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Abstract 
Background
The social distancing requirements and other steps taken by the Israeli government to slow the spread of 
COVID-19 have had significant consequences for the economy. While a previous report dealt with the impact 
of the pandemic on the income and expenditures of Israeli households, the present report describes how 
households used financial resources (i.e. savings and loans) and the government assistance provided between 
March and August, 2020.

Goals
 ■ Measure the percentage of households that have reduced or withdrawn savings, taken out loans, or deferred 

payments in the wake of the pandemic.

 ■ Understand which types of households used these resources more, and identify patterns that are not apparent 
from aggregate financial data.

 ■ Examine the extent to which various types of government assistance have helped mitigate the impact on 
households.

Methods
Data were collected through an internet survey conducted among a representative sample of 1,501 respondents, 
age 25-70, from the Jewish population in Israel. The survey was conducted on August 16-18, 2020, after the first 
of the closures that were imposed to deal with the pandemic, and before the second closure.

Findings
The survey found that almost half of all households reduced their savings and one-sixth of all households borrowed 
money to deal with the economic impact of the crisis. Low-income households were more likely to use financial 
resources, and in particular, were more likely than high-income households to: (a) reduce current savings or 
withdraw savings (48% compared to 37%, p<0.01); (b) take a loan from a financial entity (10% compared to 7%, 
p=0.04); and (c) enter into overdraft (13% compared to 6%, p<0.01). The data also reveal that affected households 
(households that lost income due to the crisis) used several sources of financing at the same time – taking 
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out loans and reducing savings while also reducing expenditures. These results indicate greater harm to these 
households than could be inferred from separately examining the frequently-used administrative data sources, 
each of which includes data only on a single economic outcome. 

It was found that, for the average affected household, the government grants provided only limited assistance 
in coping with the crisis (and that the effects of this assistance were not statistically significant). However, 
among affected households whose incomes were below-average, the government grants helped more (and the 
results were statistically significant). For example, among all the self-employed who had to reduce or close their 
businesses during the first closure period, those who received grants for the self-employed were only slightly 
less likely to make significant reductions to their expenditures compared to respondents who did not receive 
these grants (34% compared to 43%, p=0.37). Among the self-employed with below-average incomes whose 
businesses contracted or closed, the effects of the grant were much stronger (within this group, only 26% of 
those receiving the grants significantly reduced expenditures, compared with 56% of those who did not receive 
the grants, p=0.04). 

Looking broadly at all types of grants, most of the households surveyed reported that they used the money they 
received to pay for basic needs such as food and services (electricity, water, etc.). Those with below-average 
incomes were more likely than those with average or above-average incomes to report that they spent the 
money on basic needs (74% compared to 57%, p<0.01) and were also more likely to report that the money was 
very helpful (26% compared to 15%, p<0.01).

Comparing the first two broadly distributed grants given during the pandemic, it appears that the impact of 
the grants to families with children was greater than the impact of the grants to those above retirement age. 
Compared to the households receiving grants for the those above retirement age, households receiving grants 
for families with children were more likely to make use of the grant money, especially to cover expenses, and 
were more likely to report that the grants helped them to a significant extent. Although the grants for families 
with children were not specifically targeted at the affected families, it seems that these grants were generally 
as effective as grants that were targeted at the affected population.

Policy Recommendations
Policy makers should continue to ensure that households affected by the crisis have an appropriate level of access 
to savings and loans, and should also consider more targeted government funding for those households and 
small businesses that were affected by the crisis and which may not have access to other financial resources. 
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These efforts should be accompanied by outreach programs that educate households about proper financial 
management and the difficulties that may arise due to over-utilization of financial resources.

Regarding the more broadly distributed grants, grants to families with children appear to be more effective than 
grants to the population above retirement age. Future studies should also examine the impact of the universal 
grants given in August to all citizens in order to understand the full economic impact of different types of 
government grants on the economy and on household well-being.
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Introduction
1.1 Changes in Household Income and Expenditure in Israel Due to the COVID-19 
Pandemic: Highlights from a Previous Report in the Series
The health crisis generated by COVID-19 pandemic brought with it an economic crisis at an international level. 
The required social isolation and the additional steps taken by the Israeli government to slow the spread of the 
pandemic caused considerable damage to the country's economy. A previous report in this series (Laufer et al., 
2020) noted that before the second closure in September 2020, only 69% of all those who had been working 
in February 2020 reported that they were still working to the same extent in early August, and 54% reported 
some decline in household income during the pandemic. Sixty-five percent reported a reduction in expenses 
due to the pandemic. In August, 32% reported that they had difficulty covering household expenses and 19% of 
households that reported being able to cover their expenses in February said that they could no longer do so in 
August. As noted in that report, the households that were most affected were low-income, young, and unmarried 
households, the self-employed, and, of course, workers who were fired or furloughed. Building on that previous 
report, the current report focuses on household use of financial resources in order to deal with income losses, 
and also on the receipt and utilization of government assistance.

1.2 What was known about the use of financial resources before the current 
survey?
Aggregate data from the Bank of Israel show that in the months of the first closure imposed to deal with the 
pandemic, withdrawals were made at an increased rate from public savings, retirement-age pension funds, 
education funds and provident funds – and especially from funds accumulated under the “Savings for Every 
Child” program. These figures indicate a widespread use of savings at the height of the first closure period, 
which subsequently dissipated. With regard to loans from banks, there was a decline in the rate of credit growth 
for households in March-April 2020, at the height of the closure, but growth in lending resumed thereafter, 
driven by an increase in mortgage credit. Data from the Bank Supervisor show that the amount of money that 
households have in overdrafts has been declining since March 2020. In contrast, the volume of institutional 
lending to households increased slightly in March-April 2020, but then stopped growing (Bank of Israel, 2020).

Although these aggregate data do not indicate a significant increase in the overall use of household financial 
resources, such data may obscure important variation among households. For example, an increase in loans to 
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households economically affected by the pandemic might have been offset by a decrease in loans taken out by 
less affected households who no longer needed to finance spending on activities that were canceled during the 
closure (such as trips abroad and events) or some types of current expenses (due to the closure of restaurants, 
dormitories, sports activities, etc.). 

1.3 Review of government assistance provided in response to the pandemic
The difficulties facing households in Israel have arisen despite the significant steps taken by the government 
to mitigate the effects of the economic crisis. The total government expenditure planned for 2020 due to the 
crisis was approximately NIS 139 billion; approximately NIS 97 billion for subsidies, unemployment benefits and 
public consumption, and approximately NIS 42 billion for state-guaranteed funds and other financing and cash 
flow measures. As part of the state’s attempt to help the population affected by the crisis, a series of subsidies 
and grants were provided by the government directly to households including (through August 2020): 1) grants 
for the self-employed; 2) increased unemployment benefits 3) Passover grants of NIS 500 for each child in the 
family (up to a ceiling of NIS 2,000), and grants of up to NIS 950 for the population above retirement age and for 
recipients of disability allowance; and 4) grants of NIS 750 to all citizens. In addition, the government supported 
the self-employed in a variety of ways, including: 1) a discount on property tax payments for businesses; 2) grants 
to businesses for fixed expenses and salaries; 3) state-guaranteed loans for small businesses and businesses at 
risk; and 4) the possibility of deferring certain payments to the state.

In addition to all this, a framework was formulated in May 2020, adopted by the banking system under the 
Bank Supervisor, allowing customers to defer payments on mortgages and other loans - initially for up to six 
months and later for up to nine months. From March to mid-September 2020, banks deferred loan repayments 
to approximately 738,000 customers, totaling approximately NIS 9.5 billion. 

This broad array of different grants and government programs can be grouped into several categories. Grants to 
the self-employed and the extension of unemployment benefits were targeted payments, intended to replace the 
lost income of groups affected by the crisis. Other grants were distributed more broadly to population groups 
who generally face economic hardship even if they had not specifically been affected by the crisis: families 
with children, people over retirement age (women over 62 and men over 67), people with disabilities, and other 
recipients of government income support. Additional forms of government and regulatory support were intended 
to reduce the payments of households and businesses and to help them access sources of credit in order to 
deal with the crisis. A general goal of all of these programs was to increase household consumption and reduce 
the magnitude of the economic contraction.
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2. The Study
2.1 Research Questions
The current report builds on the previous report which dealt with the impact of the crisis on household income 
and expenditure in Israel. The current report focuses on household use of financial resources due to income 
loss from the pandemic and the impact of government assistance programs. In this report we try to answer 
these questions:

 ■ What fraction of households reduced or withdrew savings, took out loans, or deferred payments following 
the pandemic?

 ■ Which households were more likely to use these resources?

 ■ What can survey data teach us about the patterns of household use of financial resources that could not be 
gleaned from the readily available aggregate data?

 ■ To what extent has government assistance succeeded in mitigating the economic impact on households 
affected by the crisis?

 ■ To what extent have the more broadly distributed grants been able to support household consumption?

Answers to these questions on the financial resources used by households during the first closure and on the 
effectiveness of government assistance become increasingly important as policy makers consider the effects of 
the additional closures imposed in September and December 2020. 

2.2 Research Methodology
Data collection method: To address these questions, we conducted an online survey between August 16 and 18, 
2020, several months after the first closure and the restrictions imposed in March-April, and approximately one 
month before the heightened restrictions imposed in September. The survey was conducted among a sample 
of 1,501 respondents, aged 25-70, from the Jewish population in Israel. Data collection was conducted using an 
online, self-administered panel survey. Respondents were compensated for completing the questionnaire. The 
survey sample was constructed to match the distribution of respondents in the 2019 CBS Social Survey according 
to age, sex, and religiosity of the Jewish population.
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Sample limitations. The sample does not represent the Arab population in Israel as this population group is 
not adequately represented in the online panel. Also, since this was an online survey, the sample likely over 
represents people with higher levels of digital literacy. In particular, compared to the CBS 2018 Expenditure 
Survey, respondents in our sample appear to be slightly more educated but to have a lower income.

Survey topics. Survey participants were asked about changes in their financial behavior during the first closure 
period until August 2020, including savings, debts, withdrawals from their current account, and use of overdraft. 
Participants were also asked about the types of government assistance they received, what the money was used 
for and how helpful it had been. There were also questions on issues reviewed in the previous report, including 
on demographic characteristics, employment and income during the crisis, and household expenditure. 
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3. Findings
3.1 Findings on the use of financial resources
Fifty-one percent of all survey participants reported that they used the financial resources available to them to 
deal with the crisis, including reducing current savings, withdrawing money from savings, taking loans from a 
bank or non-bank lender, or a combination of these actions.

Almost half of all respondents reported that they reduced their savings due to the crisis, by reducing the 
amount they added to savings or withdrawing funds from savings. Sixty-seven percent of all respondents 
reported that they had been depositing money into savings before the crisis; half of these (i.e. 33% of all 
respondents) reported that they saved less due to the crisis. Twenty-five percent of all respondents reported 
withdrawing money from some source of savings in order to deal with the crisis (e.g. from a pension fund or 
investment portfolio). Overall, 45% of all households deposited less money into savings and/or withdrew money 
from savings (or took both steps) to deal with the crisis.

Figure 1A details the types of savings and financial resources that households used to cope with the crisis, whether 
by reducing deposits or by withdrawing money from existing savings. Twenty-four percent of all respondents 
reported depositing less or withdrawing money from their savings or bank accounts; 15% reported withdrawing 
from pension savings, 12% reported withdrawing from capital market investments and 11% reported withdrawing 
money from their education fund. Five percent of all respondents reported that they reduced the savings in their 
“Saving for Every Child” accounts and 7% reported that they withdrew funds from other sources.1

1 These percentages add up to more than the 45% of all participants who reported that they were saving less or withdrawing 
money because many respondents reported reducing savings in several different types of accounts.
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Figure 1: Proportion of households that used their financial resources to deal with the crisis (percent)^
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B. Borrowing

^Note: Because many of the respondents are included in more than one category of activities, the sum of the total activities of 
the respondents is greater than 51% - the proportion of respondents who used any financial resource.

One in six respondents reported borrowing money to deal with the crisis. In addition to the reduction in 
deposits into savings and the withdrawal of funds from savings, 17% of all respondents reported that they also 
used loans to deal with the crisis. Ten percent of all respondents reported taking a loan from a financial entity 
- 5% reported taking a loan from a bank, 4% from a credit card company, 2% against their pension fund and 1% 
from a non-bank lender.2 Ten percent reported that they had gone into overdraft in their bank account. (See 
Figure 1B) In addition to using these formal lending channels, 14% reported receiving financial help from family 
or friends. Two percent of all respondents reported that they borrowed money from a financial entity and also 
received help from family or friends.

Workers who were furloughed or fired, and households that reported a decrease in their income, were 
more likely to take out loans and withdraw savings. Workers who were furloughed or fired were more likely 
than other workers to take each of three actions: a) reduce current saving or withdraw savings (57% Compared 
to 40%, p<0.01); b) take a loan from a financial entity (12% compared to 9%, p=0.08); c) go into overdraft (13% vs. 
9%, p=0.02). More generally, respondents who reported a decrease in their income were more likely to use their 
financial resources compared to those who did not report a decrease in income.

2 As above, the percentages add up to more than the 10% of all respondents who reported borrowing from a financial entity 
because some respondents reported borrowing money from several sources.
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Households with below-average income were more likely to take out loans and reduce savings. Respondents 
from households with below average pre-crisis incomes were more likely that those with above-average incomes 
to: (a) reduce current saving or to withdraw savings (48% vs. 37%, p<0.01); (b) take a loan from a financial entity 
(10% vs. 7%. p=0.04); (c) go into overdraft (13% vs. 6%, p<0.01). Those with below-average incomes were also more 
likely to receive financial assistance from friends and family (19% vs. 7%, p<0.01). (See Figure 2 below.) Renters and 
homeowners with a mortgage were more likely to borrow money compared to homeowners without a mortgage 
(12% of renters and 11% of mortgage borrowers, compared to 6% homeowners without a mortgage, p<0.01 for 
both comparisons). They were also less likely to go into overdraft and to receive help from family and friends, 
but were not more likely to reduce savings.

Figure 2: Proportion of households using financial resources, by pre-crisis income (percent)
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Whether households reduced spending was correlated with their use of financial resources. For example, 
households that reduced their spending in the wake of the crisis were more likely than households who did 
not reduce their spending to take out a loan from a financial entity (not including borrowing from family and 
friends), and vice versa. Among households that reduced their spending, 13% reported that they also took 
out a loan, while only 3% of all respondents who reported that they did not cut their spending reported that 
they borrowed during this period (p<0.01). In the other direction, among households that took out a loan, 90% 
reported that they also reduced their spending, while only 63% of all respondents who reported that they did not 
take out a loan during this period reported that they reduced their spending (p<0.01). We find similar patterns 
when we look at other measures of household spending (e.g., households that reduce spending significantly or 
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households that reported having difficulty covering their expenses) and other indices of financial activity (e.g., 
reduced savings). In general, because these households both reduced their spending and used their financial 
resources, looking at either of these variables alone would underestimate the overall impact of the crisis on the 
most affected households.

Some households deferred payments. In addition to reducing savings and taking out loans, it was found that some 
households tried to improve their economic situation in the first period of the pandemic by deferring payments. 
Nineteen percent of all mortgage borrowers reported deferring mortgage payments, and 3% of all renters reported 
deferring rent payments. Four percent of all respondents reported deferring some other type of payment.

3.2 Findings on Government Assistance
Most respondents (76%) reported that during the study period, they received some government assistance to 
deal with the corona crisis. Twenty-one percent of respondents reported receiving several types of government 
assistance. In general, survey participants reported receiving less assistance than indicated in records from the 
Ministry of Finance on government outlays. These gaps are consistent with previous research on government 
assistance programs in other countries, in which survey respondents also reported receiving fewer transfers than 
indicated in administrative records (e.g., Mayer et al., 2018). These gaps appear to be related to a more general 
phenomenon of under-reporting in surveys, either due to a lack of knowledge about receiving assistance or due 
to deliberate under-reporting for a variety of reasons.

Thirty-four percent of all respondents reported receiving assistance targeted to individuals affected by 
the crisis, such as unemployment benefits, furlough benefits or grants for the self-employed. Twenty-five 
percent of all respondents reported receiving unemployment benefits, including 28% of all workers employed 
in February and 61% of all workers who reported that they had been furloughed or fired. Eleven percent of all 
respondents reported receiving a grant for the self-employed, including 59% of all those who reported being 
self-employed in February and 68% of all self-employed respondents who reported that their businesses had 
been closed in either March or August 2020. (See Figure 3A).
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Figure 3: Proportion of households receiving government assistance during the corona period (percent)
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Almost half the respondents (48%) reported receiving assistance based on demographic characteristics 
unrelated to the loss of work.3 Thirty-seven percent of all respondents reported receiving COVID-related grants 
given to families with children, including 72% of all respondents who have children of the appropriate age. Eleven 
percent of all respondents reported receiving the COVID-related grant for the population above retirement age, 
including 64% of all those aged 65 and above.4 (See Figure 3B) Finally, 15% of all households reported receiving 
some other COVID-related grant or benefit from the government (this may also include the more recent grants 
given to all citizens around the survey period) (See Figure 3C).

In general, government payments only helped households affected by the crisis to a limited extent. The 
findings show that among the households that lost income, the proportion of those who reported reducing 
spending considerably was only slightly lower among those who received government assistance (and not 
different in a statistically significant way) compared with those who did not receive government assistance. 
(For more information on the survey questions regarding reductions in household expenditure, see the previous 

3 The current survey period does not allow analysis of the universal grants given in August 2020.
4 As a new policy in response to the COVID crisis, workers over the legal retirement age received unemployment/furlough 

benefits during this period, which could have created some confusion about how respondents would categorize this form 
of government assistance. The survey found that those aged 65+ who were fired/furloughed were not more likely to report 
receiving the general grant to the population over retirement age compared to others in that age group. This fact suggests 
that respondents over the usual retirement age were reporting their unemployment benefits as unemployment benefits rather 
than under the category of general grants for the population above the retirement age.
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report, Laufer et al., 2020). For example, among workers who were fired or furloughed, respondents who received 
unemployment benefits were slightly less likely to significantly reduce spending compared to respondents who 
did not receive unemployment benefits (34% vs. 40%, p=0.23).5 Similarly, among self-employed respondents 
who had to reduce or close their businesses during the first closure period, the proportion of respondents who 
reported a significant reduction in spending was slightly lower among respondents who received a grant for 
the self-employed compared to respondents who did not receive this grant (34% vs. 43%, p=0.37). 

Grants for the self-employed had a greater impact when given to those with below-average incomes. Among 
the self-employed respondents with below-average incomes whose businesses closed, only 26% of those who 
received grants for the self-employed reported significantly reducing their spending, compared with 56% of 
those who did not receive the grants, p=0.04. Differences between income groups in the effect of government 
assistance on household spending were not observed among households that received unemployment or 
furlough payments.

Although the grants to families with children were not specifically targeted at families economically 
affected by the crisis, the impact of these grants seems to have been similar to the impact of assistance 
given to affected population groups. Among families with children who reported a decrease in income, 33% of all 
families who received a COVID-related grant for children reported a significant reduction in spending, compared 
to 44% of those who did not receive such a grant (p=0.03). As with the self-employed grants, the impact of the 
grants for families with children was stronger among families with below-average incomes (among families 
with children who had below-average incomes and reported a loss in income, 32% of those receiving grants 
reported a significant reduction in spending, compared to 51% of those not receiving the grants, p<0.01). On the 
other hand, among mortgage holders who reported a decrease in income, those who deferred payment of their 
mortgage repayments did not reduce their spending to a lesser extent than those who did not defer payments.

Looking broadly at all types of grants, it was found that most households that received government grants 
used at least some of the grant money to pay for basic expenses like food and electricity. Sixty-five percent 
of all respondents reported receiving some type of COVID-related government grant during the study period 
(including grants for families with children, grants for the above retirement age, grants for the self-employed 
or other grants – but not including respondents who received only unemployment/furlough benefits). Of all 

5 Households that received unemployment benefits were also slightly more likely than households that did not receive these 
benefits to reduce savings or take out a loan.
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respondents who reported receiving a grant, 66% reported using at least some of the grant money for one or more 
basic types of consumption (50% on food, 50% on basic payments like electricity and water, 12% on education 
expenses and 11% on medicine).6 Few respondents reported using the aid to purchase durable or semi-durable 
products (10% on clothing and 5% on furniture).7 One percent reported using the money for business development, 
and 8% reported using at least some of the money to help others. Households that lost income due to the COVID 
crisis were more likely than households that did not lose income to use at least some of the grant money for 
spending (90% vs. 78%, p<0.01), and in particular on basic needs (77% vs. 54%, p<0.01). 

Among those who received the grants, 21% said the money helped to a large extent, 33% said it helped to some 
extent, 26% said it helped a little and 20% said it helped barely at all. Those with below-average incomes were 
more likely than those with average or above-income incomes to report spending money on basic needs (74% 
vs. 57%, p<0.01) and also more likely to report that money helped to a large extent (26% vs. 15%, p<0.01).

A higher proportion of the households that received the COVID-related grants for children reported that they 
used the money and that it helped them compared to the households that received COVID-related grants for 
those above retirement age. First, households that received grants for children were more likely to spend the 
money compared to households that received grants for those above retirement age (89% vs. 78%, p<0.01). Second, 
a higher proportion of all households that received a grant for children used the grant money to cover basic 
expenses compared to households that received grants for those above retirement age (73% vs. 56%, p<0.01), and 
fewer of them used the grants to help others (6% vs. 13%, p<0.01). Also, a higher proportion of all respondents 
who received grants for children reported that it helped somewhat or to a large extent, again compared to 
respondents who received grants for the population above retirement age (61% vs. 43%, p<0.01). Although the 
purpose of the grants to self-employed business owners affected by the crisis was different, it is interesting that 
by all these measures, the grants to the self-employed had similar effects as the grants to families with children, 
but larger effects than the grants given to people over retirement age (see Figure 4).

6 The sum of the proportions for the particular types of expenditures is greater than the total proportion of households that used 
the money for basic needs because most households indicated that they used the assistance for several different categories 
of expenditures.

7 The low rate of spending on durable goods was consistent among recipients of all types of grants.
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Figure 4: Proportion of respondents who reported that they used grants to cover basic expenses and to 
help others; and proportion of respondents who reported that the grant helped them “to some extent” or 
“to a large extent”, by type of grant (percent)^
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4. Policy Implications
1. About half of all survey participants reported that they reduced savings or took out a loan to deal with the 

impact of the crisis. These findings highlight the importance of the government ensuring that households have 
reasonable access to these resources as the crisis continues, for example by adopting policies that in times 
of distress will allow individuals to reasonably withdraw funds from their pension account without penalty. In 
fact, such policies already exist, and it may only be necessary to better publicize them or to help individuals 
exercise the rights that these policies provide. Similarly, regulators must continue to ensure that banks and 
other lenders will continue to provide their customers with reasonable amounts of credit throughout the 
crisis period.

Of course, excessive access to savings or credit can create problems in the future by making it easier for 
households to incur large amounts of debt or inappropriately reduce pension savings, so only an appropriate 
degree of access should be granted. Lowering interest rates and providing government guarantees can lower 
financing costs and may be better policy choices in such circumstances. In addition, the government could 
consider providing funding to small businesses in the form of capital investments rather than credit, in line 
with models adopted in Europe.8

With regard to expanding access to savings, further study is needed in order to learn which population 
groups have access to which types of savings accounts, and in particular which types of savings accounts 
are held by the populations most affected by the crisis. The present survey results provide some information 
on these questions, but do not offer any guidance about the population groups that could be harmed by 
having excessive access to savings. These results also suggest that the government might supplement 
financial assistance in times of crisis with outreach programs to educate households about proper financial 
management, and especially about the difficulties that can arise due to over-utilization of financial resources.

2. As policymakers consider additional assistance to households affected by the crisis, it is important to deepen 
our understanding of the degree of damage inflicted by the crisis on household finances. The current study 
shows that affected households that lost income due to the crisis used several sources of financing at 
the same time – taking out loans and reducing savings — while also reducing expenditures. These results 

8 See https://ec.europa.eu/info/live-work-travel-eu/coronavirus-response/jobs-and-economy-during-coronavirus-pandemic/
supporting-european-businesses-during-pandemic_en/ 

https://ec.europa.eu/info/live-work-travel-eu/coronavirus-response/jobs-and-economy-during-coronavirus-pandemic/supporting-european-businesses-during-pandemic_en/
https://ec.europa.eu/info/live-work-travel-eu/coronavirus-response/jobs-and-economy-during-coronavirus-pandemic/supporting-european-businesses-during-pandemic_en/
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indicate greater harm to these households than could be inferred from separately examining the frequently 
used administrative data sources, in which each such data source includes data only on a single economic 
outcome (e.g. aggregate information from the Central Bureau of Statistics, or from credit cards companies, 
about household expenditures, or information from the financial system on changes in lending). In general, this 
study points to the importance of examining household behavior in an integrated way, rather than separately 
examining different indicators of economic well-being.

3. While low-income households experienced more harm from the crisis, these same households also benefited 
more from government assistance (in terms of the effectiveness of that assistance in improving their ability 
to cope with the economic damage). In particular, government assistance was more effective in preventing 
low-income households from having to cut spending in ways that significantly affected their standard of living, 
especially compared to higher-income households, for whom the impact of these grants was limited. Additionally, 
by the end of 2020, many low-income households had already reduced their spending and depleted their 
financial resources. We therefore recommend that policymakers continue to monitor the economic situation 
of lower-income households after the second and third closures and consider the possibility of providing 
additional or more targeted assistance to this segment of the population.

4. Comparing the first two broadly distributed grants given during the pandemic, it appears that the impact of 
the grants to families with children was greater than that of the impact of the grants to those above retirement 
age. Compared to the households receiving grants for the those above retirement age, households receiving 
grants for families with children were more likely to make use of the grant money, especially to cover expenses, 
and were more likely to report that the grants helped them to a significant extent. Unsurprisingly, the impact 
of the targeted grants for the self-employed was greater than the impact of these other grants, but due to 
their targeted nature it is not possible to distribute these grants to broad segments of the population. Future 
government plans to support affected households and encourage economy activity should be formulated in 
light of these findings as well as additional knowledge accumulated in recent months on the effectiveness of 
various government programs (e.g. Feldman & Heffetz, 2020). Future research should also examine the impact 
of the universal grants given to all citizens of the country (which were distributed in August 2020 and so were 
not examined in this study) in order to compare their impact to the impact of the grants examined above.
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