) (0.011) (0.0085) (0.0071)
[1] [0.32] [1] [1] [1] [1] [1] [1] [0.77] [0.84] [0.32] [0.89]

β2: Cash Transfer + Planning -0.00045 -0.0022 0.025 -0.0017 0.011 0.0083 0.0029 0.011 0.0047 0.0055 0.0025 0.0063
(0.022) (0.015) (0.026) (0.016) (0.023) (0.012) (0.014) (0.019) (0.0058) (0.013) (0.0096) (0.0087)
[1] [1] [1] [1] [1] [1] [1] [1] [1] [1] [1] [1]

β2 − β1: Planning Effect 0.013 0.029∗∗ 0.019 0.006 0.015 -0.000 0.001 0.015 0.013∗∗ 0.022∗∗ 0.020∗∗ 0.016∗∗

(0.023) (0.013) (0.023) (0.015) (0.021) (0.013) (0.012) (0.018) (0.005) (0.011) (0.008) (0.007)
[1] [0.318] [1] [1] [1] [1] [1] [1] [0.318] [0.318] [0.318] [0.318]

Control Mean 0.192 0.074 0.175 0.081 0.125 0.039 0.046 0.094 0.010 0.049 0.032 0.019
Control SD 0.394 0.262 0.381 0.273 0.331 0.193 0.209 0.293 0.100 0.216 0.176 0.135
N 1890 1890 1890 1890 1890 1890 1890 1890 1890 1890 1890 1890
Baseline Control? Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y

Notes: Robust standard errors clustered at the community level in parentheses, sharpened q-values that control the false discovery rate in square brackets (pooled within table).
Sample is restricted to women. Each column is one component of the corresponding summary index reported in Table 3. Regressions control for county (strata) and apply ANCOVA
controls for the baseline value of the outcome where the baseline measure is available; missing baseline values are recoded to zero and dummied out. *, **, and *** indicate statistical
significance at the 10, 5, and 1 percent levels, respectively.
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Table A11: Impacts on ExploratoryIPV Index Components: Controlling Behaviors

Jealous Accuses Limit: Friends Limit: Family
Track

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

β1: Cash Transfer Only 0.0056 -0.0091 -0.015 -0.022 -0.039
(0.025) (0.022) (0.026) (0.016) (0.032)
[1] [1] [1] [1] [1]

β2: Cash Transfer + Planning -0.010 -0.011 0.015 -0.0073 -0.0041
(0.027) (0.023) (0.030) (0.017) (0.032)
[1] [1] [1] [1] [1]

β2 − β1: Planning Effect -0.016 -0.002 0.030 0.015 0.035
(0.024) (0.020) (0.027) (0.014) (0.032)
[1] [1] [1] [1] [1]

Control Mean 0.272 0.179 0.125 0.074 0.501
Control SD 0.445 0.383 0.331 0.262 0.500
N 1896 1896 1895 1896 1896
Baseline Control? Y Y Y Y Y

Notes: Robust standard errors clustered at the community level in parentheses, sharpened q-values that control the false discovery rate in square
brackets (pooled within table). Sample is restricted to women. Each column is one component of the corresponding summary index reported in
Table 3. Regressions control for county (strata) and apply ANCOVA controls for the baseline value of the outcome where the baseline measure is
available; missing baseline values are recoded to zero and dummied out. *, **, and *** indicate statistical significance at the 10, 5, and 1 percent
levels, respectively.
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Table A12: Impacts on Couple’s Conflict Index Components

Disagree-
ments

Always
Fighting

Irritated
Disagree on
Major (rev)

Big
Argument

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

β1: Cash Transfer Only -0.033 -0.0011 0.011 -0.088∗∗ -0.0082
(0.058) (0.027) (0.059) (0.040) (0.084)
[1] [1] [1] [0.29] [1]

β2: Cash Transfer + Planning 0.012 -0.0065 0.012 -0.086∗∗ -0.12
(0.055) (0.025) (0.058) (0.037) (0.073)
[1] [1] [1] [0.29] [0.79]

β2 − β1: Planning Effect 0.045 -0.005 0.001 0.002 -0.112
(0.048) (0.025) (0.052) (0.031) (0.075)
[1] [1] [1] [1] [0.805]

Control Mean -0.475 -0.894 -0.362 -0.779 -0.350
Control SD 0.864 0.442 0.898 0.615 0.929
N 1981 1981 1981 1981 1981
Baseline Control? Y Y Y Y Y

Notes: Robust standard errors clustered at the community level in parentheses, sharpened q-values that control the false
discovery rate in square brackets (pooled within table). Sample is restricted to women. Each column is one component
of the corresponding summary index reported in Table 3. Regressions control for county (strata) and apply ANCOVA
controls for the baseline value of the outcome where the baseline measure is available; missing baseline values are recoded
to zero and dummied out. *, **, and *** indicate statistical significance at the 10, 5, and 1 percent levels, respectively.
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Table A13: Impacts on Couples’ Gender Norms (IPV Acceptance and Decision-Making)

Men Women

IPV Norms
Index

DM Norms
Index

IPV Norms
Index

DM Norms
Index

(1) (2) (3) (4)
β1: Cash Transfer Only -0.081 0.046 0.051 0.035

(0.079) (0.079) (0.071) (0.071)
[1] [1] [1] [1]

β2: Cash Transfer + Planning -0.14∗∗ -0.026 0.011 0.053
(0.068) (0.076) (0.062) (0.063)
[0.82] [1] [1] [1]

β2 − β1: Planning Effect -0.062 -0.072 -0.040 0.017
(0.070) (0.082) (0.064) (0.069)
[1] [1] [1] [1]

Control Mean -0.023 -0.072 0.000 -0.000
Control SD 1.021 1.101 1.000 1.000
N 1929 1928 1898 1898
Baseline Control? Y N Y N

Notes: Robust standard errors clustered at the community level in parentheses, q-values that
control the false discovery rate in square brackets. Columns (1)-(2) report effects on the male
spouse’s reports, columns (3)-(4) on the female spouse’s. The IPV norms index is a GLS-weighted
summary index of five items asking whether a husband is justified in beating his wife under
various circumstances. The decision-making norms index is a GLS-weighted summary index
of nine items on intra-household decision-making norms; items are recoded to 1=conservative,
0=neutral, -1=liberal, with four items reverse-coded relative to the survey scale so that higher
index values correspond to more conservative norms across all items. Endline weights are applied
to baseline components so that indices are comparable across waves, and indices are rescaled so
endline control women have mean zero and standard deviation one. The decision-making norms
index has no baseline equivalent (items asked only at endline) so the ANCOVA baseline control is
omitted for that outcome; the IPV norms index runs full ANCOVA. In ANCOVA specifications,
missing baseline values are recoded to zero and dummied out. *, **, and *** indicate statistical
significance at the 10, 5, and 1 percent levels, respectively.
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Table A14: Impacts on IPV Norms Components (Men)

Talks back Suspect unfaithful Neglects children Poor housework
Goes out w/o

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

β1: Cash Transfer Only -0.021 -0.034 -0.033 -0.045 -0.0066
(0.021) (0.029) (0.032) (0.029) (0.027)
[0.42] [0.42] [0.42] [0.28] [0.75]

β2: Cash Transfer + Planning -0.038∗∗ -0.045∗ -0.042 -0.066∗∗∗ -0.047∗

(0.019) (0.023) (0.028) (0.025) (0.024)
[0.24] [0.24] [0.28] [0.14] [0.24]

β2 − β1: Planning Effect -0.017 -0.012 -0.009 -0.020 -0.040
(0.017) (0.026) (0.029) (0.025) (0.025)
[0.418] [0.673] [0.752] [0.418] [0.276]

Control Mean 0.120 0.188 0.206 0.180 0.180
Control SD 0.325 0.391 0.405 0.384 0.384
N 1929 1929 1929 1929 1929
Baseline Control? Y Y Y Y Y

Notes: Robust standard errors clustered at the community level are reported in parentheses, with sharpened q-values that control the false discovery
rate (pooled within table) in square brackets. Each column is one of the five binary items underlying the IPV-norms index reported in Table A13: an
indicator equal to one if the respondent agrees that a husband would be justified in hitting his wife under the scenario named in the column header.
Regressions control for county (strata) and an in-person interview indicator, and apply ANCOVA controls for the respondent’s baseline value of the
same item. Missing baseline values are recoded to zero and dummied out. *, **, and *** indicate statistical significance at the 10, 5, and 1 percent
levels, respectively.
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Table A15: Impacts on IPV Norms Components (Women)

Talks back Suspect unfaithful Neglects children Poor housework
Goes out w/o

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

β1: Cash Transfer Only 0.025 0.013 0.023 -0.00056 0.018
(0.022) (0.027) (0.028) (0.025) (0.027)
[1] [1] [1] [1] [1]

β2: Cash Transfer + Planning -0.0037 0.023 0.017 0.00096 0.0036
(0.018) (0.024) (0.025) (0.023) (0.025)
[1] [1] [1] [1] [1]

β2 − β1: Planning Effect -0.029 0.010 -0.006 0.002 -0.014
(0.021) (0.026) (0.027) (0.024) (0.025)
[1] [1] [1] [1] [1]

Control Mean 0.118 0.168 0.226 0.185 0.215
Control SD 0.323 0.374 0.418 0.389 0.412
N 1898 1898 1898 1898 1898
Baseline Control? Y Y Y Y Y

Notes: Robust standard errors clustered at the community level are reported in parentheses, with sharpened q-values that control the false discovery
rate (pooled within table) in square brackets. Each column is one of the five binary items underlying the IPV-norms index reported in Table A13: an
indicator equal to one if the respondent agrees that a husband would be justified in hitting his wife under the scenario named in the column header.
Regressions control for county (strata) and an in-person interview indicator, and apply ANCOVA controls for the respondent’s baseline value of the
same item. Missing baseline values are recoded to zero and dummied out. *, **, and *** indicate statistical significance at the 10, 5, and 1 percent
levels, respectively.
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Table A16: Impacts on Decision-Making Norms Components (Men)

Wife obey
husband

Choose
own

friends

Choose
free time

Power
away

from him

Share
power

Opinions
valuable

Husband
earns
more

Role:
home/family

Final say
to hus-

band/elders
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)

β1: Cash Transfer Only 0.13∗∗ 0.043 -0.025 -0.057 -0.014 -0.0024 0.057 0.016 -0.059
(0.060) (0.054) (0.061) (0.054) (0.062) (0.041) (0.051) (0.032) (0.080)
[1] [1] [1] [1] [1] [1] [1] [1] [1]

β2: Cash Transfer + Planning 0.072 0.020 0.021 0.019 -0.041 -0.070∗∗ 0.020 -0.0044 -0.096
(0.054) (0.054) (0.061) (0.052) (0.063) (0.035) (0.049) (0.032) (0.078)
[1] [1] [1] [1] [1] [1] [1] [1] [1]

β2 − β1: Planning Effect -0.058 -0.022 0.046 0.076 -0.027 -0.068∗ -0.038 -0.021 -0.037
(0.063) (0.055) (0.067) (0.051) (0.063) (0.036) (0.054) (0.031) (0.078)
[1] [1] [1] [1] [1] [1] [1] [1] [1]

Control Mean 0.408 0.272 0.221 -0.531 -0.496 -0.800 0.596 0.855 -0.073
Control SD 0.899 0.954 0.969 0.842 0.864 0.589 0.765 0.514 0.989
N 1928 1927 1928 1928 1928 1927 1928 1926 1927
Baseline Control? N N N N N N N N N

Notes: Robust standard errors clustered at the community level are reported in parentheses, with sharpened q-values that control the false discovery rate
(pooled within table) in square brackets. Each column is one of the nine items underlying the decision-making norms index reported in Table A13. Responses
are recoded to one (conservative), zero (neutral), and negative one (liberal), with four items reverse-coded relative to the survey scale so that higher values
consistently indicate more conservative attitudes. These items were collected only at endline, so no baseline ANCOVA control is included. Regressions
control for county (strata) and a phone-survey indicator. *, **, and *** indicate statistical significance at the 10, 5, and 1 percent levels, respectively.
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Table A17: Impacts on Decision-Making Norms Components (Women)

Wife obey
husband

Choose
own

friends

Choose
free time

Power
away

from him

Share
power

Opinions
valuable

Husband
earns
more

Role:
home/family

Final say
to hus-

band/elders
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)

β1: Cash Transfer Only 0.082 0.0083 -0.017 -0.078 -0.083 0.0041 0.039 0.043 0.080
(0.057) (0.074) (0.061) (0.048) (0.080) (0.033) (0.043) (0.027) (0.064)
[1] [1] [1] [1] [1] [1] [1] [1] [1]

β2: Cash Transfer + Planning 0.13∗∗ -0.0056 -0.044 -0.071 -0.010 -0.026 0.025 0.044∗ 0.100
(0.054) (0.069) (0.060) (0.053) (0.071) (0.028) (0.045) (0.026) (0.063)
[1] [1] [1] [1] [1] [1] [1] [1] [1]

β2 − β1: Planning Effect 0.044 -0.014 -0.026 0.007 0.072 -0.030 -0.014 0.002 0.019
(0.049) (0.069) (0.060) (0.050) (0.075) (0.027) (0.040) (0.022) (0.067)
[1] [1] [1] [1] [1] [1] [1] [1] [1]

Control Mean 0.540 0.194 0.074 -0.493 -0.204 -0.879 0.684 0.894 -0.237
Control SD 0.839 0.979 0.997 0.870 0.977 0.478 0.724 0.447 0.970
N 1898 1897 1897 1898 1898 1898 1898 1898 1898
Baseline Control? N N N N N N N N N

Notes: Robust standard errors clustered at the community level are reported in parentheses, with sharpened q-values that control the false discovery rate
(pooled within table) in square brackets. Each column is one of the nine items underlying the decision-making norms index reported in Table A13. Responses
are recoded to one (conservative), zero (neutral), and negative one (liberal), with four items reverse-coded relative to the survey scale so that higher values
consistently indicate more conservative attitudes. These items were collected only at endline, so no baseline ANCOVA control is included. Regressions
control for county (strata) and a phone-survey indicator. *, **, and *** indicate statistical significance at the 10, 5, and 1 percent levels, respectively.
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Table A18: Preference-Aligned Transfer Spending: Endline (USD)

Household Mean Household Maximum

Cash-Only Planning Cash-Only Planning
Mean Effect N Mean Effect N
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Panel A: Top-1 Priorities
Spending on shared top-1 priorities 66.43 -9.00 1421 80.10 -10.26 1421

(9.28) (10.77)
Spending on male-only top-1 priorities 69.86 -3.06 1421 89.64 -5.69 1421

(6.93) (8.77)
Spending on female-only top-1 priorities 53.18 -2.21 1421 67.95 -3.79 1421

(5.00) (6.14)
Panel B: Top-3 Priorities
Spending on shared top-3 priorities 202.17 -4.32 1421 258.73 -8.55 1421

(13.99) (17.75)
Spending on male-only top-3 priorities 63.12 -4.13 1421 85.29 -6.89 1421

(6.10) (8.01)
Spending on female-only top-3 priorities 55.83 2.82 1421 75.27 2.68 1421

(6.44) (8.06)
Spending unmatched to either spouse’s top-3 priorities 144.42 5.55 1421 217.41 7.61 1421

(10.77) (15.34)

Notes: Sample is restricted to households in the cash and cash + planning arms. Spending is constructed from the per-category
transfer amounts and matched to the household’s shared and gender-specific baseline spending priorities. A spending category
counts as a shared priority for the household only when the same sub-priority is the relevant top priority for both spouses. The
final row of Panel B reports total transfer spending in categories where neither spouse ranked the corresponding priority in their
top 3 (i.e., transfer spending unmatched to either spouse’s stated priorities). Columns (1)-(3) use the household mean of male
and female reports of per-priority spending; columns (4)-(6) use the household maximum. In each panel the displayed construct
is built first (sum across the relevant priorities of the household-aggregated per-priority spending) and then winsorized at the
1st and 99th percentiles. The outcome is set to missing if either spouse has no baseline priority data. Columns (1) and (4)
report the cash-only arm mean. Columns (2) and (5) report the coefficient on the cash + planning indicator from a regression
of the outcome on this indicator and a Bomi county (strata) dummy, with standard errors clustered at the community level in
parentheses. Columns (3) and (6) report the number of observations. *, **, and *** indicate statistical significance at the 10, 5,
and 1 percent levels, respectively.
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Table A19: Impacts on Labor Supply and Income, by Spouse

Men Women

Any Work
(Last 12
Mo)

Any Work
(Last 30
Days)

Monthly
Income
(USD)

Any Work
(Last 12
Mo)

Any Work
(Last 30
Days)

Monthly
Income
(USD)

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
β1: Cash Transfer Only 0.017 0.031 12.0∗∗ 0.042 0.081∗∗ 7.89∗∗

(0.019) (0.027) (4.83) (0.031) (0.036) (3.80)
[0.46] [0.32] [0.054] [0.29] [0.074] [0.086]

β2: Cash Transfer + Planning 0.024 0.011 17.4∗∗∗ 0.064∗∗ 0.099∗∗∗ 13.4∗∗∗

(0.018) (0.026) (4.52) (0.030) (0.036) (4.54)
[0.29] [0.59] [0.0030] [0.086] [0.039] [0.031]

β2 − β1: Planning Effect 0.007 -0.020 5.355 0.022 0.018 5.560
(0.016) (0.025) (4.600) (0.028) (0.035) (4.457)
[0.593] [0.466] [0.318] [0.466] [0.593] [0.308]

Control Mean 0.910 0.770 40.937 0.779 0.598 23.499
Control SD 0.287 0.421 56.195 0.416 0.491 48.632
N 2026 2026 1978 1989 1989 1961
Baseline Control? Y N Y Y N Y

Notes: Robust standard errors clustered at the community level are reported in parentheses, with sharpened q-values
that control the false discovery rate (pooled within table) in square brackets. Columns (1)-(3) report effects on the male
spouse’s reports, columns (4)-(6) on the female spouse’s. Columns (1) and (4) are an indicator for whether the respondent
did any income-generating work or activity in the twelve months preceding the endline survey. Columns (2) and (5) are
an indicator for whether the respondent did any income-generating activity in the thirty days preceding the survey;
this thirty-day measure was not collected at baseline so the corresponding columns omit the baseline ANCOVA control.
Columns (3) and (6) report total monthly income in US dollars, winsorized at the first and ninety-ninth percentiles of
the pooled distribution. Regressions control for county (strata) and, where the outcome has a baseline analog, apply
ANCOVA controls for the baseline value (missing baseline values are recoded to zero and dummied out). *, **, and ***
indicate statistical significance at the 10, 5, and 1 percent levels, respectively.
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Table A20: Impacts on Female Decision-Making Power

Index Components

DM Index Decides Own Decides Spouse Say: Own Inc Say: HH Money Say: Govt Money
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

β1: Cash Transfer Only 0.153∗∗ 0.021 0.027 0.051 0.105∗∗

(0.070) (0.019) (0.023) (0.053) (0.049)
[0.135] [0.479] [0.479] [0.599] [0.135]

β2: Cash Transfer + Planning 0.152∗∗ 0.023 0.003 0.093∗ 0.133∗∗∗

(0.062) (0.017) (0.022) (0.051) (0.046)
[0.126] [0.479] [0.889] [0.205] [0.066]

β2 − β1: Planning Effect -0.001 0.001 -0.024 0.042 0.028 0.014
(0.062) (0.016) (0.021) (0.052) (0.046) (0.049)
[0.889] [0.889] [0.479] [0.722] [0.889] [0.889]

Control Mean 0.000 0.924 0.863 2.092 2.011
Control SD 1.000 0.266 0.344 0.652 0.665
N 1989 1625 1863 1621 1939 1301
Baseline Control? Y Y N Y Y N
Experimental Arms All Arms All Arms All Arms All Arms All Arms Cash + Planning

Notes: Robust standard errors clustered at the community level in parentheses, sharpened q-values that control the false discovery rate in
square brackets (pooled across all 16 coefficients in the table). Column (1) is the GLS-weighted summary index of the four decision-making
components shown in columns (2)-(5), normalized to mean zero and standard deviation one among women in the endline control group. Columns
(2) and (3) indicate whether the respondent decides (alone or jointly) how money earned by self / by spouse is spent. Columns (4) and (5)
record the respondent’s level of say over how money he/she earns and how household money is spent, coded on a 1-3 scale (1 = no say, 2
= some say, 3 = most or all say). Columns (1)-(5) use the full experimental sample (control, cash, and cash + planning arms) and apply
ANCOVA controls for the baseline value of the outcome where the baseline measure is available (missing baseline values are recoded to zero and
dummied out). Column (6) is the respondent’s level of say over how money the government gives to citizens is spent, coded on the same 1-3
scale. Because the question is only meaningfully defined for households that received transfers, column (6) restricts the sample to the cash and
cash + planning arms; in that sample the coefficient on the cash + planning indicator is equivalent to β2 − β1 in the full-sample specification,
so only the planning-effect row is populated for that column. *, **, and *** indicate statistical significance at the 10, 5, and 1 percent levels,
respectively.
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Table A21: Impacts on Male Decision-Making Power

Index Components

DM Index Decides Own Decides Spouse Say: Own Inc Say: HH Money Say: Govt Money
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

β1: Cash Transfer Only 0.100 -0.003 0.021 0.112∗∗ 0.033
(0.060) (0.017) (0.018) (0.047) (0.048)
[0.318] [0.878] [0.474] [0.205] [0.866]

β2: Cash Transfer + Planning 0.132∗∗ 0.016 0.010 0.098∗∗ 0.092∗∗

(0.060) (0.016) (0.017) (0.045) (0.046)
[0.205] [0.635] [0.866] [0.205] [0.205]

β2 − β1: Planning Effect 0.032 0.019 -0.011 -0.014 0.059 0.031
(0.059) (0.016) (0.017) (0.046) (0.043) (0.056)
[0.866] [0.474] [0.866] [0.878] [0.474] [0.866]

Control Mean 0.023 0.915 0.887 2.060 2.060
Control SD 0.914 0.279 0.317 0.627 0.617
N 2026 1873 1765 1874 1980 1165
Baseline Control? Y Y N Y Y N
Experimental Arms All Arms All Arms All Arms All Arms All Arms Cash + Planning

Notes: Robust standard errors clustered at the community level in parentheses, sharpened q-values that control the false discovery rate in
square brackets (pooled across all 16 coefficients in the table). Column (1) is the GLS-weighted summary index of the four decision-making
components shown in columns (2)-(5), normalized to mean zero and standard deviation one among women in the endline control group. Columns
(2) and (3) indicate whether the respondent decides (alone or jointly) how money earned by self / by spouse is spent. Columns (4) and (5)
record the respondent’s level of say over how money he/she earns and how household money is spent, coded on a 1-3 scale (1 = no say, 2
= some say, 3 = most or all say). Columns (1)-(5) use the full experimental sample (control, cash, and cash + planning arms) and apply
ANCOVA controls for the baseline value of the outcome where the baseline measure is available (missing baseline values are recoded to zero and
dummied out). Column (6) is the respondent’s level of say over how money the government gives to citizens is spent, coded on the same 1-3
scale. Because the question is only meaningfully defined for households that received transfers, column (6) restricts the sample to the cash and
cash + planning arms; in that sample the coefficient on the cash + planning indicator is equivalent to β2 − β1 in the full-sample specification,
so only the planning-effect row is populated for that column. *, **, and *** indicate statistical significance at the 10, 5, and 1 percent levels,
respectively.
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Figure A1: Financial planning materials

(a) Certificate (b) Poster

Figure A2: Study timeline

Jan ’22 Apr Jul Oct Jan ’23 Apr

Baseline

Feb – Apr 2022

Midline (phone)

Aug – Nov 2022

Endline

Mar – May 2023

T1 T2 T3 T4

Cohort 1

Cohort 2

Clean-up

Surveys

Transfer disbursements

Notes: This timeline captures the survey timing and the schedule of SCT payment tranches; payments
were disbursed to villages in cohorts for operational convenience. (A small fourth cohort is omitted from
the figure for concision.)
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Figure A3: Stated Transfer Spending Priorities at Baseline
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A. Top Priority
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B. Top 3 Priorities

Men Women

This graph reports respondents’ stated priorities for spending of a hypothetical 600 USD cash transfer.
Respondents are asked to choose from 20 potential categories of spending that are aggregated into the 10
categories presented here. The ”other” category includes transportation, healthcare, transfers to others,
clothing, debt payments, and festival costs.
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Figure A4: Plans Versus Actual Spending by Category
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The first bar graphs average amounts planned by category during the planning session. The second bar
graphs average amounts spent per category per individual endline reports. The third bar repeats this
exercise, considering the maximum amount reported across both members of the couple.
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Figure A5: Heterogeneous Effects on Pre-Specified Measures of Intimate Partner Violence

(a) IPV Summary Index
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P-value for no heterogeneity in cash only effect= 0.995.
P-value for no heterogeneity in cash+planning effect= 0.108.
P-value for no heterogeneity in marginal planning effect= 0.066.

(b) Any IPV
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P-value for no heterogeneity in cash only effect= 0.264.
P-value for no heterogeneity in cash+planning effect= 0.931.
P-value for no heterogeneity in marginal planning effect= 0.112.

(c) Physical/Sexual Abuse
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P-value for no heterogeneity in cash only effect= 0.336.
P-value for no heterogeneity in cash+planning effect= 0.002.
P-value for no heterogeneity in marginal planning effect= 0.178.

(d) Emotional Abuse
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P-value for no heterogeneity in cash only effect= 0.759.
P-value for no heterogeneity in cash+planning effect= 0.657.
P-value for no heterogeneity in marginal planning effect= 0.417.

(e) Controlling Behaviors
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P-value for no heterogeneity in cash only effect= 0.438.
P-value for no heterogeneity in cash+planning effect= 0.575.
P-value for no heterogeneity in marginal planning effect= 0.045.

In red, we present the control mean of each outcome. In yellow is the additional increase over the control mean in the cash-only arm, and in gray is
the additional increase in the planning arm. P-values above the brackets are for a test of equality of the cash and planning effects for each tercile.
The notes below each figure present p-values from tests of heterogeneity in treatment effects.
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B Implementations details

B.1 SCT Targeting

The Social Cash Transfer program was part of the broader Liberia Social Safety Nets Project

(LSSNP), funded by multiple donors including the World Bank and the United Kingdom

Foreign, Commonwealth, and Development Office. Targeting of the SCT program was imple-

mented by the Liberian government, beginning with the selection of counties characterized

by high levels of extreme poverty at the point of LSSNP design in 2015, based on data

from the Household Income and Expenditure Survey conducted in 2014. This led to the

designation of Maryland and Bomi counties as eligible in phase 2.

Within each of these two counties, transfers were targeted first at the level of the clan

(the geographic unit below county), identifying (in general) those clans characterized by

the highest rates of extreme poverty at the household level, and then at the level of the

community.19

In Bomi, the clans for which LHSR data was available were ranked based on extreme

poverty levels, excluding those in which GiveDirectly had ongoing operations; the top three

clans in this ranking were selected for inclusion in the SCT. In Maryland, all clans with

available data had high extreme poverty rates; thus all clans that were not urban and that

had four or more communities as measured in the LHSR were eligible, resulting in 12 eligible

clans. The three eligible clans in Bomi had 98 eligible communities, characterized by an

average community size of 41 households. The 12 eligible clans in Maryland had 113 eligible

communities, characterized by an average community size of 72 households. This yielded

the 211 eligible communities for this trial.20

B.2 Survey Implementation

Consent and ethical approval. All respondents provided informed oral consent. Ethical

approval was provided by the Acre Institutional Review Board (formerly UL-PIRE) based in

Monrovia, with a reliance agreement between the Acre IRB and the University of Southern

California.

19Households were identified as extremely poor based on the information collected in the 2021 Liberia
Household Social Registry (LHSR). The LHSR data was used to run a proxy means test to estimate household
consumption and compare this vis-a-vis the extreme poverty line established by the Liberia Institute of
Statistics and Geo-information Services.

20Due to post-LHSR changes in community boundaries and survey attrition, we completed baseline surveys
in 204 communities.
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Multiple-household structures. We sampled LHSR structures to build the survey sam-

ple for our study. Sampled structures with multiple couples meeting our inclusion criteria

were further filtered, with preference given to couples who were not planning to move out of

the community within the next 4 months and in which the female member of the couple was

considered the household’s primary caregiver. When multiple couples met these criteria, one

couple was randomly selected for survey.

Endline timing. We conducted the endline survey in waves, with the goal of ensuring

uniform post-transfer follow-up in treatment areas. To do this, we assigned the sample to

one of four survey waves; for treatment communities, this was determined by the month

(between April and July 2022) in which the community was enrolled into the SCT. Con-

trol communities were assigned to the wave corresponding to the most proximal treatment

community using a nearest-neighbor matching method. The objective of this phasing was to

ensure that treatment households were surveyed shortly after their final transfer payments

were disbursed.
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C Measurement

C.1 Intimate Partner Violence

We measure IPV using a standard survey interview across two different dimensions: physi-

cal/sexual IPV and emotional abuse. We also collect information on the controlling behaviors

of a woman’s partner. For each of these outcomes, the respondent woman is asked a set of

questions related to their partner’s behavior, conditional on the privacy of the interview

and consent of the respondent. To measure the prevalence of sexual and physical IPV, the

respondent is asked the question ”Has your husband / boyfriend done any of the following

things to you in the past 12 months?” with the following options:

1. push you, shake you or throw something at you

2. slap you

3. twist your arm or pull your hair

4. punch you with his fist or with something that could hurt you

5. kick you, drag you, or beat you up

6. threaten or attack you with a knife, gun or other weapon

7. physically force you to do man business with him when you did not want to

8. physically force you to perform any other sexual acts you did not want to

9. force you with threats or in any other way to perform sexual acts you did not want to

10. none of the above

where the respondent can select multiple options and refuse to answer. Our measures of

physical and sexual IPV are complemented by another module related to emotional abuse

where the respondent is prompted with ”Now, I’d like to ask you some questions about how

your husband / boyfriend interacts with you. In the last twelve months, did your husband

/ boyfriend ever:” with the following options.

1. say or do something to make you look small in front of others

2. threaten to hurt or harm you or someone you care about

3. insult you or make you feel bad about yourself

where, again, respondents can select multiple options and can refuse to answer. Given

the sensitive nature of these questions, enumerators are asked to receive consent from the

respondent that is separate from the overarching survey consent form and to restrict their

interview to a private location out of earshot of others. Due to the difficulty associated with

confirming privacy over the phone, all questions related to IPV are excluded from the phone

survey.
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The IPV module also covered controlling behaviors, which began with this prompt: ”Now

I am going to ask you about some situations which happen to some women. Please tell me

if these apply to your relationship with your husband/boyfriend”. The specific items are as

follows:

1. He is jealous or angry if you talk to other men.

2. He frequently accuses you of being unfaithful.

3. He does not permit you to meet your female friends.

4. He tries to limit your contact with your family.

5. He insists on knowing where you are at all times.

Respondents provide a yes/no answer to each item.

Our pre-specified measures of IPV are dummy variables equal to one if a woman reported

any of the types of physical/sexual abuse enumerated above, any of the types of emotional

abuse, and any of the types of controlling behavior. We also construct a dummy equal

to one for all women who report “any IPV”, defined as any physical/sexual violence, any

emotional violence, or any controlling behavior. Our pre-specified index aggregates the any

IPV dummy, the any physical/sexual abuse dummy, the any emotional abuse dummy, and

the any controlling behavior dummy. Our exploratory index aggregates dummies specific to

each distinct case of physical/sexual abuse, emotional abuse, and controlling behavior.

C.2 Couple’s Conflict

We also asked couples about experiences of non-violent forms of conflict. To do so, we ask

both men and women if they agreed or disagreed with a set of questions related to their

interactions with their partner. Those statements are:

1. My husband/boyfriend (wife/girlfriend) and I have a lot of disagreements.

2. I feel like all my husband/boyfriend (wife/girlfriend) and I do is fight.

3. I am often made angry by my husband/boyfriend (wife/girlfriend).

4. My husband/boyfriend (wife/girlfriend) and I are always in agreement on important

issues.

5. It does not happen often that my husband/boyfriend (wife/girlfriend) and I get in a

big argument

For each question, the respondent is asked to agree or disagree and may take a neutral stance.

They may also refuse to answer.

In our binary couples conflict outcome, we consider a couple to have experienced conflict

if they agree with any of statements one through three or disagree with statements four
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or five. When creating the adjacent summary weighted index to the one described above,

we rotate the choices for statements four and five such that agreement for all statements

suggests that couples face conflict.

In the midline, we also asked a series of questions about couples’ communication. This

outcome was listed in our pre-analysis plan, but in practice the questions did not capture

much variation (97-98 percent of respondents answered in the affirmative for each commu-

nication prompt). We therefore drop this outcome from our analysis.

C.3 Intra-household Decision Making

To measure decision-making power, both men and women were asked the following questions:

• Who usually decides how the money you get will be used: mainly you, mainly your

husband/boyfriend, or you and your husband/boyfriend jointly?

• Who usually decides how the money your husband/boyfriend gets will be used: mainly

you, mainly your husband/boyfriend, or you and your husband/boyfriend jointly?

• How much saying do you have in making decisions about money that you earn?

• How much saying do you have in making decisions about how money that the household

earns is spent?

• How much saying do you have in making decisions about how money the government

can sometimes give to citizens is spent?

We aggregate all but the final question into our main decision-making index (coding

individuals who decide either individual or jointly as having power, and coding individuals

who typically have say most/all of the time as having power). We analyze responses to the

question specific to government transfers separately, since most control households had no

experience with government benefits.

C.4 Social Norms

In addition to measures around IPV and women’s decision-making, we asked a battery of

questions designed to measure norms around violence against women and gender dynamics.

For norms surrounding intimate partner violence, we ask both men and women if it would

be acceptable for a man to strike his wife in the following scenarios.

1. She talks back to him
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2. He suspects that she is unfaithful

3. She does not take care of the children

4. She does not complete her household work to his satisfaction

5. She goes out without telling him

The summary index aggregates dummy variables identifying respondents who report IPV is

justified in each prompt.

For norms around patriarchal decision-making and traditional gender roles, we ask re-

spondents the extent to which they agree with the following statements:

1. A wife should obey her husband, even if she disagrees

2. A woman should be able to choose her own friends, even if her husband does not

approve.

3. A woman should decide how to spend her free time on her own

4. If a woman has power in the household, it means she is taking power away from her

husband

5. A husband and wife can share power

6. Women’s opinions are valuable and should always be considered when household deci-

sions are made

7. A husband should make more money than his wife

8. A woman’s role is taking care of her home and family

9. Husbands and elders should have the final say in how a woman spends her money

When creating the summary index we code disagree/neutral/agree statements to -1/0/1, so

that higher values correspond to more “conservative” answers.

C.5 Economic Welfare and Human Capital Investments

A number of economic welfare measures have outliers. We winsorize all monetary outcomes

at the first and 99th percentile. Since variables like income are built from components that

only a minority of respondents report, we winsorize final constructs rather than components

parts.

The total income outcome that we consider in our main analysis is a composite of three

different types of income: business profits, crop profits, and salary income. Each of these

types is measured over a 30-day period. Respondents who report self-employment are asked

to report their enterprise earned minus operating and labor expenses. Respondents who

report earnings from crop raising are asked which crops they maintain. Then, for each crop,

they are asked if they sold any of their harvests, how much they earned the value of the
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remaining or self-consumed portion, and the total value of the inputs into the relevant har-

vest. To calculate crop profits, we scale the total input cost by the proportion of the harvest

that was sold, subtract from sales profits, and aggregate across crops within a household,

effectively treating unsold crops as saving.

To measure household expenditure, we asked women to report on spending in the past

30 days on a series of food items, which we aggregate to measure total food expenditure.

We also asked about the following categories of non-food expenditure:

• Clothing

• Transportation and communication

• Housing and shelter (rent, house repairs, purchase of equipment for the house, water,

electricity)

• Healthcare

• Agricultural inputs

• Fuel

• Personal items

• Leisure and ceremonies

• Debt payments

• Education

• Other spending

We include all but educational spending, which is lumpy and driven by occasional school fee

payments. To measure educational spending, we instead use information from the household

roster, which collected annual educational spending for all children aged 5-25 in the house-

hold. We sum this, and multiply by 30/365 to calculate a 30 days spending equivalent. We

then sum all food and non-food spending and winsorize the result.

Our survey also included two separate scales to measure food security. First, the food

insecurity experience scale (FIES), which is calculated as the sum of the number of situations

below that a woman reports experiencing in the seven days prior to the interview:

1. was there a time when you or others in your household were worried you would not

have enough food to eat because of a lack of money or other resources?
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2. was there a time when you or others in your household were unable to eat healthy and

nutritious food because of a lack of money or other resources?

3. was there a time when you or others in your household ate only a few kinds of foods

because of a lack of money or other resources?

4. was there a time when you or others in your household had to skip a meal because

there was not enough money or other resources to get food?

5. was there a time when you or others in your household ate less than you thought you

should because of a lack of money or other resources?

6. was there a time when your household did not have food because of a lack of money

or other resources?

7. was there a time when you or others in your household were hungry but did not eat

because there was not enough money or other resources for food?

8. was there a time when you or others in your household went without eating for a whole

day because of a lack of money or other resources?

We sum dummies for these 8 cases per the Food and Agriculture Organization scoring rubric

so that higher indicates more food insecurity.

Second, the food consumption score, which following World Food Programme (2009) is a

weighted sum of responses to “in how many of the past 7 days did your household consume

X?” for 8 food groups (weight given at end of category):

• Corn/maize, rice, white yam, white cassava, or other foods made from roots (e.g., fufu

or garri). w = 2

• Groundpea, nuts, seeds, or foods made from these (e.g., peanut butter). w = 3

• Pumpkin, sweet potatoes, cassava leaves, potato greens, collard greens, onion, eggplant,

okra, bitterball, and other vegetables. w = 1

• Mango, pawpaw, tomato, banana, plantain, guava, and pineapple. w = 1

• Lamb, goat, rabbit, chicken, duck, other birds, insects, eggs, and fresh / dried fish,

shellfish. w = 4

• Milk products w = 4

• Sugar, honey, soda or juice drinks, sugary foods such as chocolates, candies, cookies,

and cakes. w = 0.5

• Oil, palm oil, or butter added to food or used for cooking. w = 0.5
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We build the food security index by standardizing and aggregating the FIES and FCS scores

(rotating the FIES so higher = more food security).

We used enumerator observations to measure housing quality. Our index aggregates

dummies identifying the following features of homes:

• Wall material (1 = stone or solid cement)

• Roof material (1 = iron or zinc)

• Floor material (1 = cement)

We asked men about the assets owned by the household. At baseline, we recorded whether

the household owned any asset in a given category. At endline, we asked about the number

of assets. These include:

1. Small electronics (watch/clock, radio, television, electric fan)

2. Mobile phone

3. Furniture (tables, chairs, sofa / armchairs, cupboards, wardrobes, dresser, bed)

4. Refrigerator, stove or cooker

5. Bicycle, motorcycle, or car / van

6. Small farm assets (including hand hoes, cutlass, shovels, diggers, axes, rakes, files or

filling tools, whippers, graters, cans/buckets, pingalays, knives, hooks)

7. Large farm assets (including wheel barrows, tractors, ox ploughs, handsaws / power-

saws, sprayers, threshers/shellers, mills/grinders)

8. Small livestock (including chickens, pigs, sheeps, goats, ducks or guinea fowls)

9. Large livestock (including cattle/cow, donkey) (endline only)

We construct an endline-specific asset index by winsorizing the count of each asset type

at the 1st and 99th percentiles, imputing any missing components (for those with at least

one non-missing component) to the treatment-arm mean, and aggregating via principal com-

ponents analysis; we extract the first principal component and standardize it to mean zero

and standard deviation one in the control group. We construct a separate asset index at

baseline, which aggregates dummies for asset ownership.

We measure savings as the total amount within formal accounts. Each member of the

couple was asked to report the total balance in all accounts they owned, including mobile

money and bank accounts. We sum reports for each member of the couple and winsorize.

Finally, to study changes in educational investments as a result of our intervention, we

include a roster in our survey instrument that, for individuals between the ages of 5 and

25, asks if they are currently enrolled in school or if they have been within the past year.
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Conditional on any enrollment within the past year, the instrument asks about educational

spending and, conditional on current enrollment, about days missed within the preceding 6

months. Per our pre-analysis plan, we focus on children aged 6-15 and construct variables

measuring total educational spending (for all children in the household), spending per age-

eligible child, and the fraction of age-eligible children in the household in school.
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D Cost Effectiveness

To assess the cost effectiveness of the planning intervention, we focus on the marginal costs of

developing, piloting and implementing the planning intervention in the context of a broader

cash transfer program. Accordingly, any costs that would be incurred by the cash transfer

program itself (without planning) — including the costs of the transfers themselves and the

associated organizational costs of delivery — are not assessed in this exercise. We focus

on the costs of developing, piloting and printing the financial planning materials; the costs

incurred by key stakeholders (Liberian government officials as well as the World Bank and

principal investigator team) in monitoring and managing the planning intervention; and the

costs of GiveDirectly staff in delivering the intervention, including both the field officers who

conducted planning sessions and the managerial staff who supervised them.21

Table D1 provides an overview. The largest single line item at slightly under $20,000 is

the development of materials and associated protocols. The total cost of the intervention is

$69,914, relative to 3,755 households who participated in financial planning (this includes

all households in the communities assigned to the financial planning intervention, not just

those households sampled as part of this trial); the per household cost is thus $18.62.

Table D1: Marginal costs of planning

Cost by category

Instrument and protocol design $ 19,850.23
Materials printing $ 9,750.00
Piloting $ 708.73
Training $ 11,537.00
Enrollment $ 11,760.00
Monitoring and coordination $ 16,307.72

Total cost $ 69,913.67
Per beneficiary $ 18.62

As summarized above, our primary analysis suggests that the “planning effect” for income

(the marginal increase in income for households in the planning arm, above the direct effect

of cash) is around $11 per month at endline. Accordingly, if this estimate persists for even

1.5 months, the costs of the planning intervention would be recouped; and if it persisted for

three months, planning would yield more than a 100% return. However, we caveat that the

21GiveDirectly records allow us to identify that the average planning session had an estimated duration
of about 42 minutes, and thus field officers enrolling households with financial planning enrolled around five
households per day, relative to eight without planning – our exercise quantifies this marginal additional cost
of field officer time.
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planning effect for income is only marginally significant using conventional standard errors;

thus, these estimates are somewhat imprecise.
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E Heterogeneity

E.1 Risk Index

In our pre-analysis plan, we listed 6 features of couples that we thought would make them

more responsive to the planning intervention:

• Households who report a history of intimate partner violence at baseline;

• Households who report a history of controlling behaviors at baseline;

• Households who report heterogeneity in transfer preferences at baseline.

• Households with above-median levels of conflict at baseline

• Households in which the female member of the household has very low or no education

• Households in which there is a large age gap between the couple members

We thought households meeting these characteristics may be especially prone to co-

ordination failures and/or decision-linked conflict due to past history, large differences in

preferences, limited female empowerment, or risk of male status threat.

To streamline our analysis and avoid cherry picking, we created a “conflict risk” index is

the average of dummies linked to each category. We define households with heterogeneity in

transfer preferences to be those who have 0 or 1 shared “top 3” priority. We use a dummy

for women with no education, since this covers over two-thirds of the sample. We include

separate dummy variables for physical/sexual violence and emotional violence, to parallel

the way we treat controlling behavior (this means our index includes 7 characteristics). We

generate a dummy to identify couples with an above-median age gap.

We then create a count index that captures the number of criteria that a household

meets. We present the distribution of this index in Figure E1.

Since roughly 27 percent of households possess three of seven characteristics, we use the

index to divide the sample into terciles. We show in Table E1 that households in the upper

tercile of the index are more likely to have experienced violence at baseline, have less agency,

less schooling, older partners, and more mismatched preferences.
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Figure E1: Distribution of Heterogeneity “Burden” Among Households
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Notes: This figure graphs the distribution of the baseline conflict risk index. The risk index is formed by
taking the average of 7 dummy variables corresponding to 6 pre-specified characteristics that we hypothesized
would make couples more prone to coordination failure/conflict and more responsive to planning.
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Table E1: Differences in Demographics by Ex-Ante Conflict Risk

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
Regression Coefficients P-Values

Low Risk
Mean

Medium
Risk

High
Risk

Joint Test
Med=High=0 N

A. Household Characteristics
Household Size 5.12 -.129 0.185 0.02∗∗ 1941

[2.1] (0.117) (0.112)
Polygamous 0.079 0.022 0.035∗∗ 0.1∗ 1941

[0.27] (0.015) (0.017)
Has Phone 0.689 -.037 -.034 0.266 1941

[0.463] (0.025) (0.027)
Preference Mismatch 0.144 0.101∗∗∗ 0.37∗∗∗ 0∗∗∗ 1941

[0.351] (0.024) (0.024)

B. Female Characteristics
Age 36.8 1.39∗ -1.38∗∗ 0∗∗∗ 1764

[11.6] (0.742) (0.661)
Any Schooling 0.506 -.214∗∗∗ -.264∗∗∗ 0∗∗∗ 1941

[0.5] (0.028) (0.025)
Literate 0.169 -.069∗∗∗ -.085∗∗∗ 0∗∗∗ 1941

[0.375] (0.02) (0.017)
Worked Past Year 0.818 0.037∗ -.004 0.065∗ 1940

[0.386] (0.021) (0.021)
Monthly Income 28.3 2.03 -1.16 0.367 1885

[47.3] (2.73) (2.49)
Has Mobile Money 0.177 -.03 -.022 0.263 1941

[0.382] (0.02) (0.018)
Can Decide (Ind/Joint): Own Income 0.927 -.007 -.038∗∗ 0.063∗ 1600

[0.26] (0.018) (0.017)
Reports Non-Violent Conflict 0.341 0.179∗∗∗ 0.388∗∗∗ 0∗∗∗ 1936

[0.475] (0.026) (0.025)
Physical/Sexual IPV 0.013 0.101∗∗∗ 0.404∗∗∗ 0∗∗∗ 1941

[0.112] (0.014) (0.022)
Emotional IPV 0.049 0.153∗∗∗ 0.559∗∗∗ 0∗∗∗ 1941

[0.217] (0.02) (0.023)
Controlling Behavior 0.442 0.306∗∗∗ 0.458∗∗∗ 0∗∗∗ 1941

[0.497] (0.027) (0.024)

C. Male Characteristics
Age 41.7 3.11∗∗∗ 2.31∗∗∗ 0∗∗∗ 1900

[12.3] (0.718) (0.69)
Any Schooling 0.686 -.019 -.047∗ 0.183 1941

[0.464] (0.03) (0.026)
Literate 0.446 -.001 -.043∗ 0.164 1941

[0.497] (0.031) (0.026)
Worked Past Year 0.877 0.005 -.022 0.305 1941

[0.329] (0.018) (0.018)
Monthly Income 40.7 4.23 2.27 0.39 1903

[51.6] (3.09) (2.63)
Has Mobile Money 0.349 -.04 -.031 0.345 1941

[0.477] (0.029) (0.026)
Can Decide (Ind/Joint): Own Income 0.899 0.004 0.004 0.959 1692

[0.302] (0.018) (0.017)
Reports Non-Violent Conflict 0.5 0.17∗∗∗ 0.229∗∗∗ 0∗∗∗ 1922

[0.5] (0.028) (0.03)

Notes: Robust standard errors clustered at the community level in parentheses. Tests based on regressions
that include strata (county) fixed effects. *, **, and *** denote significance at the 10, 5, and 1 percent levels
respectively.
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F Deviations from the Pre-Analysis Plan

Our pre-analysis plan specified two pre-analysis plans: an evaluation report and an academic

paper. Here, we focus on deviations relative to the academic paper plan.

Deviations from the PAP are as follows:

1. We pre-specified a slightly different regression specification, where the outcome of

interest is regressed on a dummy for “any transfer” and the interaction of that dummy

with a planning dummy, alongside county fixed effects and the baseline version of

the outcome of interest. The evaluation report specification we specified involved one

dummy for transfer only and one dummy for transfer plus planning. To make salient

both the total effect of the two treatment arms and the marginal effect of planning,

we decided to adopt the approach in this paper.

2. The academic paper PAP reported a different specification for the midline, which

restricted attention to the two treatment groups and included a dummy for the planning

arm. We also planned to run the main regression for the subset of households that

had a phone number at baseline. This is because we were worried about differential

attrition in the phone survey, since treatment households were given a phone if they

did not have one. In practice, the survey firm was able to trace phone-less households

using community informants and we see no differential attrition in the midline. We

therefore use the main specification for this analysis.

3. We do not report treatment effects on couples communication because at baseline we

found very little variation in our survey questions, with over 98 percent of respondents

reporting “positive” communication. Given this we decided to drop these questions

from the endline, so there is no data upon which to estimate treatment effects.

4. We streamlined outcomes in the economic welfare family to avoid over-weighting certain

concepts and to streamline the analysis. This included:

• Reporting income as a composite, rather than by category. We similarly removed a

dummy variable indicating that the household reported non-agricultural business

income.

• We removed a binary variable for whether the household reported any savings

and instead focus on savings balances. (The endline survey only collected data

on savings in formal accounts due to sensitivities around asking about resources;

this is not noted in the PAP).
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• We combine the food consumption score and food insecurity score into a single

index

5. We decided to separate out housing quality from other assets, building two indices

instead of combining them into one given that the endline measured them differently

but both reflect important stores of value for households.

6. We did not pre-specify the exploratory IPV index, which aggregates acts rather than

three dummies listed in our PAP.

7. We did not pre-specify our method for aggregating heterogeneity into a single di-

mension. We decided to do this to reduce multiple comparisons, keep the analysis

streamlined, and avoid cherry-picking a subset of dimensions listed in the PAP.

8. We do not report a separate index of women’s general decision-making power as all

decision-making power questions we asked relate to income or transfers in some way.
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