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Understanding the Impact of the Programme 
To understand how the different cash modalities compared across a range of key programme indicators, 
including food consumption, the use of coping strategies, and household basic needs expenditure, data was 
collected various points throughout the programme. At the start of the programme, baseline data was 
collected in December 2019 on all 1,277 eligible households1. A sample of 644 households2 was then 
selected for follow up through three rounds of post distribution monitoring (PDM) at which similar variables 
were collected. Endline data was then collected in May 2020 on the same sample of households. The 
rounds of data provide the potential to explore a range of insights, such as the vulnerability profiles of 
beneficiary households in the target areas (Gaza City and North Gaza) as well as changes in multiple 
dimensions of household well-being. 

  

                                                   
1 The programme received 1,976 applicants, of which 1,277 were deemed eligible and received assistance.  

2 Sampling calculations indicated that 577 households were needed in order to meet sample size requirements. This number was increased to 
650 at baseline, to account for attrition and ensure an adequate sample at endline.  
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Key Indicators and Outcomes 
To answer the research questions, the evaluation focused on a number of key indicators to understand and 
estimate the potential impact of the GMPC programme. The key indicators are: 

 Monthly coping strategy use; 
 The household rCSI score; 
 Food consumption scores (FCS); 
 Income and expenditure (or cash-flow; measured using the income-expenditure ratio, or IER); 
 Household debt levels; 
 Satisfaction with the programme; 
 Subjective ability to meet needs (measured using a novel Meeting Needs Index). 

These indicators, many of which are commonly used in MPC programming, are used to inform the 
appropriateness and feasibility of MPC as a core component of future bash-based assistance in Gaza. 
Research shows that cash-based responses in emergencies are an appropriate, cost-efficient, and effective 
alternative to traditional, sectoral assistance focused on food and non-food items. More specifically, there is 
a growing body of evidence that suggests that cash transfer programmes positively impact a range of 
household well-being outcomes. 
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Table 3 provides a summary of rCSI scores among the three recipient groups, which by endline are 
consistently and significantly lower compared with baseline, indicating that, overall, the majority of recipients 
were less food insecure after receiving assistance. Testing and analysis confirmed that these differences 
were statistically significant7.  

Table 3: Summary of Baseline and Endline rCSI Scores 

Assistance Modality 
Baseline Endline 

% change 
Mean Sd. Mean Sd. 

e-Voucher 36.3 14.8 6.1 7.5 -83% 

MPCA 36.2 13.8 6.0 6.9 -83% 

Multi-Wallet 37.6 13.8 5.6 5.9 -85% 

Total 36.7 14.1 5.9 6.8 -84% 

 

Similarly, ANOVA was used to determine if there was a significant difference in endline rCSI scores across 
the different modalities. The results showed that there were no significant differences in mean rCSI scores 
among the three recipient groups at endline8, suggesting that the modalities themselves provided similar 
levels of relief from negative coping strategy use. Table 4 shows changes in rCSI scores by location. There 
is a nearly uniform reduction in scores for recipients in Gaza City and North Gaza, with an 83 percent and 87 
percent change, respectively. 

Table 4: rCSI Scores by Governorate 

Location 
Baseline Endline 

% change 
Mean Sd. Mean Sd. 

Gaza City 36.6 14.3 6.2 7.1 -83% 

North Gaza 36.9 13.5 4.9 5.5 -87% 

 

  

                                                   
7 A test of significance of the difference between baseline and endline rCSI scores was conducted to compare the mean score for each 
recipient group. The results show that a statistically significant change occurred in the food security level of the households after the 
intervention. 

8 ANOVA results on the rCSI scores: (F(2, 553) = 0.27, p=>0.766). 
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Income Expenditure Ratios (IER) 
One method of measuring the effect of the assistance on monthly household cash-flow is the income-
expenditure ratio (IER). The baseline IER for the 3 recipient groups averaged 0.65:1, meaning that for every 
0.65 Euro earned as income, households spent 1 Euro. The first round of transfers appear to have had an 
immediate effect on the IER, and by the first round of PDM the ratio had improved to 1.03:1. This suggests 
households were able to cover their expenditures from their reported income, and is further evidence that 
the GMPC programme achieved a key aim of closing the consumption gaps that lead households to incur 
debts. Figure 11 shows the trend in IER for the three recipient groups, which all converge around the ratio 
of 1.01:1.  

Figure 11: Income and Expenditure Ratios 

Further statistical testing of endline income showed a significant increase. The average income across all 
surveyed recipients was NIS 416 at baseline and NIS 918 at endline. A paired sample T-test was conducted 
to measure the significance of the difference in average income per recipient group. The results obtained 
show that for each recipient group, endline income is statistically significantly larger than baseline15.  

  

                                                   
15 Comparing the e-Voucher recipients at baseline and endline yields a result of t=7.744, p>0.0000, with the MPCA yielding t=14.08 and Multi-
Wallet yielding t=11.52, and a P value of 0.0000.  
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Figure 23: Sources of Debt among e-Voucher Recipients 

 
Figure 24: Sources of Debt among MPCA Recipients 
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Figure 25: Sources of Debt among Multi-Wallet Recipients 

 
Finally, Figure 26 shows why households continue to take on debt: it is largely to cover basic expenses that 
cannot be met through income, whether cash assistance, income from work, or from informal and social 
network-based sources. The reasons for incurring debt at baseline are more diverse than at endline, where 
the percentage of households borrowing to cover the costs of food increases, as does those borrowing to 
cover healthcare costs, but borrowing for reconstruction and to cover educational costs falls to zero. The 
reasons for incurring debt differed very little between recipient groups. 
 
Figure 26: Reasons for Incurring Debt 
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http://www.fao.org/3/a-i4194e.pdf
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World Bank Recipient group (2010), Measuring income and poverty using Proxy Means Tests. PMT-based 
social registries, file:///C:/Users/hppc/Downloads/1.pdf 
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Annex Table 4: ANOVA Results for Comparison of mean Baseline CSI 

 

Annex Table 5: ANOVA Results for Comparison of mean Endline CSI 
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Annex Table 6: Correlation of Key Variables with Household Size 

  Household 
Size 

Baseline 
FCS 

Endline 
FCS 

Endline 
CSI 

Baseline 
CSI 

Endline 30-
day Savings 

Endline 
Cumulative 
Debts 

 Baseline 
Cumulative 
Debts 

 Endline 
Total 
Income 

                    

Household Size 1                 

  556                 

Baseline FCS 0.1629 1               

  0.0001                 

  556 556               

Endline FCS 0.0578 0.0611 1             

  0.1734 0.1503               

  556 556 556             

Endline CSI -0.0012 0.0446 0.1259 1           

  0.9766 0.294 0.0029             

  556 556 556 556           

Baseline CSI -0.0349 -0.0211 -0.0531 0.0333 1         

  0.4119 0.62 0.2113 0.4327           

  556 556 556 556 556         

Endline 30 day 
Savings 

0.0151 0.02 0.0258 -0.0648 -0.0386 1       

  0.7232 0.6387 0.5443 0.1271 0.3634         

  556 556 556 556 556 556       

Endline 
Cumulative 
Debts 

0.0826 0.0218 0.0104 0.0066 -0.049 -0.0136 1     

  0.0599 0.6197 0.8123 0.8798 0.2643 0.7577       

  520 520 520 520 520 520 520     

Baseline 
Cumulative 
Debts 

0.0994 0.0127 0.0138 0.0072 -0.0956 -0.0068 0.1758 1   

  0.0191 0.7653 0.7453 0.8648 0.0242 0.8729 0.0001     

  556 556 556 556 556 556 520 556   

Endline Total 
Income 

0.1841 0.1477 -0.0482 -0.1279 0.0373 0.0785 -0.0301 0.0263 1 

  0 0.0005 0.2562 0.0025 0.3804 0.0643 0.4936 0.5357   

  556 556 556 556 556 556 520 556 556 
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