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Abstract 

This study addresses the issue of financial innovation in developing countries, focusing 

specifically on the role fintechs have in closing the gender gap of financial inclusion in Sub-

Saharan Africa (SSA) over the period 2011-2017. The empirical evidence is based on the 

multilevel tobit regression model fitted to panel data. The results of this study show that fintechs 

reduce the financial inclusion gender gap by mitigating the gender gap in access to and use of 

financial services. Furthermore, they cast doubt on the ability of fintechs development to bridge 

this gap on its own, and hint on the joint importance of targeted policy initiatives aimed at 

directly closing the gender gap to this end. These findings have important economic policy 

implications and provide evidence of improved economic conditions for women in terms of 

financial inclusion leading to a narrowing of the gender gap. 
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1. Introduction 

The importance of gender financial inclusion in sustainable development is no longer to 

be demonstrated (Adegbite and Machethe, 2020). Indeed, gender financial inclusion contributes 

to poverty reduction by improving women's income; family well-being and contributing to a 

significant increase in household savings levels (Swamy, 2014). Similarly, gender financial 

inclusion promotes entrepreneurship, agriculture, and inclusive economic development 

(Meunier et al., 2017; Cabeza-García et al., 2019; Atakli and Agbenyo, 2020). Despite the 

recognition of the contributions of gender financial inclusion in economic and sustainable 

development, the gender gap in financial inclusion still persists in developing countries, 

including sub-Saharan Africa (SSA) (Demirgüç-Kunt et al., 2018). More importantly, 

Demirgüç-Kunt et al. (2013) demonstrated that, in the case of developing countries, women are 

more often excluded in the use of financial services and this gap is justified by inequalities in 

terms of income, education and employment. Moreover, Kumar and Pathak (2022) show that 

being a woman implies lower levels of financial inclusion.  

Yet policies that address the ‘financial inclusion gender gap’ positively influence 

women's inclusion by smoothing consumption, increasing savings and investment, facilitating 

new business opportunities and therefore lead to economic development (Trivelli et al., 2018). 

However, closing this gender gap in financial inclusion appears to be one of the key objectives 

of the 21st century (Adegbite and Machethe, 2020). This is even more valid for SSA which, 

apart from achieving sustainable development objectives, is facing post-Covid 19 recovery. 

Besides, failure to take gender inequality into account in the design of policies responses to 

Covid 19 will rather lead to the worsening of inequalities within economies (Zimmerman et al., 

2020). 

Thus, both at the individual and global levels, persistence of the search for solutions in 

reducing this gap in terms of financial inclusion justifies the renewed interest in the literature 

(Khera, 2018; Barooah et al., 2018; Sahay and Cihak, 2018; Adegbite and Machethe, 2020; 

Chen et al., 2021; Asongu and Odhiambo, 2022). To this end, majority of works looking for the 

causes and mechanisms of reduction of this gap have associated it with several variables. These 

include education (Pahlevan et al., 2022); socio-cultural norms (AFI, 2016); requirements for 

holding formal accounts with financial institutions (AFI, 2017); unemployment (Botric and 

Broz, 2017); legal discrimination (Demirgüç-Kunt et al., 2013); income level (Swamy, 2014); 
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the level of economic development (Mukong et al., 2020) and fintechs2 (Sioson and Kim, 2019). 

Further, the evidence of this gap is sparely studied  in developing countries, particularly in SSA 

despite the fact that it persists (Mndolwa and Alhassan, 2020). With regard to fintechs in 

particular, very few studies associate them in reducing the financial inclusion gender gap. This 

is unfortunate given the rise and development of fintechs3 around the world and particularly in 

SSA (Soutter et al., 2019; Hinson et al., 2019). 

For this purpose, Demirgüç-Kunt et al. (2018) observe that more than half of those who 

do not benefit from formal financial services live in developing economies, including those in 

SSA. In addition, women are less likely to manage household finances or participate in the 

stock market; they have lower bank account ownership rates than men; and therefore, less 

financially included (Demirgüç-Kunt et al. 2018; Guiso and Zaccaria, 2021). Therefore, to close 

the gender gap in access to financial services, fintechs present themselves as the solution 

(Demirgüç-Kunt et al., 2018). Indeed, any impact of fintechs on financial inclusion will be 

followed by the reduction of the gap in terms of financial inclusion between men and women 

(Sahay et al., 2020). Fintechs will thus promote the application of any new legislation or the 

use of any new institutional mechanism to improve financial inclusion in developing 

economies. Moreover, a better knowledge of the consequences of fintechs on financial inclusion 

in terms of gender would probably make it possible to remove the ambiguity relating to the 

latter through the different dimensions of financial inclusion, including access and use (Chen 

et al., 2021); and certainly, to explain the failure of certain financial inclusion policies, all aimed 

at accelerating sustainable development (Demirguç-Kunt et al., 2018). 

However, the literature dealing with the direct link between fintechs financial inclusion 

gender gap is still embryonic. To our knowledge, two main approaches are opposed in the 

analysis of this relationship. The first is the pessimistic approach which clearly states that 

fintechs cannot bridge the financial inclusion gap between men and women; and could instead 

make it worse by fostering a gender gap in fintech adoption and use. This is justified by the fact 

that women are less likely to use fintechs because of their attitude towards the latter and their 

costs (Chen et al., 2021; Cheah et al., 2021). In this regard using a survey of 28 countries, Chen 

et al., (2021) find however a significant gender gap in fintechs. More concretely, they find that 

29% of men using fintechs products and services against only 21% of women; with this gap 

                                                           
2 Financial Stability Board (2017) defines fintech as technology-based financial innovation that can result in new 

business models, applications, processes, or products and has a significant effect within the financial system. 
3 Arner et al. (2015) describe the development of fintechs as a continuous process in which finance and technology 

develop and lead to many incremental innovations such as online banking, mobile payments, crowdfunding, peer-

to-peer loans, robotics advice and online identification. 
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present in all the countries in their sample; which hinders financial inclusion and promotes a 

gender gap. Therefore, women being the most affected by poverty, are thus overrepresented 

among the unbanked in most economies (Molinier and Quan 2019). 

It is no less for Cheah et al. (2021); who examine the gender division in the Association 

of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN) payment system (both in terms of traditional and digital 

forms) and establish that the gender gap persists especially as it pertains to models involving 

mobile money. The corresponding findings show that traditional payment methods like cash 

are more likely to be used by women in contrast to fintechs and that age exacerbates the gender 

division in using financial institutions for payment. This reflects the fact that the development 

of fintechs will be to the detriment of women in terms of financial inclusion, not least, because 

they are less willing to use innovative financial services unlike men. 

In the same vein, Demirgüç-Kunt et al. (2018) state that one billion of financially 

excluded adults worldwide own a mobile phone and around half a billion have access to the 

Internet. However, a significant gender gap is apparent in the use of internet that continues to 

increase. The gap is greater, at 31%, in countries that are least developed. Subsequently, they 

report that 72% of men versus 65% of women have a bank account globally. Additionally, they 

estimate that women are 26% and 33%, respectively, less likely to use mobile internet and 

mobile money. Marital status is also a significant factor, given that single women are in some 

circumstances discouraged from owning and using mobile phones while married women whose 

use it are monitored and controlled by their husbands or fathers and brothers (Kofman and 

Payne, 2021). 

Likewise, for the possession of a mobile phone, gender gap continues to grow. To this 

end, Demirguç-Kunt et al. (2018) establish that, compared to men, women in middle- and low-

income countries are 10% less likely to own a mobile phone. And even in scenarios in which 

cell phones are owned by women, they tend to use these cell phones less frequently compared 

to men. This, inter alia, shows the interconnected feature of social and technological factors 

that should be understood for digital financial services with a view to improving people’s living 

conditions. In addition, there are other factors at individual, local and global levels that must be 

considered for fintechs to deliver their promises. 

It is then that the second category of studies, considered optimistic, clearly underlines 

the contribution of fintechs in reducing the financial inclusion gender gap. Among these works, 

there is that of Suri and Jack (2016) based on a panel of households in Kenya between 2008 

and 2014. They show that fintechs have enabled 194000 Kenyan households to get out of 

extreme poverty, with the impact of mobile money being more pronounced for female-headed 
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households. In this regard, the work of Sioson and Kim (2019) shows that digital financial 

inclusion plays an important role in reducing the gender gap in financial services. Besides, 

Moufakkir and Mohammed (2020) find that digital financial inclusion strengthens the functions 

of financial inclusion by filling its gaps through technological innovations. Moreover, through 

the proper application of digital financial inclusion, the financial inclusion gender gap can be 

minimized; given that in most developing countries, women still lag behind with respect to the 

ownership of formal bank accounts. 

Sahay et al. (2020) using both digital financial inclusion indicators and a traditional 

financial inclusion index provide empirical evidence indicating that fintechs promote financial 

inclusion. Furthermore, they show that the gender gaps in digital financial inclusion are on 

average smaller than the gender gaps in traditional financial inclusion. This demonstrates that 

fintechs contribute to closing financial inclusion gender gaps; particularly in Africa since the 

Covid-19 crisis. It is in this sense that Loko and Yang (2022) point out that the development of 

fintechs promises to offer greater privacy and security to the traditionally unbanked or 

underbanked female population. 

In this regard, the diagnosis of a careful reading of these works as well as related studies, 

in the light of fintechs development in the literature, highlights the absence of consensus in the 

literature on the nexus between fintechs and reduction of the gender gap in terms of financial 

inclusion. This underlying absence of a consensus on the externalities of fintechs, especially as 

it pertains to achieving inclusive development outcomes, motivates further research on the 

subject (i.e. as conceived within the remit of the present study) for at least three reasons. The 

first concerns the field of study because most studies focus on developed economies to the 

detriment of developing economies, in particular those of SSA. The second reason concerns the 

measurement of fintechs. The few studies on fintechs often approximate fintechs in a singular 

way by a dummy variable; or by one of its dimensions such as mobile telephony or the internet 

(Asongu and Nwachukwu, 2016; Chen et al., 2021; Demir et al., 2022). Access to electricity is 

thus absent from the analysis; yet electricity is an indispensable variable in the approximation 

of fintechs infrastructure in SSA (Yermark, 2018). The third reason is alarming scarcity of 

empirical evidence analyzing the precise link between fintechs and closing the financial 

inclusion gender gap (Chen et al., 2021); and even less in SSA. However, propelled by the 

adoption of information and communication technology (ICT), the potential of fintechs in terms 

of contribution to the development of economies is stronger within developing economies such 

as SSA than in the rest of the world (Demirgüç-Kunt et al., 2018). Especially since Aterido et 

al. (2013) show the existence of an unconditional gender gap in sub-Saharan Africa in terms of 
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financial inclusion. Moreover, the extant contemporary literature is consistent on the positions 

that compared to the rest of the world, concerns of income inequality, poverty and gender 

exclusion which are most apparent in SSA (Asongu & Odhiambo, 2018, 2019; Ngono, 2021) 

and represent a significant policy concerns to the achievement of most poverty and inequality-

related sustainable development goals (SDGs) if not addressed (Asongu and Nting, 2022; 

Tchamyou, 2019, 2020). In view of the above, the question of the effect of fintechs development 

on financial inclusion gender gap in SSA is acute and new technologies such as fintech solutions 

are more believed to be particularly suited to the barriers women face (Thylin and Duarte, 

2019). This article is particularly motivated by these two reasons. Firstly, we offer one of the 

first empirical assessments of the link between fintechs and the gender financial inclusion gap 

in SSA. Secondly, unlike previous empirical studies, and taking into account the specificity of 

SSA economies, we construct using the principal component analysis (PCA) approach 

following the work of Yermark (2018) an index of fintechs development specific to SSA 

countries. For this, in addition to considering variables such as the penetration of mobile 

telephony and access to broadband internet; our index also considers access to electricity for 

the case of SSA countries. 

Our empirical strategy is based on the Tobit model to analyze the effect of fintechs in 

reducing financial inclusion gender gap in SSA. Thus, our results show that fintechs 

development are reducing financial inclusion gender gap by mitigating the gender gap in access 

to and use of financial services. 

The rest of the article is structured as follows: Section 2 presents some stylized facts 

about financial inclusion gender gap in SSA. Section 3 presents the methodology used and 

describes the variables. The preliminary results, baselines and robustness checks are presented 

and interpreted in section 4. Section 5 concludes the article and proposes some policy 

recommendations. 

 

2. Some stylized facts 

The World Bank (2018) notes that greater labor force participation and financial 

inclusion by women is expected to generate an additional US$160 trillion in income. Only the 

World Bank (2019) reveals a financial inclusion gender gap. Thus, the comparison in terms of 

having an account in a formal financial institution in SSA between men and women shows that 

women hold fewer accounts compared to men. This gender gap in terms of access to financial 

services stands out considerably in Africa compared to other regions of the world. As shown in 

Figure 1, in 2017, this gap was 5% in East Asia & Pacific compared to 5% respectively in 
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Europe & Central Asia; 6% in Latin America & Caribbean; 11% in Sub-Saharan Africa; 18% 

in Middle East & North Africa and only 7% in the world in general. 

 

Figure 1. Average gender gap in account penetration at a financial institution across the world 

 

Source : Authors based on data from global findex (2017) 

 

The finding of this gender gap is the same with regard to the use of financial goods and 

services within formal financial institutions. In this regard, as shown in Figure 2, SSA in general 

lags behind with the highest percentage in terms of gender gap in the use of formal financial 

goods and services. This is precisely an 8% percentage difference in terms of savings within a 

financial institution in SSA against respectively 7% in Middle East & North Africa; 6% in Latin 

America & Caribbean; and 5% in East Asia & Pacific, Europe & Central Asia and the world in 

general. However, regarding borrowing within a formal financial institution for the year 2017, 

this gap is substantially the same within these different regions, oscillating between 2%and 3% 

with each time,women lagging behind men in both access and use of financial services. 
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Figure 2. Average gender gap in use of financial services at a financial institution across the 

world

 
 
Source : Authors based on data from global findex (2017) 

 

3. Data and Methodology  

3.1. Data 

This study covers a sample of 27 countries4 in sub-Saharan Africa over the years 2011, 

2014 and 2017. Given the multitude of variables5 considered, several data sources were used. 

Thus, the three main data sources are the Global Findex database, the World Development 

Indicators (WDI) database; and Heritage foundation. 

 

3.1.1 Financial inclusion gender gap and fintechs development variables  

In line with the existing literature, the gender gap in financial inclusion is very often 

measured by the difference between men and women in accessing and using financial services 

(Adegbite and Machethe, 2020). Thus, in this study, to capture the gender gap in terms of 

financial inclusion, we use in turn the difference between men and women in access to and use 

of financial services within financial institutions (Tok and Heng, 2022). 

                                                           
4 Confer table A5  
5 Confer table A1  
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The fintech development variable (FINTECH) is measured through a composite index 

reflecting the development of fintech infrastructures, and constructed according to the PCA. 

For this, we use three variables which are the penetration of mobile telephony, access to 

broadband internet and access to electricity following the work of Yermack (2018). All these 

variables are extracted from the WDI. 

 

3.1.2 Control variables 

Control variables used are all in line with the empirical literature on financial inclusion. 

These are age, level of education, income, percentage of rural population, level of development, 

religion and economic freedom (Demirgüç‐Kunt et al., 2013; Minasyan et al. al., 2019; 

Mndolwa and Alhassan, 2020; Adegbite and Machethe, 2020; Chen et al., 2021). The choice 

of these explanatory variables as determinants of the gender gap in financial inclusion is not 

trivial and can be justified for various reasons. In the case of age, the literature supports the fact 

that young people and old people face financial conditions presented in the market; especially 

financial institutions that charge more fees and higher interest rates. This is justified by the fact 

that young and old people are perceived as more at risk than middle-aged and active people 

(Agarwal et al., 2009). 

With regard to education, a lower level of education for women makes it difficult, if not 

impossible, for them to access formal financial services. Likewise, due to poverty, most women 

do not attain high levels of education and other socio-economic opportunities (Okoyeuzu, 

2020). This explains the gap in terms of financial inclusion between women and men 

(Demirgüç‐Kunt et al., 2013; Mndolwa and Alhassan, 2020). In terms of income level, women 

are more likely to be poor than men, because of legal discrimination and their low level of 

education. Thus, making them less likely to be self-employed, formal business owners or 

employed by an employer. This explains the fact that they are less financially included, unlike 

men (Demirgüç‐Kunt et al., 2013). 

Religion, on its own, is also a determining factor in the analysis of the gap between men 

and women in terms of financial inclusion (Demirgüç-Kunt et al., 2013). Indeed, in the analysis 

of the role of religion in the opening of an account, credit and savings in a formal financial 

institution, Kim et al. (2020) provide evidence that religious discrimination represents a 

significant barrier to financial inclusion. Women, especially in rural areas, do not have 

acceptable collateral such as title deeds required by most financial institutions. Thus, the 

percentage of rural population can be considered as an axis of explanation of the gap between 

men and women in terms of financial inclusion (Manta, 2019). The level of economic 
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development promotes financial inclusion while allowing women to be autonomous; which 

could, through the education and development of women, contribute to reducing this gap in 

terms of financial inclusion (Ashraf et al., 2010; Duflo, 2010; Minasyan et al., 2019). 

Finally, the use of the index of economic freedom is justified by the fact that the 

literature supports this variable as a determinant of financial inclusion. Specifically, followers 

of the liberal school argue that economic freedom promotes financial inclusion by reducing 

informality in financial markets and promoting the development of new activities (Zulkhibri 

and Ghazal, 2017; Wang and Guan, 2017; Bárcena-Martín et al., 2021). 

In the appendices, Table A1 presents and describes the variables while the summary 

statistics is disclosed in Table A2. The construction of the fintechs infrastructure index by 

means of PCA is provided in Table A3 while the list of countries is disclosed in Table A5. The 

graphical representation of the fintechs infrastructure index is provided in Figure A4 whereas a 

mapping of fintech infrastructure development is disclosed in Figure A6. 

 

3.2. Estimation strategy 

For each country, the data is at both individual and country levels as individuals are 

nested within countries. Thus, the idea underlying this structure is that the financial inclusion 

of individuals is influenced by their own characteristics and by the characteristics of the 

countries in which they reside. Although multilevel data often violates the assumptions of linear 

regressions (Goldstein, 2011); multilevel models in taking into account the two-level structure 

of the data help to avoid these problems. The multilevel approach here is based on the fact that, 

on the one hand, not taking into account the existence of unobserved elements common to a 

group of individuals or taking into account aggregated data can induce significant errors in the 

interpretation of certain correlations (Robinson, 1950). 

In this respect, we adopt an econometric approach inspired by the empirical strategy of 

Lashitew et al. (2019). Indeed, the literature provides sufficient information on the adoption of 

Tobit in the regression strategy when the dependent variable is censored (Ariss, 2010; Asongu 

and Nwachukwu, 2016; Ajide et al., 2019). In other words, the minimum and maximum values 

of the dependent variable that fall within a specific interval; are limited (Tobin, 1958). This is 

the case in this work where our dependent variables are not only in percentage but in a precise 

interval (table A2). Thus, the multilevel Tobit regression model is therefore required in the 

analysis of the relationship between fintech development and the gender gap in financial 

inclusion. 
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The choice of the Tobit method is decided by the distribution of the dependent variable. 

Specifically, the gender gap in financial inclusion is a continuous variable with an asymmetric 

distribution with a minimum value for each of the proxies considered; be a left-censored data 

structure. Thus, the Tobit model, as proposed by Tobin (1958), makes it possible to estimate 

regressions with such skew-distributed dependent variables (McDonald and Moffitt, 1980). 

Thus, following the work of Tobin (1958), the following equations reflect our empirical 

process: 

 (1)                 with  if ; and if  

Where  is the dependent variable measuring financial inclusion gender gap. is the 

latent variable; countries and individuals being indexed respectively by and ,  represents 

the vector of country-specific characteristics ;  the vector of individual characteristics ;  a 

non-stochastic constant;  and  parameter vectors; and  the vector of normally distributed 

error terms with mean zero and variance equal to 1. 

Subsequently, we adopt this Tobit model as an empirical verification based on a multi-

level approach that simultaneously estimates data at the individual level and data at the 

aggregate level (Kreft and de Leeuw, 1998; Maas and Hox, 2005). The model we estimate is 

written as follows: 

 (2) 

Where FIGG represents financial inclusion gender gap across the dimensions of access 

to and use of financial services; AGE the age group; EDU the level of education; INCOME 

the income quintile; FINTECH development of fintechs; REL religious domination; GDP 

economic development; ECOFREE economic freedom; RPOP the percentage of rural 

population, i, j and t respectively the country, individual and temporal indices; and finally the 

error term. Furthermore, given that financial inclusion can also influence fintech; this insofar 

as their development is also explained by the latter (Loo, 2019), we consider the endogeneity 

of the fintech development variable. As an alternative, we combine in our empirical approach 

the instrumental variable estimation approach, where we use the development of a fintech start-

up in a country of the same legal origin as an instrument of the fintechs in place in a country. 
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4. Empirical results 

This section reports and discusses the results of the analysis of the relationship between 

fintech development and the gender gap in access to and use of formal financial services. 

4.1. Baseline Results 

The empirical results present multilevel mixed effects tobit regressions considering in 

turn the proxies of the dimensions access and use of formal financial services as dependent 

variables. Although the substantial interpretation of the significant parameters is not obvious in 

the tobit regression, the estimates of the marginal effects thus presented in all of our various 

tables can provide real information on the regressors of interest (McDonald and Moffitt, 1980). 

Table 1 shows the results on the links between the development of fintechs and the gap in access 

to formal financial services between men and women through the possession of an account 

within a financial institution, measuring access to financial services. Table 2 presents the results 

corresponding to the analysis of the relationship between the development of fintechs and the 

gap in the use of formal financial services between men and women through savings and 

borrowing within a financial institution; both measuring the use of financial services. 

Our first finding is that fintechs negatively and significantly influence the gender gap in 

financial inclusion. Indeed, the analysis of the effect of the development of fintechs on access 

to financial services shows us that fintechs act negatively by reducing the gap between men and 

women in the possession of an account within a financial institution (Table 1). It is the same 

for the results reflecting the effect of the development of fintechs on the use of financial services 

presented in Table 2 through savings (columns 1–4), and borrowing (columns 5–8) within 

formal institutions. Indeed, we find that fintechs are reducing the gap between men and women 

in the use of financial services. This is apparent both in savings and in borrowing within a 

financial institution. 

These findings are consistent with some previous studies, such as that of Sahay et al. 

(2020) who find that fintechs contribute to reducing the gap between men and women in terms 

of financial inclusion. It is also consistent with the work of Adegbite and Machethe (2020) who 

find that digital financial inclusion would advance efforts to close the gender gap in financial 

inclusion. 
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Table 1  

Effect of fintechs on the gender gap in access to financial services 

  

 

Dependent variables 

access to financial services 

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

Gaccount Gaccount Gaccount Gaccount 

Fintech -0.2011***    

 (0.0041)    

Mobile  -0.0055***   

  (0.0001)   

Internet   -0.0111***  

   (0.0002)  

Electricity    -0.0139*** 
    (0.0003) 

Education : Secondary -0.00842*** -0.0169*** -0.0061*** -0.0045*** 
 (0.0003) (0.0004) (0.0003) (0.0003) 

Education: higher -0.0204*** -0.0015* -0.0035*** -0.0166*** 
 (0.0010) (0.0008) (0.0008) (0.0009) 

Age: 25–54 years 0.0011 0.0012*** -0.0005 0.0002 
 (0.0003) (0.0004) (0.0003) (0.0003) 

Age: 55 + years 0.0202*** -0.0141** 0.0022*** 0.0139*** 
 (0.0076) (0.0039) (0.0006) (0.0007) 

Poorer quintile 0.0087 -0.0006 -0.0006 0.0033 
 (0.0005) (0.0008) (0.0088) (0.0058) 

Middle quintile -0.0017*** -0.0007 -0.0022 -0.0003 
 (0.0005) (0.0005) (0.0007) (0.0005) 

Richer quintile -0.0035*** -0.0006 -0.0011** -0.0009 
 (0.0005) (0.0006) (0.0005) (0.0006) 

Richest quintile -0.0081*** -0.0003 -0.0026*** -0.0037*** 
 (0.0005) (0.0005) (0.0005) (0.0005) 

Religion 0.0659*** 0.0253*** 0.0140*** 0.0328*** 
 (0.0012) (0.0007) (0.0004) (0.0006) 

Gdp -0.253*** -0.0881*** -0.0469*** -0.240*** 
 (0.0049) (0.0021) (0.0007) (0.0047) 

Rpop 0.0061*** 0.0049*** 0.0018*** 0.0051*** 
 (0.0003) (0.0009) (0.0003) (0.0001) 

Ecofree -0.0063*** -0.0045*** -0.0056*** -0.0041*** 
 (0.0001) (0.0009) (0.0003) (0.0007) 

Country fixed effects Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Observations 79553 79553 79553 79553 

Number of countries 27 27 27 27 

Source : Authors 

Note : *, **, ***, significance levels of 10%, 5% and 1% respectively. Gaccount, Gender gap in formal account 

ownership; Gdp, GDP per capita; Rpop, rural population; Ecofree, efficiency of the economy. 
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Table 2  

Effect of fintechs on the gender gap in the use of financial services 

  
 

Dependent variables 

Use of financial services 

(1) (2) (3) (4)  (5) (6) (7) (8) 

Gsavings Gsavings Gsavings Gsavings  Gloans Gloans Gloans Gloans 

Fintech -0.210***     -0.0550***    

 (0.0031)     (0.0021)    

Mobile  -0.0058***     -0.0015***   
  (0.0008)     (0.0005)   

Internet   -0.0033***     -0.0116***  

   (0.0001)     (0.0001)  

Electricity    -0.0037***     -0.0145*** 
    (0.0001)     (0.0002) 

Education: Secondary -0.0072*** -0.0161*** -0.0001 0.0003**  -0.0007*** -0.0031*** -0.0048*** -0.0032*** 
 (0.0002) (0.0003) (0.0001) (0.0001)  (0.0001) (0.0002) (0.0002) (0.0002) 

Education: higher -0.0256*** -0.0026*** -0.0001 -0.0054***  -0.0047*** -0.0013*** -0.0078*** -0.0131*** 
 (0.0006) (0.0005) (0.0003) (0.0003)  (0.0004) (0.0003) (0.0005) (0.0005) 

Age: 25–54 years -0.0012*** 0.0022*** -0.0002 -0.0003**  -0.0003* -0.0006*** 0.0004** 0.0012*** 
 (0.0002) (0.0002) (0.0001) (0.0001)  (0.0001) (0.0001) (0.0002) (0.0002) 

Age: 55 + years -0.0236*** 0.0009*** -0.0005 -0.0032***  -0.0049*** 0.0009*** 0.0048*** 0.0171*** 
 (0.0005) (0.0003) (0.0002) (0.0003)  (0.0003) (0.0002) (0.0003) (0.0004) 

Poorer quintile -0.0005 -0.0001 -0.0003 -0.0006**  -0.0004** -0.0003 -0.0001 0.0008** 
 (0.0003) (0.0003) (0.0002) (0.0002)  (0.0002) (0.0002) (0.0003) (0.0003) 

Middle quintile -0.0013*** 0.0013*** -0.0001 -0.0001  0.0003 -0.0004* -0.0002 0.0002 
 (0.0003) (0.0003) (0.0002) (0.0002)  (0.0002) (0.0002) (0.0003) (0.0003) 

Richer quintile -0.0026*** 0.0012*** -0.0005** -0.0005**  -0.0085*** -0.0011*** -0.0006** -0.0004 
 (0.0003) (0.0003) (0.0002) (0.0002)  (0.0002) (0.0002) (0.0003) (0.0003) 

Richest quintile -0.0082*** 0.0041 -0.0007*** -0.0004*  -0.0007*** -0.0014*** -0.0023*** -0.0035*** 
 (0.0003) (0.0003) (0.0002) (0.0002)  (0.0002) (0.0002) (0.0003) (0.0003) 

Religion 0.0608*** 0.0345*** 0.0047*** -0.0004  0.0094*** 0.0155*** 0.0066*** 0.0262*** 
 (0.0009) (0.0005) (0.0002) (0.0003)  (0.0006) (0.0003) (0.0003) (0.0005) 

Gdp -0.2641*** -0.0922*** 0.0127*** -0.0401***  -0.0438*** -0.0496*** 0.0488*** -0.2501*** 
 (0.0037) (0.0016) (0.0003) (0.0023)  (0.0025) (0.0017) (0.0005) (0.0035) 

Rpop 0.0007*** 0.0055*** 0.0004*** 0.0024***  0.0011*** 0.0004*** 0.0018*** 0.0054*** 
 (0.0002) (0.0006) (0.0001) (0.0005)  (0.0001) (0.0004) (0.0002) (0.0009) 

Ecofree -0.0066*** -0.0047*** -0.0001*** -0.0008***  -0.0014*** -0.0015*** -0.0006*** -0.0043*** 
 (0.0001) (0.0006) (0.0001) (0.0004)  (0.0007) (0.0004) (0.0002) (0.0003) 

Country fixed effects Yes Yes Yes Yes  Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Observations 79553 79553 79553 79553  79553 79553 79553 79553 

Number of countries 27 27 27 27  27 27 27 27 

Source : Authors 

Note : *, **, ***, significance levels of 10%, 5% and 1% respectively. Gsavings, Gender gap in savings in a formal 

financial institution in the last 12 months; Gloans, Gender gap in borrowing from a formal financial institution in 

the last 12 months; Gdp, GDP per capita; Rpop, rural population; Ecofree, efficiency of the economy. 
 

Moreover, we find that most socio-demographic variables are significant indicators of 

the gap between men and women in terms of financial inclusion. Interestingly, education, age, 

income levels are correlated with this gap in both access (Table 1) and use of financial services 

(Table 2). We note for example that secondary and higher education levels are more likely to 

reduce this gender gap than the primary education level; as well as the highest income quintiles. 

Furthermore, a high age, (i.e. over 55 in the context of our analysis), favors this gap between 

the sexes and by extension, aged individuals are more likely to be retired and women who are 

the most excluded from the labor market are the least likely to benefit from retirement pensions 

and therefore are the most excluded financially. 
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These results corroborate the work of Ghosh and Vinod (2017) who find that the level 

of education and wages are variables that explain the obstacles to female financial inclusion. 

With regard to the other variables, we notice a negative influence of economic development 

and economic freedom, reflecting their contribution to the reduction of the gap between men 

and women in terms of the possession of an account within a financial institution. On the other 

hand, religion and rural areas present themselves as catalysts of this gap through a positive 

influence in the worsening of the gap between men and women (Kim et al., 2020). This negative 

effect of religion could be justified by the fact that it induces social norms or laws that affect 

the cost-benefit trade-off differently depending on gender; and thereby promotes the gender gap 

by discriminating against women (Hyland et al., 2020). 

 

4.2. Robustness checks 

In order to verify the robustness of our results, we directly analyze the effect of the 

development of fintechs on female financial inclusion by substituting the gender gap variable 

with the female financial inclusion variable both on the dimension of the access and that of the 

use of financial services. Indeed, Ghosh and Vinod (2017) show that female financial inclusion 

contributes strongly to reducing the gender gap in terms of financial inclusion. Thus, Table 3 

analyzes the link between the development of fintechs and access to formal financial services 

by women. Table 4 presents the results of the relationship between fintech development and the 

use of financial services through savings (columns 1–4), and borrowing (columns 5–8) by 

women in formal institutions. 

These results effectively confirm that fintechs promote female financial inclusion by 

successively improving access (table 3), savings (table 4, column [1–4]), and borrowing (table 

4, column [5–8]) of financial services within formal financial institutions. They partly agree 

with the work of Khera et al. (2022) who find that digital financial services by facilitating easier 

access to finance and lowering costs, improve female financial inclusion, although their impact 

on gender gaps varies from country to country. On the other hand, they are in line with the work 

of Loko and Yang (2022) who find that the adoption of fintechs considerably improves women's 

employment, and reduces income inequalities between gender. Therefore, it improves financial 

inclusion and reduces gender inequalities. Finally, these results corroborate the study by Sioson 

and Kim (2019) which shows that the development of fintechs by promoting digital financial 

inclusion plays an important role in reducing the gender gap in financial services. 
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Table 3  

Effect of fintechs on female's access to financial services. 

  

Dependent variables 

access to financial services 

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

Faccount Faccount Faccount Faccount 

Fintech 0.804***    

 (0.0104)    

Mobile  0.0224***   

  (0.0002)   

Internet   0.0443***  

   (0.0005)  

Electricity    0.0555*** 
    (0.0007) 

Education: Secondary 0.0290*** 0.0629*** 0.0197*** 0.0133*** 
 (0.0005) (0.0008) (0.0005) (0.0005) 

Education: higher 0.127*** 0.0395*** 0.0596*** 0.0206*** 
 (0.0017) (0.0011) (0.0012) (0.0012) 

Age: 25–54 years 0.0037*** 0.0079*** 0.0011** 0.0041*** 
 (0.0005) (0.0005) (0.0005) (0.0005) 

Age: 55 + years 0.0923*** 0.0057*** 0.0206*** 0.0674*** 
 (0.0014) (0.0007) (0.0008) (0.0012) 

Poorer quintile 0.0027*** 0.0005 0.0001 0.0041*** 
 (0.000770) (0.0007) (0.000769) (0.000771) 

Middle quintile 0.0063*** 0.0037*** 0.0023*** 0.0006 
 (0.0007) (0.0007) (0.0007) (0.0007) 

Richer quintile 0.0119*** 0.0029*** 0.0042*** 0.0033*** 
 (0.0007) (0.0007) (0.0007) (0.0007) 

Richest quintile 0.0342*** 0.00293*** 0.0119*** 0.0166*** 
 (0.0008) (0.0007) (0.0007) (0.0007) 

Religion 0.1851*** -0.1801*** -0.0224*** 0.0526*** 
 (0.0032) (0.0019) (0.0011) (0.0017) 

Gdp 1.1421*** -0.2231*** 0.3171*** 1.0891*** 
 (0.0124) (0.0053) (0.0018) (0.0117) 

Rpop -0.0058 -0.0221*** -0.0099*** -0.0181*** 
 (0.0007) (0.0002) (0.0007) (0.0003) 

Ecofree 0.0322*** 0.0115*** 0.0091*** 0.0232*** 
 (0.0003) (0.0002) (0.0007) (0.0002) 

Country fixed effects Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Observations 79553 79553 79553 79553 

Number of groups 27 27 27 27 

Source: Authors 

Note: *, **, ***, significance levels of 10%, 5% and 1% respectively. Faccount, Ownership formal account by a 

female; Gdp, GDP per capita; Rpop, rural population; Ecofree, efficiency of the economy. 
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Table 4  

Effect of fintechs on the use of financial services by female. 

  

Dependent variables 

Use of financial services 

(1) (2) (3) (4)  (5) (6) (7) (8) 

Fsavings Fsavings Fsavings Fsavings  Floans Floans Floans Floans 

Fintech 0.4531***     -0.1711***    

 (0.0038)     (0.0025)    

Mobile  0.0126***     0.0048***   

  (0.0001)     (0.0007)   

Internet   0.0249***     0.0094***  

   (0.0002)     (0.0001)  

Electricity    0.0313***     0.0118*** 
    (0.0002)     (0.0002) 

Education : Secondary 0.0185*** 0.0376*** 0.0133*** 0.0096***  0.0066*** 0.0138*** 0.0046*** 0.0033*** 
 (0.0003) (0.0003) (0.0002) (0.0003)  (0.0002) (0.0002) (0.0001) (0.0001) 

Education: higher 0.0693*** 0.0198*** 0.0311*** 0.0141***  0.0249*** 0.00622*** 0.0105*** -0.0068*** 
 (0.0008) (0.0006) (0.0006) (0.0007)  (0.0005) (0.0004) (0.0004) (0.0004) 

Age: 25–54 years 0.0033*** 0.0057*** 0.0018*** 0.0035***  0.0006*** 0.0015*** 0.00046 0.0006*** 
 (0.0002) (0.0002) (0.0002) (0.0002)  (0.0001) (0.0001) (0.0001) (0.0001) 

Age: 55 + years 0.0522*** 0.0034*** 0.0118*** 0.0381***  0.0182*** -0.0001 0.0029*** 0.0129*** 
 (0.0006) (0.0005) (0.0004) (0.0005)  (0.0004) (0.0003) (0.0003) (0.0003) 

Poorer quintile 0.0012*** -0.0002 -0.0002 0.0019***  0.0008*** 0.0002 0.0003 0.0011*** 
 (0.0004) (0.0005) (0.0004) (0.0004)  (0.0003) (0.0002) (0.0002) (0.0002) 

Middle quintile 0.0034*** 0.0022*** 0.0011*** 0.0002  0.0011*** 0.0012*** -0.0002 0.0001 
 (0.0004) (0.0004) (0.0004) (0.0004)  (0.0002) (0.0002) (0.0002) (0.0002) 

Richer quintile 0.0063*** 0.0021*** 0.0019*** 0.0014***  0.0021*** 0.0011*** 0.0004* 0.0003 
 (0.0004) (0.0004) (0.0004) (0.0004)  (0.0002) (0.0002) (0.0002) (0.0002) 

Richest quintile 0.0191*** 0.0015*** 0.0066*** 0.0092***  0.0068*** 0.0001 0.0021*** 0.0031*** 
 (0.0004) (0.0004) (0.0004) (0.0004)  (0.0002) (0.0002) (0.0002) (0.0002) 

Religion 0.1101*** -0.0953*** -0.0067*** 0.0356***  0.0292*** -0.0485*** -0.0151*** 0.0011** 
 (0.0011) (0.0007) (0.0004) (0.0006)  (0.0008) (0.0005) (0.0003) (0.0004) 

Gdp 0.6061*** -0.1642*** 0.1401*** 0.5753***  0.2181*** -0.0731*** 0.0419*** 0.2064*** 
 (0.0045) (0.0019) (0.0007) (0.0043)  (0.0032) (0.0013) (0.0004) (0.0028) 

Rpop -0.0007*** -0.0117*** -0.0049*** -0.0109***  -0.0001*** -0.0045*** -0.0019*** -0.0039*** 
 (0.0009) (0.0008) (0.0002) (0.0001)  (0.0001) (0.0005) (0.0001) (0.0007) 

Ecofree 0.0184*** 0.0063*** 0.0053*** 0.0133***  0.0068*** 0.0025*** 0.0018*** 0.0049*** 
 (0.0001) (0.0008) (0.0003) (0.0008)  (0.0007) (0.0005) (0.0002) (0.0005) 

Observations 79553 79553 79553 79553  79553 79553 79553 79553 
Number of groups 27 27 27 27  27 27 27 27 

Source : Authors 

Note : *, **, ***, significance levels of 10%, 5% and 1% respectively. Fsavings, Savings in a formal financial 

institution in the last 12 months by a female ; Floans, Borrowing from a formal financial institution in the last 12 

months by a female; Gdp, GDP per capita; Rpop, rural population; Ecofree, efficiency of the economy. 

 

Moreover, fintech development contributes to closing the gender gap in financial 

inclusion by addressing the barriers that women face. These include the shortcomings presented 

by conventional banking services in being closer to consumers, presenting lower transaction 

fees, and simpler loan application processes, which allows them to be more able to account for 

and respect the individual needs of women (Genesis Analytics, 2018). However, these results 

indicate that fintechs, given the very low values of the coefficients reflecting their effect on 

financial inclusion and the reduction of the gender gap, may not be sufficient to fill this gap. 

They therefore suggest that fintech development should be complemented by targeted policy 

initiatives aimed at directly closing the gender gap and changing social norms and attitudes in 

the population (Tok and Heng, 2022). 
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5. Conclusion and future research directions 

The objective of this article is to analyze the relationship between the development of 

fintechs and the reduction of the gender gap in terms of financial inclusion, on a sample of 27 

SSA countries for the period 2011-2017. We retain a non-restrictive approximation of fintech 

development approximated by a fintech infrastructure development index constructed by us 

using PCA. The empirical methodology is essentially based on a multilevel tobit approach 

adapted to panel data. After testing the robustness of our results through the analysis of fintech 

development on female financial inclusion, we find that the development of fintech 

infrastructure by improving it reduces the gender gap in terms of financial inclusion. The results 

are robust and consistent with the literature on the effects of fintechs on financial inclusion. 

Furthermore, we find that the effect of fintech infrastructures on financial inclusion is greater 

when considered together rather than individually. Finally, the low magnitude of the effect of 

fintech infrastructure development on financial inclusion therefore suggests that in closing the 

gender gap in financial inclusion, fintech development should be complemented by targeted 

policy initiatives aimed at directly closing the gender gap in SSA. 

In terms of policy implication, policies should be designed to further promote fintechs 

in the sampled countries. Policies in this direction can include, inter alia, measures that make 

financial services closer to present and potential customers such as services closer to consumers, 

presenting lower transaction fees, and simpler loan application processes. 

In terms of future research direction, the study obviously leaves space for further 

inquiries especially as it pertains to considering complementary policy initiatives that can be 

used to improve the gender inclusive externalities of fintechs. This suggested future research 

direction can be considered within the remit of interactive regressions such that fintechs 

represent the main channel or independent variables of interest while the moderating or policy 

variables are the complementary policy initiatives. Furthermore, reconsidering the analysis 

within the framework of other United Nations’ SDGs is worthwhile. In other words, it is both 

scholarly-motivating and policy-worthwhile to assess how fintechs are affecting other SDGs.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



19 
 

References 

 

Adegbite, Olayinka O., and Charles L. Machethe. 2020. “Bridging the Financial Inclusion 

Gender Gap in Smallholder Agriculture in Nigeria: An Untapped Potential for 

Sustainable Development.” World Development 127. Elsevier: 104755. 

 

AFI (Alliance for Financial Inclusion). 2017. Bridging the gender gap – Promoting EWomen’s 

financial inclusion: Tools and guidance. AFI Network. 

 

AFI (Alliance for Financial Inclusion). 2016. Nigeria confronts a challenging financial 

inclusion gender gap: A case study of policy change to support women’s financial 

inclusion. [Online] : Available: https://www.afi-global.org/ 

sites/default/files/publications/2016-08/2016-casestudy-btg-nigeria.pdf 

 

Agarwal, Sumit, John C. Driscoll, Xavier Gabaix, and David Laibson. 2009. “The Age of 

Reason: Financial Decisions over the Life Cycle and Implications for Regulation.” 

Brookings Papers on Economic Activity 2009 (2). Brookings Institution Press: 51–117. 

 

Ajide, Kazeem B., Ibrahim D. Raheem, and Simplice A. Asongu. 2019. “Dollarization and the 

‘Unbundling’ of Globalization in Sub-Saharan Africa.” Research in International 

Business and Finance 47. Elsevier: 398–409. 

 

Analytics, Genesis. 2018. “Exploring Fintech Solutions for Women.” https://idl-bnc-

idrc.dspacedirect.org/handle/10625/57158. 

 

Ariss, Rima Turk. 2010. “On the Implications of Market Power in Banking: Evidence from 

Developing Countries.” Journal of Banking & Finance 34 (4). Elsevier: 765–775. 

 

Arner, Douglas W., Janos Barberis, and Ross P. Buckley. 2015. “The Evolution of Fintech: A 

New Post-Crisis Paradigm.” Geo. J. Int’l L. 47. HeinOnline: 1271. 

 

Ashraf, Nava, Dean Karlan, and Wesley Yin. 2010. “Female Empowerment: Impact of a 

Commitment Savings Product in the Philippines.” World Development 38 (3). Elsevier: 

333–344. 

 

 Asongu, Simplice and Nicholas Odhiambo. 2018. “ICT, Financial Access and Gender 

Inclusion in the Formal Economic Sector: Evidence from Africa”, African Finance 

Journal,20(2), 46-66. 

 

 Asongu, Simplice and Nicholas Odhiambo 2020. “Inequality and the Economic Participation 

of Women in Sub-Saharan Africa: An Empirical Investigation”, African Journal of 

Economic and Management Studies, 11(2), 193-206  

 

Asongu, Simplice and Nicholas Odhiambo. 2022 “The role of mobile characteristics on mobile 

money innovations”, Quality & Quantity,  56, 4693–4710  

 

Asongu, Simplice and Rexon Nting. 2022. “The role of finance in inclusive human development 

in Africa revisited”, Journal of Economic and Administrative Sciences, 38(2),  345-370. 

 

Asongu, Simplice A., and Jacinta C. Nwachukwu. 2016. “The Role of Governance in Mobile 

https://www.afi-global.org/
https://idl-bnc-idrc.dspacedirect.org/handle/10625/57158
https://idl-bnc-idrc.dspacedirect.org/handle/10625/57158


20 
 

Phones for Inclusive Human Development in Sub-Saharan Africa.” Technovation 55. 

Elsevier: 1–13. 

 

Atakli, Blessing Amos, and Wonder Agbenyo. 2020. “Nexus between Financial Inclusion, 

Gender and Agriculture Productivity in Ghana.” Theoretical Economics Letters 10 (03). 

Scientific Research Publishing: 545. 

 

Aterido, Reyes, Thorsten Beck, and Leonardo Iacovone. 2013. “Access to Finance in Sub-

Saharan Africa: Is There a Gender Gap?” World Development 47 (July): 102–120. 

doi:10.1016/j.worlddev.2013.02.013. 

 

Bárcena-Martín, Elena, Samuel Medina-Claros, and Salvador Pérez-Moreno. 2021. “Economic 

Regulation, Opportunity-Driven Entrepreneurship and Gender Gap: Emerging versus 

High-Income Economies.” International Journal of Entrepreneurial Behavior & 

Research 27 (5). Emerald Publishing Limited: 1311–1328. doi:10.1108/IJEBR-05-

2020-0321. 

 

Barooah, Prabir, Samveet Sahoo, Sunil Bhat, and Denny George. 2018. “Closing the Gender 

Gap.” International Finance Corporation, Washington, DC. 

 

Botric, Valerija, and Tanja Broz. 2017. “Gender Differences in Financial Inclusion: Central and 

South Eastern Europe.” South-Eastern Europe Journal of Economics 15 (2). 

 

Cabeza-García, Laura, Esther B. Del Brio, and Mery Luz Oscanoa-Victorio. 2019. “Female 

Financial Inclusion and Its Impacts on Inclusive Economic Development.” Women’s 

Studies International Forum 77 (November): 102300. doi:10.1016/j.wsif.2019.102300. 

 

Cheah, Wen Chong, Ammu George, and Taojun Xie. 2021. “Gender Divides in the ASEAN 

Payment Eco-System.” SSRN Scholarly Paper. Rochester, NY. 

doi:10.2139/ssrn.3893670. 

 

Chen, Sharon, Sebastian Doerr, Jon Frost, Leonardo Gambacorta, and Hyun Song Shin. 2021. 

“The Fintech Gender Gap.” SSRN Scholarly Paper. Rochester, NY. 

https://papers.ssrn.com/abstract=3886740. 

 

Demir, Ayse, Vanesa Pesqué-Cela, Yener Altunbas, and Victor Murinde. 2022. “Fintech, 

Financial Inclusion and Income Inequality: A Quantile Regression Approach.” The 

European Journal of Finance 28 (1). Taylor & Francis: 86–107. 

 

Demirguc-Kunt, Asli, Leora Klapper, Dorothe Singer, and Saniya Ansar. 2018. The Global 

Findex Database 2017: Measuring Financial Inclusion and the Fintech Revolution. 

World Bank Publications. 

 

Demirgüç-Kunt, Asli, Leora F. Klapper, and Dorothe Singer. 2013. “Financial Inclusion and 

Legal Discrimination Against Women: Evidence from Developing Countries.” SSRN 

Scholarly Paper. Rochester, NY. https://papers.ssrn.com/abstract=2254240. 

 

Duflo, Esther. 2010. “Gender Inequality and Development.” In ABCDE Conference, 

Stockholm, May. 

 

https://papers.ssrn.com/abstract=3886740
https://papers.ssrn.com/abstract=2254240


21 
 

Financial Stability Board. 2017. “Financial Stability Implications from Fintech: Supervisory 

and Regulatory Issues That Merit Authorities’ Attention.” June, Basel, 2–32. 

 

Ghosh, Saibal, and Dharmarajan. Vinod. 2017a. “What Constrains Financial Inclusion for 

Women? Evidence from Indian Micro Data.” World Development 92 (April): 60–81. 

doi:10.1016/j.worlddev.2016.11.011. 

 

Ghosh, Saibal, and Dharmarajan Vinod. 2017b. “What Constrains Financial Inclusion for 

Women? Evidence from Indian Micro Data.” World Development 92. Elsevier: 60–81. 

Goldstein, Harvey. 2011. Multilevel Statistical Models. John Wiley & Sons. 

 

Guiso, Luigi, and Luana Zaccaria. 2021. From Patriarchy to Partnership: Gender Equality and 

Household Finance. Einaudi Institute for Economics and Finance (EIEF). 

 

Hinson, Robert, Robert Lensink, and Annika Mueller. 2019. “Transforming Agribusiness in 

Developing Countries: SDGs and the Role of FinTech.” Current Opinion in 

Environmental Sustainability, Sustainability Science: Inclusive business: A multi-

Stakeholder issue, 41 (December): 1–9. doi:10.1016/j.cosust.2019.07.002. 

 

Hyland, Marie, Simeon Djankov, and Pinelopi Koujianou Goldberg. 2020. “Gendered Laws 

and Women in the Workforce.” American Economic Review: Insights 2 (4): 475–490. 

 

Khera, Purva. 2018. Closing Gender Gaps in India: Does Increasing Womens’ Access to 

Finance Help? International Monetary Fund. 

 

Khera, Purva, Sumiko Ogawa, Ratna Sahay, and Mahima Vasishth. 2022. “Women in Fintech: 

As Leaders and Users.” IMF Working Paper. 

 

Kim, Dai-Won, Jung-Suk Yu, and M. Kabir Hassan. 2020. “The Influence of Religion and 

Social Inequality on Financial Inclusion.” The Singapore Economic Review 65 (01). 

World Scientific: 193–216. 

 

Kofman, Paul, and Clare Payne. 2021. “Digital Financial Inclusion of Women: An Ethical 

Appraisal.” In Handbook on Ethics in Finance, edited by Leire San-Jose, José Luis 

Retolaza, and Luc van Liedekerke, 133–157. International Handbooks in Business 

Ethics. Cham: Springer International Publishing. doi:10.1007/978-3-030-29371-0_34. 

 

Kreft, Ita G. G., and Jan de Leeuw. 1998. Introducing Multilevel Modeling. SAGE. 

 

Kumar, Rishi, and D. C. Pathak. 2022. “Financial Awareness: A Bridge to Financial Inclusion.” 

Development in Practice. Taylor & Francis, 1–13. 

 

Lashitew, Addisu A., Rob van Tulder, and Yann Liasse. 2019. “Mobile Phones for Financial 

Inclusion: What Explains the Diffusion of Mobile Money Innovations?” Research 

Policy 48 (5). Elsevier: 1201–1215. 

 

Loko, Mr Boileau, and Yuanchen Yang. 2022. Fintech, Female Employment, and Gender 

Inequality. International Monetary Fund. 

 

Loo, Mark Kam Loon. 2019. “Enhancing Financial Inclusion in ASEAN: Identifying the Best 



22 
 

Growth Markets for Fintech.” Journal of Risk and Financial Management 12 (4). 

MDPI: 181. 

 

Maas, Cora JM, and Joop J. Hox. 2005. “Sufficient Sample Sizes for Multilevel Modeling.” 

Methodology: European Journal of Research Methods for the Behavioral and Social 

Sciences 1 (3). Hogrefe & Huber Publishers: 86. 

 

Manta, Arpita. 2019. “Financial Inclusion and Gender Barriers for Rural Women.” 

International Journal of Management 10 (5). 

 

McDonald, John F., and Robert A. Moffitt. 1980. “The Uses of Tobit Analysis.” The Review of 

Economics and Statistics. JSTOR, 318–321. 

 

Meunier, Frédéric, Yulia Krylova, and Rita Ramalho. 2017. “Women’s Entrepreneurship: How 

to Measure the Gap between New Female and Male Entrepreneurs?” World Bank Policy 

Research Working Paper, no. 8242. 

 

Minasyan, Anna, Juliane Zenker, Stephan Klasen, and Sebastian Vollmer. 2019. “Educational 

Gender Gaps and Economic Growth: A Systematic Review and Meta-Regression 

Analysis.” World Development 122 (October): 199–217. 

doi:10.1016/j.worlddev.2019.05.006. 

 

Mndolwa, Florence D., and Abdul Latif Alhassan. 2020. “Gender Disparities in Financial 

Inclusion: Insights from Tanzania.” African Development Review 32 (4). Wiley Online 

Library: 578–590. 

 

Molinier, H., and A. Quan. 2019. Leveraging Digital Finance for Gender Equality and 

Women’s Empowerment. UN Women. Working paper. https://www. unwomen. 

org/en/digital-library 

 

Moufakkir, Marouane, and Qmichchou Mohammed. 2020. “The Nexus between FinTech 

Adoption and Financial Inclusion.” In Impact of Financial Technology (FinTech) on 

Islamic Finance and Financial Stability, 193–209. IGI Global. 

 

Mukong, Alfred, Nikanor Shiwayu, and Teresia Kaulihowa. 2020. “A Decomposition of the 

Gender Gap in Financial Inclusion: Evidence from Namibia.” African Journal of 

Business and Economic Research 15 (4). Adonis & Abbey Publishers Ltd: 149.  

 

Ngono, Jean 2021. “Financing women’s entrepreneurship in Sub-Saharan Africa: bank, 

microfinance and mobile money”, Labor History, 62(1), 59-73.  

 

Okoyeuzu, Chinwe. 2020. “Closing Gender Financial Inclusion Gap: A Panacea for Equity & 

Resilience in Sub-Saharan Africa.” Journal of Money, Banking and Finance 6 (1): 77–

87. 

 

Pahlevan Sharif, Saeed, Navaz Naghavi, Hassam Waheed, and Kizito Uyi Ehigiamusoe. 2022. 

“The Role of Education in Filling the Gender Gap in Financial Inclusion in Low-Income 

Economies.” International Journal of Emerging Markets ahead-of-print (ahead-of-

print). doi:10.1108/IJOEM-07-2021-0991. 

 



23 
 

Sahay, Ms Ratna, Mr Ulric Eriksson von Allmen, Ms Amina Lahreche, Purva Khera, Ms 

Sumiko Ogawa, Majid Bazarbash, and Ms Kimberly Beaton. 2020. The Promise of 

Fintech: Financial Inclusion in the Post COVID-19 Era. International Monetary Fund. 

 

Sahay, Ms Ratna, and Mr Martin Cihak. 2018. Women in Finance: A Case for Closing Gaps. 

International Monetary Fund. 

 

Sioson, Erica Paula, and Chul-Ju Kim. 2019. “Closing the Gender Gap in Financial Inclusion 

through Fintech.” Asian Development Bank. 

 

Soutter, Leigh, Kenzie Ferguson, and Michael Neubert. 2019. “Digital Payments: Impact 

Factors and Mass Adoption in Sub-Saharan Africa.” Technology Innovation 

Management Review 9 (7). 

 

Suri, Tavneet, and William Jack. 2016. “The Long-Run Poverty and Gender Impacts of Mobile 

Money.” Science 354 (6317). American Association for the Advancement of Science: 

1288–1292. 

 

Swamy, Vighneswara. 2014. “Financial Inclusion, Gender Dimension, and Economic Impact 

on Poor Households.” World Development 56. Elsevier: 1–15.  

 

Tchamyou, Vanessa. 2019.“The Role of Information Sharing in Modulating the Effect of 

Financial Access on Inequality”. Journal of African Business, 20(3), 317-338.   

 

Tchamyou, Vanessa. 2020. “Education, Lifelong learning, Inequality and Financial access: 

Evidence from African countries”. Contemporary Social Science, 15(1),  7-25.  

 

Tchamyou, Vanessa. 2021. “Financial access, governance and the persistence of inequality in 

Africa: Mechanisms and policy instruments”. Journal of Public Affairs, 21(2), e2201. 

 

Thylin, Theresia, and María Fernanda Novelo Duarte. 2019. “Leveraging Blockchain 

Technology in Humanitarian Settings–Opportunities and Risks for Women and Girls.” 

Gender & Development 27 (2). Taylor & Francis: 317–336. 

 

Tobin, James. 1958. “Estimation of Relationships for Limited Dependent Variables.” 

Econometrica: Journal of the Econometric Society. JSTOR, 24–36. 

 

Tok, Yoke Wang, and Dyna Heng. 2022. “Fintech: Financial Inclusion or Exclusion?” SSRN 

Scholarly Paper. Rochester, NY. https://papers.ssrn.com/abstract=4117830. 

 

Trivelli, Carolina, B. I. D. Invest, Marcela Marincioni, FINDO Jaqueline Pels, and E. N. I. Di 

Tella. 2018. “Financial Inclusión for Women: A Way Forward.” Gender Economic 

Equity: An Imperative for the G20, 88. 

 

Wang, Xiuhua, and Jian Guan. 2017. “Financial Inclusion: Measurement, Spatial Effects and 

Influencing Factors.” Applied Economics 49 (18). Taylor & Francis: 1751–1762. 

 

World Bank. 2018. “Global Economic Prospects, June 2018: The Turning of the Tide.” 

Washington, DC. World Bank, Washington, DC. 

 

https://papers.ssrn.com/abstract=4117830


24 
 

World Bank. 2019. Global ID Coverage, Barriers, and Use by the Numbers: An In-Depth Look 

at the 2017 ID4D-Findex Survey. World Bank. 

 

Yermack, David. 2018. FinTech in Sub-Saharan Africa: What Has Worked Well, and What 

Hasn’t. National Bureau of Economic Research. 

 

Zimmerman, Jamie, Maria May, Elizabeth Kellison, and Jeni Klugman. 2020. “Digital Cash 

Transfers in the Time of COVID-19: Opportunities and Considerations for Women’s 

Inclusion and Empowerment.” G2Px. Washington DC: World Bank Group 

(Http://Documents1. Worldbank. Org/Curated/En/378931596643390083/Pdf/Digital-

Cash-Transfers-in-Times-of-COVID-19-Opportunitiesand-Considerations-for-

Womens-Inclusion-and-Empowerment. Pdf). 

 

Zulkhibri, Muhamed, and Reza Ghazal. 2017. “The Impacts of Governance and Institution on 

Financial Inclusion: Evidence from Muslim Countries and Developing Economies.” 

Journal of King Abdulaziz University: Islamic Economics 30. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Appendices 

 



25 
 

Table A1 

Presentation and description of variables 

 

Variables Description Sources 

Gender financial inclusion 

Gaccount Percentage of gender gap in terms of having an account with a 

financial institution. It is calculated by taking the difference 

between the percentage of men and women with a formal account. 

 

Global Findex 

database 

Gsavings Percentage of gender gap in terms of savings in a formal financial 

institution in the last 12 months. It is calculated by taking the 

difference between the percentage of men and women who have 

saved. 

Global Findex 

database 

Gloans Percentage of gender gap in terms of borrowing from a formal 

financial institution in the last 12 months. It is calculated by taking 

the difference between the percentage of men and women who 

have borrowed.  

 

Global Findex 

database 

Faccount Percentage of adult female with an account at a formal financial 

institution. 

Global Findex 

database 

Fsavings Percentage of adult female who saved in a formal financial 

institution in the past 12 months. 

Global Findex 

database 

Floans Percentage of adult female who borrowed from a formal financial 

institution in the past 12 months. 

Global Findex 

database 

 Individual level variables 

Age : 15–24 years A dummy variable that takes the value 1 if the respondent is 

between 15 and 24 years old and 0 otherwise. 

Global Findex 

database 

 

Age : 25–54 years A dummy variable that takes the value 1 if the respondent is 

between 25 and 54 years old and 0 otherwise. 

Global Findex 

database 

Age : 54+ years A dummy variable that takes the value 1 if the respondent is older 

than 54 and 0 otherwise. 

Global Findex 

database 

Education : primary A dummy variable that takes the value 1 if the respondent has 

completed primary school or less and 0 otherwise. 

 

Global Findex 

database 

 

Education : Secondary A dummy variable that takes the value 1 if the respondent has 

completed high school and 0 otherwise. 

 

Global Findex 

database 

Education : tertiary A dummy variable that takes the value 1 if a respondent has higher 

education and 0 otherwise. 

Global Findex 

database 

 

Income: poorest 20% 

 

A dummy variable that takes the value 1 if the respondent belongs 

to the poorest quintile and 0 otherwise. 

Global Findex 

database 

 

Income: poorer 20% 

 

A dummy variable that takes the value 1 if the respondent belongs 

to the poor quintile and 0 otherwise. 

Global Findex 

database 

 

Income: middle 20% A dummy variable that takes the value 1 if the respondent belongs 

to the middle quintile and 0 otherwise. 

 

Global Findex 

database 

 

Income: richer 20% A dummy variable that takes the value 1 if the respondent belongs 

to the rich quintile and 0 otherwise. 

Global Findex 

database 

 

Income: richest 20% A dummy variable that takes the value 1 if the respondent belongs 

to the richest quintile and 0 otherwise. 

Global Findex 

database 

Aggregate-level variables 

Fintech This variable represents the development of fintechs, measured by 

a fintechs infrastructure development index calculated using a 

PCA / WDI 
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principal component approach based on broadband internet 

subscription per 100 people, telephone subscription mobile phone 

per 100 people, and the percentage of access to electricity per 1000 

inhabitants. 

Mobile Subscription to high-speed internet for 100 people. WDI 

Internet Mobile phone subscription for 100 people. WDI 

Electricity Percentage of access to electricity per 1000 inhabitants. WDI 

Forgn Development of a fintech start-up in a country of the same legal 

heritage. It is measured by a dummy variable which takes the value 

1 if there has been development over the study period and 0 

otherwise. 

Authors 

Religion Dummy variable which takes the value 1 if the dominant religion 

within the country is Islam and 0 otherwise. 

Authors 

Gdp Logarithm of GDP per capita in constant US dollars ($). WDI 

Rpop Percentage of rural population in total population. WDI 

Ecofree Score for measuring the overall efficiency of the economy. Heritage fundation 

Source: Authors 
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Descriptive statistics 

Variables Obs Mean Std. Dev. Min Max 

Panel A: Gender financial inclusion 

Gaccount (%) 80687 0.0642065 0.0494234 -0.0394446 0.2398557 

Gsavings (%) 80687 0.0371993 0.0329568 -0.0259714 0.1752866 

Gloans (%) 80687 0.0148222 0.0266867 -0.0520089 0.1083851 

Faccount (%) 80687 0.222848 0.1817161 0.0145192 0.8663591 

Fsavings (%) 80687 0.1008342 0.0765608 0.0070884 0.3429973 

Floans (%) 80687 0.054881 0.0325424 0.0065359 0.1390758 

Panel B: Individual level variables 

Educational Level 
     

primary 79687 0.5078997 0.4999407 0 1 

Secondary 79687 0.4469361 0.4971794 0 1 

tertiary 79687 0.0451642 0.2076655 0 1 

Age group 
     

Age : 15–24 years 80544 0.3001838 0.4583406 0 1 

Age : 25–54 years 80544 0.580366 0.4935021 0 1 

Age : 54+ years 80544 0.1194502 0.3243196 0 1 

Income 
     

Income: poorest 20% 80687 0.1593813 0.3660336 0 1 

Income: poorer 20% 80687 0.1693953 0.375103 0 1 

Income: middle 20% 80687 0.1858168 0.3889612 0 1 

Income: richer 20% 80687 0.2137395 0.4099476 0 1 

Income: richest 20% 80687 0.2716671 0.4448219 0 1 

Panel C: Aggregate-level variables 

Fintech 80687 0,3034968 1,120772 -1.370094 5.57464 

Mobile 80687 79.4487 35.08801 23.43621 163.2901 

Internet 80687 0.9387566 2.950718 0.0006778 19.45435 

Electricity 80687 40.91998 24.94539 6.649646 99.4 

Lorgn 80687 0.4819364 0.4996767 0 1 

Religion 80687 0.3705925 0.4829665 0 1 

Gdp 80687 7.113478 0.9430088 5.834123 9.230092 

Rpop 80687 59.26683 16.85994 11.024 84.328 

Ecofree 80687 55.72963 8.561909 22.1 76.50977 

Source: Authors 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table A3 

PCA result for the construction of fintechs infrastructure index 
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PC Initial Eigen values Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings 

Total % of Variance Cumulative % Total % of Variance Cumulative 

% 

Mobile 2.053 68.438 68.438 2.053 68.438 68.438 

Electricity 0.534 17.802 86.240 0.534 17.802 86.240 

Internet 0.413 13.760 100.000    

Source: Authors’ construction. PC: Principal component. Mobile: Penetration of mobile phone. Electricity: access 

to electricity. Internet: high speed internet access. 

 

 

 

Figure A4 

Graphical representation of the construction of the fintechs infrastructure index 

 

Source: Authors 

Table A5  

List of countries 

Dominant religion 

Christianity Islam Hinduism 

Benin 

Botswana  

Cameroon 

Democratic Republic of Congo 

Gabon 

Ghana 

Kenya 

Madagascar  

Malawi 

Republic of Congo 

Rwanda 

South Africa 

Tanzania 

Togo 

Uganda 

Zambia 
Zimbabwe 

Burkina Faso 

Chad 

Guinea 

Mali 

Mauritania 

Senegal 

Niger 

Nigeria 

Sierra leone 

 

 
Mauritius 

Source: Compiled by Authors 
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Figure A6 

Mapping of fintechs infrastructure development in SSA in 2018. 

 

Source: Authors’ construction from World Development Indicators (WDI) database 

 


