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Abstract 

We extend the broader macro-micro modelling literature on COVID-19 shocks by presenting 

new evidence regarding estimated effects of mitigation and recovery policies on 

macroeconomic and distributional effects in Zimbabwe. A novel feature in our model is an 

emphasis on gender-disaggregated labor markets and distribution within a computable 

general equilibrium model using a top-down approach. The main findings are that the effects 

of the pandemic under both mild and severe scenarios were harsh on the economy and 

worsened poverty and inequality. Poor and vulnerable populations, and women in particular, 

were most affected through low earnings and savings, limited coping mechanisms, and 

employment in exposed sectors. Responses in the form of mitigation and short-term economic 

stimulus were effective in the short run but became unsustainable in the longer term, 

highlighting the short-term versus long-term dilemma faced by the Zimbabwean government 

when contemplating responses to COVID-19.  
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Executive Summary 

 
 Like other countries, Zimbabwe undertook extraordinary emergency measures in response to the 

COVID-19 crisis. The government declared a State of National Disaster and acted early to suppress 

transmission of the virus by establishing a nationwide lockdown, including severe restrictions on travel and 

movement. The lockdown measures also required closures of certain businesses and public places, 

bolstering of hygiene control, and general behavioral controls. The pandemic has had devastating 

impacts on the economy and has amplified vulnerabilities. The effects of income loss, food insecurity, and 

increased unpaid domestic work and caregiving burdens have hit poor women the hardest.  

 In Zimbabwe, where the population is largely rural, women represent a significant proportion of 

those engaged in subsistence agriculture, which is characterized by low production of crops and animals 

that fetch very low prices. Women with employment outside the home generally work in sectors that have 

been hardest hit by COVID-19 and often as low-skilled workers. They also carry the domestic burden of 

unpaid work (housework and caretaking), which reduces their chances of re-entering the labor market 

after losing their jobs. As a result, the majority of women are poor.  

 Using a tailored Zimbabwean computable general equilibrium model linked to a household survey-

based microsimulation model, we investigated the potential effects of changes to COVID-19 mitigation 

and recovery policies, and, in particular, how such policies would affect income distribution, poverty, and 

jobs for men and women. The models were implemented with a 2019 Social Accounting Matrix (Davies, 

Kwaramba & Seventer, 2018) coupled with gender disaggregation on labor markets and data from a 

2017 household income survey. Using these models, we ran eleven scenarios, namely a baseline or 

business as usual scenario, one scenario each simulating a mild and severe COVID-19 impact without 

policy interventions. The mild and severe COVID-19 impact scenarios were then extended by two 

mitigation/recovery scenarios and by two gender-friendly policy scenarios. Based on our analyzes, we 

identified three policy scenarios that could be implemented to respond to the economic effects of the 

COVID-19 pandemic in Zimbabwe: 

 

Mitigation scenario 

A stimulus package to scale up production in all sectors, support small-scale industries, improve health 

facilities and cushion vulnerable groups from negative effects of the pandemic.  

 

Recovery and investment scenario 

Policies and strategies to boost general economic recovery in the short-to medium-term.  

At its centerpiece is a subsidy to reduce the cost of production in all sectors.  

 

Gender scenario 

Measures that grant higher subsidies to the most women-intensive sectors rather than an economy-wide 

subsidy simulated in scenario 2.  

Two alternative subsidy policies are considered:  
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A subsidy to reduce the costs of employing women for the producer in the non-agricultural sectors.  

A subsidy on capital in the agricultural sectors to enhance agricultural earnings.  

 

 Our analysis shows that the effects of the pandemic under both the mild and severe scenarios would 

be harsh on the economy, largely because the of simultaneous supply and demand shocks deriving from 

multiple and diverse sources. Responses to the pandemic in the form of mitigation measures and short-

term economic stimuli and social protections are encouraging for fighting poverty and inequality, but their 

effects are short-lived.  

 Under the mitigation scenario, the majority of citizens would benefit, and even vulnerable groups 

would be cushioned because mitigation policies could be expected to ramp up production in the sectors 

where women workers are most highly represented (clerical support, service and sales, and elementary 

occupations, e.g. domestic helpers, farm hands and laborers).  

 Policies that aim to protect vulnerable jobs and facilitate a return to the job market can help negate 

the prospect that women would lose their jobs permanently as a result of the pandemic. Under the 

recovery and investment scenario, a reduction in product prices because of subsidized production would 

improve standards of living for all citizens, including women and vulnerable groups. Concerted efforts to 

increase capital stocks in the subsistence farming sector, where women are highly represented, could help 

enhance earnings. Under the gender scenario, effectively and efficiently implemented subsidy schemes 

would promote the poor, particularly women, permanently lifting the majority of families out of the 

poverty trap. Policies that reduce domestic burdens would an important role in increasing women’s labor-

market participation.  

 Each scenario shows how policies could mitigate the effects of the pandemic, particularly for the 

most vulnerable groups. The most promising policy reforms are those that enhance economic growth, 

protect vulnerable groups (and women in particular by establishing and strengthening well-functioning 

social protection programs), offer support for the rural economy, and ramp up domestic production and 

investment.  
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I. Introduction 

 

On March 20, 2020, Zimbabwe reported its first confirmed case of coronavirus disease (COVID-

19). While active cases had reached only fifty-six by May 21, 2020, weekly average active cases 

peaked at more than 3,000 in early August 2020 before dropping in mid-October, only to rise again. 

From December 8, 2020 onward, active cases remained above 1,500 weekly. The country was hit by a 

second wave in January 2021 with cumulative cases from beginning of the pandemic more than doubling 

from 14,084 on January 1 to 35,543 on February 18, 2021.1 Cumulative deaths more than tripled from 

369 to 1,420, during the second wave while active cases dropped from 2,368 to 2,302 over the same 

period. By May 14, 2021, the number of confirmed COVID-19 cases had risen to 38,535, with 36,308 

recoveries, 645 active cases, and 1,582 deaths2.  

 The Ad-Hoc Inter-Ministerial Committee on COVID-19 instituted the first lockdown at the end of 

March 2020 before restrictions were relaxed in October 2020. Following the onset of the second wave, 

a further Level 4 lockdown was announced that lasted until March 1, 2021. As of May 16, 2021, the 

country was still on Level 2 lockdown. On February 22, 2021, the national COVID-19 vaccination 

program was launched, with priority being given to health and security workers (Dzinamarira et al., 

2021); by May 14, 2021, 4.91% of the population had received at least one dose of the vaccine 

(OurWorldinData, 2021).3  

 Beyond the devastating health impacts, the COVID-19 pandemic has produced deep and 

sustained negative economic and social impacts that are particularly hard on vulnerable socioeconomic 

groups (unskilled laborers and less-educated women, whose role extends beyond the market economy 

into important activities such as childcare and care for the sick and elderly). The pandemic’s impact on 

output, households, and public finances in 2020-2021 and beyond is projected to be significant. As a 

result, the government instituted measures to mitigate the short-term impact of the pandemic and offered 

a stimulus package to support recovery of the economy. Anticipating the effects of such policies would 

be an advantage to policy makers particularly as they weigh costs and benefits, especially for women. 

To this effect, we modelled the effects of various COVID-19 mitigation and recovery scenarios using 

tailored Zimbabwe simulation models. The analysis was conducted nationwide and across diverse 

socioeconomic categories to identify the most affected and vulnerable populations and project how 

recovery policies would affect them.  

 

1 Toward the end of November 2021, new travel bans worldwide began to take effect as countries identified a 

new variant of SARS-CoV-2 that the World Health Organization assigned the name Omicron.  

2 The death toll during the second wave included three cabinet ministers, senior politicians, and health personnel as 

well as other senior government officials. 

3 As of November 23, 2021, confirmed cases had risen to 133,707 with 128,494 recoveries and 510 active cases. 

The number of deaths had stabilised at 4,703 and the country was on Lockdown Level 2. By the same date, 

3,696,379 people had received a first vaccine dose and 2,757,486 people had received a second. 
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 The modelling included multiple scenarios, of which the Business As Usual Scenario (BAU) became 

our reference scenario. The other scenarios were compared to the BAU. Ten scenarios simulated the 

effects of recovery and response policies. The BAU scenario simulated the Zimbabwean economy without 

the COVID-19 pandemic until 2025. In examining COVID-19 impact scenarios, we assumed differential 

effects across economic sectors in a first period and an economic recovery from shocks in a second period. 

Because we still do not know how long the COVID-19 pandemic will affect the Zimbabwean economy, 

we simulated two scenarios in which the duration of the impact of the pandemic was different as were 

the start periods for recovery: a mild scenario and a severe scenario. In the mild scenario, the effects of 

the pandemic were forecast for the 2020-2022 period, and the economy recovered beginning in 2023. 

In the severe scenario, the effects of the pandemic lasted one year longer (until 2023), and recovery 

began one year later (2024). Regarding mitigation measures, we simulated the implementation of a 

fiscal package in 2020 and 2021. To analyze the effectiveness of this recovery policy under different 

scenarios, we applied these assumptions to the mild and the severe scenarios.  

 In examining gender policy, the scenarios consisted of measures that granted higher subsidies to 

the most women-intensive sectors in contrast to the economy-wide policy implemented for the 2022-

2024 period. The first policy subsidized the employment of women in non-agricultural sectors by making 

their employment costs lower for producers. The second policy subsidized capital in agricultural sectors.  

 

 

II. Literature Review 

 

At a very broad level, the literature distinguishes the economic consequences of the COVID-19 pandemic 

itself from the economic consequences of lockdown policies. The former can be classified as direct effects 

of COVID-19 while the latter can be thought of as indirect effects.  

 Studies estimating direct costs of outbreaks would typically include the costs of public-health 

responses (borne by both the public sector and private-sector businesses) and loss of productivity as a 

result of the illness and death of economically active workers. These studies have generally used an 

accounting approach during and sometimes after a disease outbreak and have explored several 

subthemes, including budget reallocation effects, forgone incomes, labor-supply, and labor-productivity 

effects. Examples include Sachs and Malaney (2002), Brainerd and Siegler (2002), and Haacker (2002).  

 Another strand of the literature includes studies focusing on the long-term effects of disease 

outbreaks. These studies have typically estimated growth regressions across countries on outbreaks such 

as the 1918 Spanish Flu epidemic and AIDS. The long-term economic impact of epidemics is affected by 

changes in savings and investments, mortality and fertility, the destruction and accumulation of human 

and health capital. Examples of works on long term effects include Brainerd and Siegler (2002), Bloom 

and Mahal (1997a, 1997b), Haacker (2002), and Bloom and Canning (2006). The findings from this 

type of literature are generally inconclusive.  

 Studies that focus on indirect costs of epidemics typically have a short-to medium-term horizon. 
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They emphasize interlinkages within economies and explicitly trace channels of transmission. Outbreaks 

such as SARS, Ebola, and COVID-19 are the major focus of these studies. Most project a drop in GDP 

growth as a result of a disease outbreak, but the transmission channels used to explain the contraction 

differ. In all cases, responses to outbreaks could seriously affect labor productivity in the short and 

medium term, although. in the long-term, productivity could improve after households and firms have 

adjusted to the “new normal.” Examples include Lee and McKibbin (2003); Chou, Kuo, and Peng (2003, 

2004); Chang et al. (2004); Keogh-Brown et al. (2010); World Bank (2014); and Fofana, Odjo, and 

Collins (2015).  

 More specifically on COVID-19, McKibbin and Fernando (2020a, 2020b) used a global hybrid 

of a computable general equilibrium model and a Dynamic Stochastic General Equilibrium model and 

find GDP losses ranging from US $283 to $9,170 billion worldwide depending on the epidemiological 

scenario. Similarly, the European Commission predicted that global trade would fall by 10%-16% in 

2020 using analyses based on MIRAGE (Modelling International Relationships in Applied General 

Equilibrium) and Global Trade Analysis Project CGE models (European Commission, 2020) while 

Maliszewska, Mattoo, and van der Mensbrugghe (2020) used the ENVISAGE CGE model (Environmental 

Impact and Sustainability Applied General Equilibrium) and registered a 2% drop in global GDP as a 

result of COVID-19.  

 In South Africa, Chitiga-Mabugu et al. (2022) showed that, in a mild scenario, GDP fell by 10% 

and by 14% in a more severe scenario. Their modelling used a static CGE model to assess the impact of 

the pandemic. Using a dynamic CGE model, van Heerden and Roos (2021) predicted a 10% reduction 

in GDP from the effects of lockdown in South Africa. Other recent examples of CGE models applied to 

the COVID-19 pandemic include Birch (2020); Keogh-Brown et al. (2020); Zidouemba, Kinda, and 

Ouedraogo (2020); and Calvin et al. (2020).  

 A growing body of literature addresses the application of CGE models in the context of gender 

inequality, including Laderchi, Lofgren, and Abdula (2010), who employed a CGE analysis to identify 

the financing methods and quantify the costs of policies intended to reduce gender inequalities in areas 

such as wage discrimination, education and health, and home production. More recent work in this 

tradition includes the World Bank with applications to Guinea and Niger (World Bank, 2015, 2018, 

2019). This was followed by work that differentiated labor markets by gender, formal or informal status, 

endogenized the labor-force participation of women and introduced social reproduction services 

explicitly in CGE models (see, for example, Arndt &Tarp, 2000; Fontana & Wood, 2000; Siddiqi, 2005; 

Sinha & Sangita, 2003).  

 Fontana, Wobst, and Dorosh (2001) relied heavily on an approach that linked data from a 

Time-use survey data to a Social Accounting Matrix (SAM). They did not, however, use nationally 

representative time-use surveys; rather, they made inferences from a few, small-scale time-use studies 

following in the footsteps of Fontana and Wood (2000) and recognizing the importance of domestic 

work in CGE models. The later generation of models included an important extension: an integrated CGE 

microsimulation model for South Africa that explicitly modelled non-market activities and gender 

decomposition based on a nationally representative Time-use survey employed by Cockburn et al. 
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(2007) to analyze gendered poverty and inequality effects of trade liberalization. Similar work in this 

tradition includes (Chitiga-Mabugu et al., 2010; Fofana, Parra, and Wodon, 2009; Cockburn et al. 

(2009); Cicowiez (2018); and Severini et al., 2019).  

 Recently, working with a CGE model and a microsimulation model, Chitiga-Mabugu et al. (2022) 

concluded that women were hit harder economically than men because of the COVID-19 pandemic for 

two reasons: the relatively lower skills of women workers compared to men and the sectors in which 

women predominated in employment, which suffered more than those in which mainly men were 

employed. Poverty in households headed by women increased more than it did in households headed 

by men because of the harsher income effect on women workers and because poverty in households 

headed by women was already higher before the pandemic. Escalante and Maisonnave (2021 and 

Maisonnave and Cabral (2020) have provided further gendered effects of COVID-19 responses for 

Bolivia and Senegal, respectively.  

 Important lessons can be drawn from this literature, including the importance of ascertaining the 

transmission channels of a shock or policy in a particular country. In the case of the COVID-19 pandemic, 

short-to medium-term channels have included those associated with consumer demand, domestic and 

international trade, and domestic and foreign investments. In the long term, channels will include 

productivity, labor supply, savings, and investments. The choice of whether to include the effects of non-

private medical expenses would depend upon the number of confirmed cases and related spending. The 

literature has also shown that results are sensitive to the choice of simulation. Most of the studies cited 

above have not focused on the gendered effects of pandemics such as COVID-19.  

 As Kabir and Dudu argued (2020), gendered CGE analyses can yield important information 

regarding gender-differentiated economic effects by sector and an accounting of both direct and 

indirect effects of COVID-19 and of related policy responses. Furthermore, because of the lack of time-

use surveys in many countries, extensions that consider unpaid work are not always possible, which is 

particularly relevant for the analysis of women’s work and time constraints. Even when data on 

households include disaggregation in a CGE model between households headed by men and those 

headed by women, however, decision-making itself is not necessarily determined by the gender of the 

head of household. This simplification does not apply to all countries and limits the representativeness of 

modelled households.  

 Summing up, the literature clearly shows that CGE modelling work is still in its infancy with regard 

to pandemics and requires more assessment. For our study, because COVID-19 is relatively recent, no 

long-term data series were available. To make matters more complicated, the future epidemiological 

path of the disease is highly uncertain. Infection rates and deaths from the pandemic have remained 

relatively low in Zimbabwe and, as a result, we have not pursued modelling of the direct health effects 

of the disease. Instead, we propose integration of transmission channels associated with the short-to 

medium-term economic impact of COVID-19.  

 Similarly, little is found in the literature on the extent to which COVID-19 and national mitigation 

and recovery policies have responded to the need to address poverty and inequality within 

socioeconomic groups and regions. While work on the effects of poverty and inequality continues to 
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emerge, it tends mainly to be addressed at the level of groups or regions, and studies of gendered 

effects are still very few. Comprehensive assessment of the effects of COVID-19 as well as of national 

mitigation and recovery responses on women’s labor and their access to food, water, energy security, 

and basic services (clean water and sanitation, health, education, etc.) and their level of protection 

against the risks of natural disasters, as well as in other areas, is needed. Such assessments require 

analytical frameworks that allow systematic integration of gendered interlinkages and effects, an aim 

we pursue in the next section.  

 

III. Data 

 

3.1 The Zimbabwean Gendered SAM 

 

A SAM is a square matrix that describes transaction flows within an economy during a given 

period of time. For our model, we used a 2013 SAM for Zimbabwe (Davies Kwaramba & Seventer, 

2018). The SAM describes thirty-six industries and forty-eight commodities including seven agricultural 

commodities. It has nine accounts for factors and six institutional accounts, including one account for the 

rest of the world. Appendix A presents a full description on the account names used. Using the SAMBAL 

method by Lemelin, Fofana, and Cockburn (2013), we updated the SAM to 2019.  

 Given the specificity of Zimbabwe and the gender dimension of our study, we split the labor 

market into three broad categories: agricultural sectors, private non-agricultural sectors, and public 

sectors. Using the agricultural labor force survey and the 2017 Poverty, Income, Consumption and 

Expenditure Survey (hereafter, PICES; Zimbabwe National Statistics Agency, 2018), we disaggregated 

workers in agricultural sectors among permanent employees, temporary employees, and own 

account/contributing family workers. Each type of labor was further disaggregated by gender to yield 

six different types of labor in the four agricultural sectors in the SAM (large-scale farming, small-scale 

farming, forestry, fisheries). This disaggregation of the agricultural labor market is relevant for 

Zimbabwe because we wanted to capture the difference between men and women in these sectors. As 

an illustration, most permanent employees worked in large-scale farming, and most were male 

(Zimbabwe National Statistics Agency, 2019). On the contrary, women, who mainly worked in small-

scale farming, represented the largest share of family workers. For all other sectors, the labor market 

was split according to skills (unskilled-skilled), location (rural-urban) and gender (men-women) to yield 

eight different worker categories. To split the labor market for non-agricultural sectors, we again used 

the 2017 PICES (Zimbabwe National Statistics Agency, 2018). Finally, for the factor markets, we used 

land and agricultural capital for the agricultural sectors and non-agricultural capital for the non-

agricultural sectors.  

 Among the institutional accounts, households were disaggregated according to whether they 

were located in rural or urban areas. This disaggregation was highly relevant for Zimbabwe because 
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two-thirds of the population live in rural areas, and among them, the majority are women. To split 

households, we used the 2017 PICES (Zimbabwe National Statistics Agency, 2018). Table B1 in 

Appendix B presents more detail on the SAM.  

 As explained above, we placed particular attention and emphasis on the labor market and on 

the agricultural sector in order to capture the realities of the Zimbabwean labor market and to allow a 

more nuanced gender analysis. Table 1 shows that activities use different types of workers but in 

different proportions. For instance, in large-scale farming, two-thirds of the wage bill is allocated to 

permanently employed men while this type of labor is absent from small-scale farming. In the mining 

sector, two-thirds of wages go to skilled urban men.  
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Table 1: Types of Labor Used by Industries in 2019 (in percent) 

  
 Large-scale 

farming 

 Small-scale 

farming 

Forestry & 

Fishery 
Mining Manufacturing 

Water & 

electricity 
Services Total 

Agriculture 

Agriculture—
Permanent 

men 68  67     3 

 women 19  7     1 

Agriculture 

Agriculture—
Temporary 

men 9       0 

 women 4       0 

Agriculture 
Agriculture—

Own 

account 

men  43 17     3 

 women  57 9     4 

Skilled rural men    14 13 16 9 10 
 women    3 4 1 6 4 

Unskilled 

rural 
men    2 4 4 3 3 

 women    1 1 0 2 1 

Skilled urban men    66 54 61 36 40 
 women    7 16 8 31 21 

Unskilled 
urban 

men    4 9 8 7 6 

 women    3 1 2 5 3 

Total  100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 

 
Source: Authors’ computations based on the SAM. 
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 Households receive income from factors (labor, capital, and land) and transfers. Most of income 

comes from labor: 59% for rural households against 74% for urban households (Table 2).  

 

Table 2: Household Sources of Income (in percent) 

    Labor Capital Land Transfers 

Rural   0. 59 0. 18 0. 04 0. 18 

Urban   0. 74 0. 01 0. 00 0. 25 

Source: Authors’ computations based on the SAM. 

 

 Table 3 shows the percentage of income allocated to skill type for rural and urban households. 

For example, Table 3 shows that 29. % of total labor income goes to rural households. Urban households 

receive more than 70% of all the incomes generated in the economy, with 40.1% of total labor income 

from labor by skilled urban men. Information on the sectoral composition of demand is provided in 

Appendix B Table B2.  

 

Table 3: Factors Income Received by Households 

  

Rural 

Households 

Urban 

Households 

Labor    
Agriculture 

permanent men 2.9  

 women 0.7  
Agriculture 
temporary men 0.3  

 women 0.2  
Agriculture own 

account men 2.9  

 women 3.7  

Skilled rural men 10.1  

 women 4.4  

Unskilled rural men 2.9  

 women 1.2  

Skilled urban men  40.1 

 women  21 

Unskilled urban men  6.3 

 women  3.3 

Capital    

 Land  18.4  

 Agricultural capital 47  

 

Non-Agricultural 

capital 28.6 6 
Source: Authors’ computations based on the SAM. 
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3.2 Micro-Economic Data for Analysis of Poverty and Inequality 

Microsimulations 

As a baseline for the microeconomic analysis, we used data from the household survey provided 

by the 2017 PICES (Zimbabwe National Statistics Agency, 2018). Because the survey also allows a 

poverty analysis, we defined 2017 as the baseline year.  

 To convert the number of surveyed households into a representative sample, we replicated the 

data entries by using an individual household weight. The sample with the replicated data sets contains 

3.1 million observations and provided baseline data for the poverty analysis and microsimulations.  

 

IV. The Methodology  

 

We used a two-layer economic model to assess the projected economic effects of COVID-19 and 

of mitigation and recovery measures in Zimbabwe, including gender-friendly policies. The first layer, 

consisting of the macro-model used the PEP 1-t model from Decaluwé et al. (2013) to evaluate the effects 

of COVID-19 and mitigation measures on the economy of Zimbabwe.  

 The model was adjusted to take Zimbabwean stylized characteristics into account. In line with 

the SAM, our model includes thirty-six activities and forty-eight products. To produce, each activity uses 

labor, capital, and intermediate consumption. As noted, our model distinguishes several types of labor. 

For agricultural sectors, labor is disaggregated among permanent employees, temporary employees 

and own-account/family contributing workers. The three categories are further split by gender to yield 

six different labor types. In their production, the four agricultural sectors use these types of labor in 

varying proportions together with land and agricultural capital. For instance, large-scale farming mainly 

uses permanent and temporary workers, while small-scale farming uses own-account/family contributing 

workers. Technically, production is a three-level nested function. At the first level, output is a Leontief-

type function between value added and intermediate consumption. Value added is a CES-type function 

between composite labor and capital at the second level. At the last level, composite labor is a CES-

type function between the different types of labor, and composite capital is a CES function between 

land and agricultural capital for agricultural sectors.  

 For non-agricultural sectors, the production function is slightly different because the labor types 

are different. Technically, it is a five-level nested function. At the first level, output is a Leontief-type 

function between value added and intermediate consumption. Value added is a CES-type function 

between composite labor and capital at the second level. Composite labor is a CES function between 

skilled and unskilled labor at the third level, then at the fourth level each skill category is a CES function 

between rural and urban workers. Finally, producers can choose to hire either men or women.  

 The model distinguishes four different institutions—households, firms, government, and the rest 

of the world. Households derive their income from labor, capital, and transfers. They spend most of their 

income on final consumption with the rest spent on direct taxes, transfers to other economic institutions, 
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and savings.  

 Corporate income is derived from capital income and transfers from other agents. Corporations 

distribute dividends to other agents, pay corporate taxes, and save the rest. Governments collect direct 

taxes from households and firms, indirect taxes (such as taxes on production, consumption taxes, and 

import duties) and receive transfers from other institutions (dividends, social contributions, etc.). The 

government then spends its revenues mainly on non-market sector production (education, health, public 

administration) and makes transfers to other institutions (pensions, household subsidies). Public savings is 

the difference between government income and spending.  

 To link Zimbabwe and the rest of the world, we used the traditional CGE-modeling approach in 

which trade is modeled based on the assumption of imperfect substitutability of products given their 

origin (the Armington hypothesis). With respect to exports, we assumed that Zimbabwean producers 

could sell their production either on local or international markets. However, we assumed that they could 

not export as much as they wished and that, if they wanted to increase their share of the world market, 

they would need to be more competitive than other international producers. Technically, this means that 

we assumed a finite elasticity for export demand that reflected the competitiveness of local producers 

in international markets.  

 In terms of closures, we assumed that the nominal exchange rate was the numeraire of the model. 

Next, the small-country assumption was retained for Zimbabwe, and world prices were consequently 

exogenous. We also assumed that the current account balance was fixed. For the labor market, there 

are three broad sectors for labor—the agricultural sector, the private non-agricultural sectors, and the 

public sector. Workers are not mobile across these three broad sectors, but they can move within them. 

Indeed, in Zimbabwe, it is very unlikely that a worker from an agricultural sector would seek work in the 

mining or services sectors rather than in another agricultural sector. The same applies for public servants. 

A public servant may move from the administration to the education sector, for instance, but is very 

unlikely to seek agricultural employment. The result is a segmented labor market split into three broad 

categories.  

 Zimbabwe is faced with unemployment, mainly for unskilled workers, and women are more 

affected than are men. Therefore, for agricultural sectors, we followed the approach of Blanchflower 

and Oswald (1995)4 and assumed unemployment in each labor category except for own-account/family 

contributing workers. For the other private sectors, each labor category faced unemployment as well. 

We also added another feature to the labor market to account for the Zimbabwean situation. When 

skilled workers cannot find a skilled job, they look for employment as unskilled workers. The consequence 

of this mechanism is that, if skilled workers lose their employment in the aftermath of an economic crisis, 

they look for unskilled work, putting downward pressure on the wage rates of unskilled workers. Workers 

in the public sectors are not affected by the economic crisis because public servants have been well 

 

4 Blanchflower and Oswald (1995) used what is referred to in the literature as the “beverage curve approach,” 

which is a model of a negative relationship between unemployment rates and wage rates. 
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protected and are not affected directly by what happens in the private sectors.  

 Capital is sector-specific. The stock of capital increases between periods given new investments 

in the sectors. New investment is allocated to different sectors following the approach of Jung and 

Thorbecke (2005). Labor supply increases at the population growth rate. Finally, government 

expenditures are assumed to be fixed.  

 We could not fully analyze the distributional effects of policy interventions with CGE models 

alone. Thus, the second layer employed a microsimulation model to analyze the distributional effects of 

the COVID-19 pandemic and policy simulations on poverty and inequality at the individual household 

level. In a nutshell, the percentage changes in total household consumption and consumer price indices 

from the CGE model were passed onto micro-household data derived from the 2017 Poverty, Income, 

Consumption, and Expenditure Survey (PICES) 2017.5  

 We computed Foster-Greer-Thorbecke indices oriented to the 2017 Zimbabwe Poverty Report 

(Zimbabwe National Statistics Agency, 2019b). The Zimbabwe National Statistics Agency (2019b) 

computed poverty indices to measure poverty in two ways: (i) as total-consumption poverty related to 

the minimum consumption of food-and non-food commodities and (ii) as food poverty related to the 

minimum consumption of food. In this study we considered the total-consumption poverty. For total-

consumption poverty, we computed poverty indices by using a Total-Consumption Poverty Line (hereafter, 

TCPL). The TCPL is the benchmark for the values of minimum expenditures (per head), which households 

consume in food-and non-food items. Households with expenditures (per head) higher or equal to the 

benchmark of TCPL were not considered poor while households with expenditures (per head) smaller 

than the TCPL were are considered poor.  

 The TCPL can also be called the upper poverty line. We computed the three Foster-Greer-

Thorbecke indices, FGT0, FGT1, and FGT2, differentiating between rural and urban populations. FGT0 

measures the prevalence of poverty (also called the headcount index)—that is, how many households 

are poor (below the benchmarks) compared to total households. FGT1, also called the poverty gap 

index, measures the depth of poverty, indicating how far poor households are below the poverty line. 

FGT2 measures poverty severity, by considering not only the distance of poor households to the poverty 

line but also inequality among the poor households (also called the squared poverty gap index). The 

difference between FGT1 and FGT2 is that FGT2 gives a weight to the sum of the poverty gaps 

(Zimbabwe National Statistics Agency, 2019b). 

 To measure inequality, we computed the Gini index. The Gini value lies between 0 and 1. The 

Gini index measures whether wealth or income are distributed equally among many people (with a small 

value for the Gini index) or unequally distributed with most of the income or wealth going to a small 

number of people (indicated by a high Gini index value) (Zimbabwe National Statistics Agency, 2019b). 

For more technical details on the analysis of poverty and inequality and the microsimulation performed, 

 

5 Note that Zimbabwe does not have a Time Use Survey that would have been useful within household analysis 

and could have shed important light on the gender analysis.  
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the interested reader is referred to Appendix C.  

 

 

V. Results and Discussion 

 

5.1 Scenario Design 

 

The COVID-19 pandemic has affected economies in a variety of ways through both international 

and domestic transmission channels. For this study and following from 2020 Mid-Year Budget Review, 

we deemed these channels most relevant in translating the effects of the pandemic on the Zimbabwean 

economy:6 

 

• Lower domestic and international commodity demand and international commodity prices for 

specific commodities; 

• Reduced tourist arrivals as a result of travel restrictions; 

• Disruption of global supply chains for both raw materials and final products and services; 

• Remittances from abroad.  

 

 We ran the model for the 2019 to 2030 period. To simulate a BAU scenario, we assumed a 

regular path with a population growth rate of 3%. In other words, each variable except prices grew at 

the population rate from 2019 to 2030, which provided a regular path. The results of the simulations 

were compared to this BAU.  

 

COVID-19 Impact Scenarios 

The transmission channels identified above were used to construct COVID-19 scenarios. Two 

scenarios were based on an international transmission channel. The first assumed that the COVID-19 

pandemic had affected the economy through changes in the international price of primary commodities 

(price shocks) and global market disruption (global conditions and access). The second international-

channel-based scenario was via remittances. Zimbabwean households rely heavily on remittances from 

relatives or friends residing and working overseas, predominantly in South Africa, the United Kingdom, 

and the United States. Remittances increased in 2020 as elaborated below. When borders are open, 

workers provide part of their transfers in person but, when they are closed, transfers take place via 

banking institutions, which keep a record of them. Therefore, for 2020, we modelled an increase of 33% 

in remittances (Reserve Bank of Zimbabwe, 2021).  

 

6 Other channels include slowing down of global financial flows including credit availability, portfolio investments, 

currency volatility, and inflation. Modelling these was beyond the scope of this current study. 
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 We modeled two domestic-channel scenarios based on impact of the pandemic on worker 

productivity and classification of sectors according to their degree of exposure to the shock. Disruptions 

caused by the pandemic mean that that the majority of the population is forced to stay at home or work 

remotely. Most low-skilled workers lack the means to work remotely which means that, during lockdown 

they are largely unproductive and at home. Capital invested at the workplace is thus under-utilized, 

resulting in decreases in factors of production. We assumed that this would affect production in all sectors 

at different intensities. Based on the 2020 Mid-Year Budget Review and 2021 National Budget 

Statement (Government of Zimbabwe, 2020b), as well as government announcements regarding 

essential and non-essential sectors during lockdown, we classified sectors of the economy according to 

their degree of exposure to the shock. These sectors are listed in Table 4. Finally, as in Chitiga-Mabugu 

et al. (2021), we anticipated an increase in local transportation costs because more time would be 

required to load a truck fully.  

 

Table 4: Degrees of Sector Impact from the COVID-19 Pandemic 

Sector Severely 

Affected 

Largely Affected Moderately 

Affected 

Mildly 

Affected 

Agriculture   Agriculture  

Mining and 

quarrying 

Mining    

Manufacturing  Non-food 

manufacturing 

 Manufacturing 

of foodstuffs  

Electricity and 

water 

   Electricity and 

water 

Services Distribution, 

hotels, and 

restaurants 

Financial services Education  

 
Source: Authors’ construction based on the 2020 Mid-Term Budget and Economic Review (Government 
of Zimbabwe, 2020b). 

 

 We followed the example of Calderon et al. (2020) to design a mild and a severe scenario. 

The mild scenario assumed that the economy would be affected by the pandemic during 2020-2022 

and would rebound from 2023 onwards. Under the severe scenario, we assumed the economy would 

be affected from 2020 to 2023 and rebound from 2024 onwards. The mild and severe scenarios are 

meant to simulate the path of possible recovery paths for the economy in the absence of other exogenous 

changes or reforms.7 As discussed and agreed during a meeting with Zimbabwean policy makers and 

stakeholders on January 11, 2021, the magnitudes under the mild scenario in 2021 were lower than 

those observed in 2020. Under the severe scenario, the shocks applied in 2020 were the same as in the 

mild scenario and increased in 2021. The scenarios are summarized in Tables 5 and 6, using the 

assumptions in Table 4.  

 

7 Changes in world commodity prices for the mild scenario were obtained from Fofana and Sall (2020). 
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Table 5: Shocks for the Mild Scenario  

International channels 2020  2021 

Decrease in exports -27. 2% for all commodities  -5% for all commodities 

Decrease in world price of 

commodity exports 

-4. 7% for primary 

commodities 

-2% for primary commodities 

Decrease in world prices of 

primary commodity imports 

-25. 8% for primary 

commodities 

-20% for primary 

commodities 

Increase in remittances  +33% 
 

Domestic channels   

Decrease in productivity for 

the sectors 

-2% for mildly affected 

-5% for moderately affected 

-7% for severely affected 

-15% for severely affected 

-1% for mildly affected 

-3% for moderately affected 

-5% for severely affected 

-10% for severely affected 

Increase in transportation 

cost 

2%  

Source: Authors’ construction. 

 

Table 6: Hypotheses under the Severe Scenario 

International channels 2020 2021 2022 

Decrease in exports 

(all commodities) 

-27.2% -27.2% -5% 

Decrease in world price of 

primary commodity exports 

-4.7% -4.7% -2% 

Decrease in world prices for 

imports 

-25.8% -25.8% -15% 

Increase in remittances +33% 
  

Domestic channels    

Decrease in productivity for 

the sectors 

-2% for mildly 

affected 

-5% for 

moderately 

affected 

-7% for severely 

affected 

-15% for severely 

affected 

-2% for mildly affected 

-3% for moderately 

affected 

-5% for severely 

affected 

-10% for severely 

affected 

-1% for mildly 

affected 

-2% for moderately 

affected 

-3% for severely 

affected 

-5% for severely 

affected 

Increase in transportation cost 2%   

 

Source: Authors’ construction. 

 

 

COVID-19 Mitigation Scenario  
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As discussed, Zimbabwe implemented a stimulus package intended to scale up production in all sectors, 

support small-scale industries, improve health facilities, and cushion vulnerable groups from negative 

effects of the pandemic. These measures were implemented in the model through subsidies, transfers, or 

tax cuts. The model assumed that stimulus financing would be available to the government and did not 

simulate a scenario to compensate for the revenue. Some items from the stimulus package were not taken 

into account in the model, including the working capital fund, the SME, and liquidity funds. Table 7 shows 

funding proportions for the items considered in this model. We therefore removed these elements from 

the total budget and computed shares for the remaining items.  

 

Table 7: Split of the Fiscal Package for 2020 and 2021 (percent of totals) 

Agriculture Sector Support 48.0% 

Working Capital Fund for Industry a) N.A. 

Mining Sector Facility 7.9% 

SME Support Fund a) N.A. 

Tourism Support Fund 3.9% 

Liquidity from Statutory Reserves a) N.A. 

Health Sector Support Fund 7.9% 

Broad Relief Measures 11.8% 

COVID Cash Transfer 18.9% 

Arts and Sport Grant 1.6% 

Total 100% 

Notes: a) Items listed here to represent the list of all items of the fiscal package. No value was assigned 

for items not included in the analysis; b) N. A. = not applicable. Source: Author computations based on 

the 2020 Mid-Term Budget and Economic Review (Government of Zimbabwe, 2020b). 

 

COVID-19 Recovery Scenario—NDS1 

 

The next set of scenarios was based on sustained economic recovery. As mentioned earlier, the 

Zimbabwean government recently launched the second leg of the reform and development agenda, 

NDS1, scheduled to be in effect from 2021 to 2025. The recovery scenarios in that report relate to the 

implementation of policies and strategies aimed at boosting general economic recovery in the short to 

medium term. We used insights from the NDS1 (Government of Zimbabwe, 2020a) and the 2020 Mid-

Term Budget and Economic Review (Government of Zimbabwe, 2020b) to choose the policies simulated. 

Measures to address various institutional weaknesses are needed; if these are addressed, it would 

contribute to boosting Zimbabwe’s investment climate and increase the country’s desirability as an 

investment destination. Proposed actions include such reforms as improvements in infrastructure, safety, 

and security; investment promotions/campaigns; and enhancements in ease of doing business. To design 

the scenario, we assumed the government would provide production subsidies for all private sectors, 

thereby decreasing production costs for all and leading to a decrease in prices. We simulated a three-
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year plan, from 2022 to 2024 with an amount of subsidies equivalent to the fiscal package implemented 

in 2020 (US $25 million over the three-year 2022-2024 period. 

 

COVID-19 Recovery Scenario—Government Gender Policies  

 

The last set of scenarios focused on the implementation of a gender-aware rather than an 

economy-wide policy. Women are particularly affected during economic shocks and pandemics in 

particular (Smith, 2019; Wenham et al., 2020; Wenham, Smith & Morgan, 2020; Harman, 2016). 

Through an active employment policy for women, the Zimbabwean government could enable women to 

return more quickly to sustainable employment. Furthermore, because Zimbabwe women are prevalent 

in agricultural sectors, especially in smallholder farming and have less access to capital than men, 

boosting their access to capital would be beneficial for production because it would unblock a capital 

scarcity they face. We therefore evaluated a capital-subsidy policy for agricultural sectors, regardless 

of whether that subsidy was applied to concerns owned by men or by women. A gendered capital 

subsidy would have provided better targeted, in fact, but given the lack of data, we could not 

disaggregate capital subsidies by gender.  

 Two alternative subsidy policies of an amount equivalent to previous scenario were evaluated. 

Both policies apply between 2022 and 2024 for a total amount of US $25 million. The first policy 

subsidized employment of women in non-agricultural sectors, by making their employment costs lower 

for the producer. The second policy subsidized capital in agricultural sectors.  

 

5.2 Macrosimulation Results 

 

We report results under the mild and severe scenarios and with and without government 

intervention, including effects on economic growth, employment, output by sector, institutions (government, 

firms, rest of the world, and households), and deviations from the BAU economic path.  

 

Macrosimulation Results with and without Mitigation 

 

Tables 8A and 8B summarize the main macroeconomic effects of the pandemic under the mild 

and severe impact scenarios, respectively.  
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Table 8A: Impact on Selected Macroeconomic Indicators under the Mild COVID-19 Scenario (percentage change from BAU) 

 MILD_COVID MILD_MITIG MILD_RECOV MILD_GENDE MILD_GEND2 

 2021 2025 2021 2025 2021 2025 2021 2025 2021 2025 

GDP real -6.33 -0.98 -3.00 -2.17 -3.00 -2.19 -3.00 -2.19 -5.88 -2.20 

Total investment -13.12 -1.65 -68.24 -3.60 -68.24 -3.64 -68.24 -3.64 -68.24 -3.65 

Consumer price index 3.19 0.73 4.85 1.79 4.85 1.81 4.85 1.81 4.85 1.82 

Total household consumption: 

rural -2.67 -0.31 6.19 -0.76 6.19 -0.77 6.19 -0.77 6.19 -0.78 

Total household consumption: 

urban -2.71 -0.29 1.55 -0.66 1.55 -0.66 1.55 -0.66 1.55 -0.66 

UN agricultural permanent: 

Men 4.06 -0.51 -7.88 -0.74 -7.88 -0.75 -7.88 -0.75 -7.88 -0.57 

UN agricultural permanent: 

Women 4.38 -0.51 -8.04 -0.70 -8.04 -0.71 -8.04 -0.71 -8.04 -0.54 

UN agricultural temporary: 

Men 4.62 -0.51 -8.17 -0.68 -8.17 -0.69 -8.17 -0.69 -8.17 -0.51 

UN agricultural temporary: 

Women 4.62 -0.51 -8.17 -0.68 -8.17 -0.69 -8.17 -0.69 -8.17 -0.51 

UN skilled rural: Men 0.94 0.00 0.87 -0.01 0.87 -0.01 0.87 -0.01 0.87 -0.01 

UN skilled rural: Women 1.19 -0.02 0.16 -0.04 0.16 -0.04 0.16 -0.04 0.16 -0.05 

UN Unskilled Rural: Men 2.40 -0.10 1.41 -0.29 1.41 -0.29 1.41 -0.29 1.41 -0.30 

UN Unskilled Rural: Women 1.83 -0.12 -2.01 -0.45 -2.01 -0.45 -2.01 -0.45 -2.01 -0.46 

UN skilled urban: Men 1.00 0.01 1.01 0.01 1.01 0.01 1.01 0.01 1.01 0.01 

UN skilled urban: Women 0.88 -0.06 -0.48 -0.14 -0.48 -0.14 -0.48 -0.14 -0.48 -0.15 

UN unskilled urban: Men 3.37 -0.09 2.55 -0.27 2.55 -0.27 2.55 -0.27 2.55 -0.29 

UN unskilled urban: Women 2.13 -0.15 -1.99 -0.51 -1.99 -0.51 -1.99 -0.51 -1.99 -0.53 

Notes: MILD_COVID = scenario assuming mild impacts and fast recovery shock from COVID-19; MILD_MITIG = scenario MILD_COVID with mitigation measures; 

MILD-RECOV = MILD-MITIG with recovery measures; MILD_GENDE = MILD_RECOV with gender-specific recovery measures; MILD_GEND2 = MILD_RECOV with 

alternative gender-specific recovery measures; rural = rural; urban = urban; household consumption = total household consumption; UN = unemployment rate; 

agricultural permanent = agricultural workers with permanent contracts; agricultural temporary = agricultural workers with temporary contracts; skilled = 

skilled workers; unskilled = unskilled workers.  

Table 8B: Impact on Selected Macroeconomic Indicators under the Severe COVID-19 Scenario (percentage change from BAU) 
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 SEVE_COVID SEVE_MITIG SEVE_ RECOV SEVE_GENDE SEVE_GEND2 

 2021 2025 2021 2025 2021 2025 2021 2025 2021 2025 

GDP real -8.41 -1.65 -7.63 -2.91 -7.63 -2.92 -7.63 -2.93 -7.63 -2.93 

Total investment -38.12 -2.71 -92.92 -4.85 -92.92 -4.89 -92.92 -4.89 -92.92 -4.90 

Consumer price index -1.91 1.31 -0.55 2.45 -0.55 2.47 -0.55 2.47 -0.55 2.49 

Total household consumption: rural -6.47 -0.52 2.57 -1.03 2.57 -1.04 2.57 -1.04 2.57 -1.05 

Total household consumption: 

urban 
-5.56 -0.48 -0.84 -0.90 -0.84 -0.90 -0.84 -0.90 -0.84 -0.90 

UN agricultural permanent: Men 19.11 -0.65 3.62 -0.98 3.62 -0.99 3.62 -0.99 3.62 -0.82 

UN agricultural permanent: Women 20.55 -0.63 4.23 -0.93 4.23 -0.94 4.23 -0.94 4.23 -0.77 

UN agricultural temporary: Men 21.62 -0.62 4.69 -0.90 4.69 -0.91 4.69 -0.91 4.69 -0.74 

UN agricultural temporary: Women 21.62 -0.62 4.69 -0.90 4.69 -0.91 4.69 -0.91 4.69 -0.74 

UN skilled rural: Men 4.91 -0.01 4.54 0.00 4.54 0.00 4.54 0.00 4.54 -0.01 

UN skilled rural: Women 5.57 -0.03 3.54 -0.05 3.54 -0.05 3.54 -0.05 3.54 -0.06 

UN Unskilled Rural: Men 13.12 -0.20 11.40 -0.37 11.40 -0.37 11.40 -0.37 11.40 -0.38 

UN Unskilled Rural: Women 11.49 -0.27 6.03 -0.61 6.03 -0.62 6.03 -0.62 6.03 -0.63 

UN skilled urban: Men 5.16 0.00 4.95 0.02 4.95 0.02 4.95 0.02 4.95 0.02 

UN skilled urban: Women 4.35 -0.11 1.85 -0.19 1.85 -0.20 1.85 -0.20 1.85 -0.20 

UN unskilled urban: Men 17.87 -0.19 16.26 -0.34 16.26 -0.34 16.26 -0.34 16.26 -0.36 

UN unskilled urban: Women 12.07 -0.33 6.02 -0.69 6.02 -0.70 6.02 -0.70 6.02 -0.71 

Notes: SEVE_COVID = scenario assuming severe impacts and longer-lasting recovery shock from COVID-19; SEVE_MITIG = scenario SEVE-COVID with mitigation 

measures; SEVE-RECOV = SEVE-MITIG with recovery measures; SEVE_GENDE = SEVE_RECOV with gender-specific recovery measures; SEVE_GEND2 = SEVE_RECOV 

with alternative gender-specific recovery measures; rural = rural; urban = urban; household consumption = total household consumption; UN = unemployment 

rate; agricultural permanent = agricultural workers with permanent contracts; agricultural temporary = agricultural workers with temporary contracts; skilled = 

skilled workers, unskilled = unskilled workers.  
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 Tables 8A and 8B show that macroeconomic effects of the COVID-19 pandemic were substantial 

because the economy was simultaneously affected on both the demand and the supply side. This 

combined effect resulted in a 6. 33% reduction in GDP for 2021 in the mild scenario and 8. 4% in the 

severe scenario. What is striking is that, in the absence of government mitigation measures, GDP levels 

were still below the BAU under both COVID scenarios, even after five years. The severe scenario shows 

a steeper decline in GDP growth compared to the mild scenario, as expected, with a decrease in GDP 

of 0.98% in the mild scenario and 1.65% in the severe scenario compared to the BAU in 2025. The 

persistence in economic decline is an indication of the need for intervention.  

 The decline in the economy, together with the original shocks, increased unemployment. Indeed, 

under the COVID-19 scenarios, the economy would be affected on one side by a drop in primary exports 

prices and quantities, and, on the other, by a reduction of production as a result of lockdown and social-

distancing measures. Consequently, industries would decrease production and lay off workers, leading 

to an increase in unemployment for all labor categories. The drop in employment rates would depend 

on the affected sector and would not be uniform across all worker categories. In agricultural sectors, 

permanently employed women workers would experience a relatively higher unemployment rate when 

compared to men (+4.3 percentage points compared to +4.02 percentage points for men). In the case 

of temporary workers, men and women would experience an increase in unemployment rate of 4.6 

percentage points.  

 In private non-agricultural sectors, unskilled workers would a greater increase in unemployment 

than skilled workers. In rural areas, the unskilled unemployment rate for men would increase by 2.4 

percentage points and by 1.8 percentage points for women. Skilled workers in rural areas would also 

face a relatively lower increase in their unemployment rate: 0.9 percentage points for men and 1.2 

percentage points for women. In urban areas, the patter is similar with a higher unemployment rate for 

unskilled workers than for skilled. Unskilled working men would face an increase of 3.4 percentage points 

while the unemployment rate for unskilled working women would increase by 2.1 percentage points. 

Urban skilled workers would, comparatively, be spared with an increase of 1 percentage point for men 

and 0.9 percentage point for women. These findings that unskilled workers are more greatly affected 

are in line with other recent studies (Chitiga-Mabugu et al., 2021; Escalante & Maisonnave, 2021).  

 This impact on employment negatively affects household income, which is highly reliant on labor. 

Rural households are affected relatively more than their urban counterparts, with a drop of 1.1% 

compared to 0.9% for urban households. Lost income reduces real consumption by 2.7% in the mild 

scenario. Without mitigation measures, the negative impacts continue over time, even when we assumed 

that the economy returned to normal in 2022 in the mild scenario. At the end of the simulation period, 

the economy was still performing below BAU levels.  

 

Macrosimulation Results with Mitigation 

 

Under the second set of scenarios, the government would implement a mitigation plan in 2021 that would 

offer some relief to activities and provide cash transfers to households and firms. As shown in Tables 8A 
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and Table 8B, in 2021 mitigation measures would help reduce GDP losses by 0.45 percentage points in 

the mild scenario and by 0.77 percentage points in the severe scenario. Mitigation measures additionally 

help reduce unemployment for both men and women. The unemployment rate for women would be even 

further reduced compared to the BAU in 2021, meaning that mitigation measures would result in the 

hiring of more women than in the baseline because some targeted sectors are women-intensive. Rural 

households would benefit in particular from the government mitigation plan, with an increase in income 

of 14.8%, compared to 7.2% for urban households. The positive impact on households would last until 

the end of the period. Thus, at the macroeconomic level, mitigation measures would clearly help 

households and various activities. The fiscal package would sharply decrease government savings, 

however, implying a reduction in total investment and hampering future growth. Under the COVID-19 

scenarios, investment would already begin to decrease, but, in the mitigation scenario, if the fiscal 

package were to provide some relief in the short term, the consequences for total investment in the long 

run would be dramatic.  

 

Macrosimulation Results under Recovery Scenarios 

 

The recovery scenario implemented from 2022 to 2024 would consist of subsidizing all production 

activities in the private sector. This policy would have a very positive impact on employment because all 

labor categories experience decreasing unemployment. This effect lasts until the end of the period. This 

improvement on the labor market would have a positive impact on household income and savings. In 

implementing this policy, however, the government would widen its public deficit after two consecutive 

years of increase. That would, in turn, lead to a decrease in total investment with a crowding-out effect 

on private investment. The sustainable financing of such a policy would therefore become a major 

consideration.  

 

5.3 Meso- and Micro-Results of the Simulations 

 

Tables 9A and 9B present the main results for production and labor demand under mild and 

severe COVID-19 effects.  
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Table 9A: Effects on Production and Labor Demand in Selected Sectors for the Mild COVID-19 Scenario (percentage change from BAU) 

  MILD_COVID MILD_MITIG MILD_ RECOV MILD_GENDE MILD_GEND2 
 

2021 2025 2021 2025 2021 2025 2021 2025 2021 2025 

Production           

Agriculture large-scale farming -7.80 -0.79 2.66 -1.60 2.66 -1.61 2.66 -1.62 2.66 -1.66 

Agriculture small-scale farming -3.86 -1.46 -4.02 -3.21 -4.02 -3.25 -4.02 -3.25 -4.02 -3.08 

Mining -13.91 -1.76 -8.31 -3.50 -8.31 -3.55 -8.31 -3.53 -8.31 -3.57 

Food -3.60 -1.06 5.42 -2.15 5.42 -2.17 5.42 -2.17 5.42 -2.14 

Construction -16.41 -2.34 -43.25 -5.05 -43.25 -5.10 -43.25 -5.10 -43.25 -5.14 

Business -3.75 -0.92 1.83 -2.30 1.83 -2.32 1.83 -2.33 1.83 -2.35 

Labor demand           

Agriculture large-scale farming -5.73 0.62 10.07 0.80 10.07 0.82 10.07 0.82 10.07 0.60 

Agriculture small-scale farming -0.02 -0.04 -0.23 -0.08 -0.23 -0.08 -0.23 -0.08 -0.23 -0.07 

Mining -5.29 0.09 6.01 -0.37 6.01 -0.39 6.01 -0.37 6.01 -0.38 

Food -2.79 0.60 13.35 1.05 13.35 1.06 13.35 1.05 13.35 1.17 

Construction -8.82 -1.55 -47.87 -3.64 -47.87 -3.67 -47.87 -3.67 -47.87 -3.70 

Business 3.53 0.24 14.53 0.60 14.53 0.61 14.53 0.61 14.53 0.60 

 

Notes: MILD_COVID = scenario assuming a mild impact and fast recovery shock from COVID-19; MILD_MITIG = scenario MILD_COVID with mitigation measures; 

MILD-RECOV = MILD-MITIG with recovery measures; MILD_GENDE = MILD_RECOV with gender-specific recovery measures; MILD_GEND2 = MILD_RECOV with 

alternative gender-specific recovery measures.  
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Table 9B: Production and Labor Demand in Selected Sectors under the Severe Scenario (percentage change from BAU) 

  SEVE_COVID SEVE_MITIG SEVE_ RECOV SEVE_GENDE SEVE_GEND2 
 

2021 2025 2021 2025 2021 2025 2021 2025 2021 2025 

Production           

Agriculture: large-scale farming -22.09 -1.54 -7.96 -2.24 -7.96 -2.25 -7.96 -2.26 -7.96 -2.30 

Agriculture: small-scale farming -3.75 -2.24 -3.94 -4.30 -3.94 -4.33 -3.94 -4.33 -3.94 -4.18 

Mining -21.33 -2.97 -14.74 -4.71 -14.74 -4.76 -14.74 -4.74 -14.74 -4.78 

Food -7.68 -1.89 4.33 -2.99 4.33 -3.01 4.33 -3.01 4.33 -2.98 

Construction -24.51 -3.88 -56.12 -6.62 -56.12 -6.68 -56.12 -6.68 -56.12 -6.71 

Business -2.20 -1.57 4.18 -3.11 4.18 -3.13 4.18 -3.13 4.18 -3.15 

Labor demand           

Agriculture: large-scale farming -26.42 0.74 -5.95 1.06 -5.95 1.07 -5.95 1.07 -5.95 0.86 

Agriculture: small-scale farming 0.18 -0.06 -0.07 -0.11 -0.07 -0.11 -0.07 -0.11 -0.07 -0.11 

Mining -19.58 0.02 -6.87 -0.57 -6.87 -0.59 -6.87 -0.58 -6.87 -0.59 

Food -8.22 0.74 13.30 1.34 13.30 1.34 13.30 1.34 13.30 1.45 

Construction -21.07 -2.62 -64.75 -5.06 -64.75 -5.10 -64.75 -5.10 -64.75 -5.12 

Business 6.51 0.36 19.20 0.84 19.20 0.85 19.20 0.85 19.20 0.85 

 

Notes: SEVE_COVID = scenario assuming severe impacts and longer-lasting recovery shock from COVID-19, SEVE_MITIG = scenario SEVE-COVID with mitigation 

measures, SEVE-RECOV = SEVE-MITIG with recovery measures, SEVE_GENDE = SEVE_RECOV with gender-specific recovery measures, SEVE_GEND2 = SEVE_RECOV 

with alternative gender-specific recovery measures.  
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 Agriculture food and businesses sectors are the least affected. Without mitigation measures, the 

less affected sectors (excepting small-scale farming) would come close to their baseline output. Small-

scale farming, mining, and construction would face higher production losses in 2025, but mitigation 

measures would help most of these sectors reduce losses in 2021 and in 2025. The construction sector, 

however, would be hit more severely because public funds would be spent on mitigation measures rather 

than on investments. Total labor demand would react accordingly, and more workers would be laid off 

in sectors that reduced production more significantly. More men than women work in mining and 

construction sectors, whereas women are more represented in the less-affected sectors of agriculture and 

food production. Thus, in 2021, the unemployment rate for men decreased more. The recovery policy 

scenario would clearly help sectors regain productivity. Given subsidies on investment, investments would 

increase in the private sectors and increase the stock of capital of those sectors the following year. With 

an increase in the stock of capital, sectors could hire more workers to produce more, positively affecting 

employment.  

 Tables 10A and 10B present the effects on institutions under the mild and severe COVID-19 

scenarios, respectively. The increase in unemployment rates and drop in wage rates in the sectors lead, 

in 2021, to a decrease in income of households and consequently, to a fall in their consumption. In 2021, 

firms income is decreasing given the decrease in capital income, and so are their savings. Government 

income decreases during the pandemic in the mild and severe scenarios as a result of receipts from direct 

and indirect taxes. Overall, total savings in the economy decreases, leading to a drop in total investment.  

 In the mitigation scenario, the income of households increase as a result of increased income from 

transfers from the government as part of the mitigation measures. The incomes of firms and of the 

government recover in 2025 in the mild and severe scenarios with and without mitigation measures (see 

Tables 10A and 10B). Although the income increases after the shocks in 2025, the agents are not better 

off, since the price index increases more and the agents can buy less for more money, i.e., the inflation 

increase is stronger than the incomes increase.  

 

Table 10A: Effects on Households, Firms, and Government under the Mild Scenario 

(percentage change from BAU) 

 
MILD_COVID MILD_MITIG MILD_ 

RECOV 

MILD_GEND

E 

MILD_GEND2 

 
2021 2025 2021 2025 2021 2025 2021 2025 2021 2025 

Rural 

households 

          

Total income -1.06 0.26 14.8

2 

0.60 14.8

2 

0.60 14.8

2 

0.60 14.8

2 

0.60 

Income from 

labor 

-1.33 0.57 6.38 1.24 6.38 1.26 6.38 1.26 6.38 1.23 

Income from 

capital 

-1.18 -

0.37 

9.15 -0.74 9.15 -0.75 9.15 -0.75 9.15 -0.69 
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Income from 

transfers 

-0.03 0.01 48.7

8 

0.14 48.7

8 

0.14 48.7

8 

0.14 48.7

8 

0.14 

Savings 3.65 0.78 3.76 1.92 3.76 1.94 3.76 1.94 3.76 1.96 

Urban 

households 

          

Total income -0.90 0.31 7.21 0.82 7.21 0.82 7.21 0.83 7.21 0.84 

Income from 

labor 

-1.20 0.42 1.48 1.03 1.48 1.04 1.48 1.04 1.48 1.05 

Income from 

capital 

-0.07 0.04 4.88 0.39 4.88 0.40 4.88 0.40 4.88 0.41 

Income from 

transfers 

-0.04 0.02 24.2

4 

0.21 24.2

4 

0.21 24.2

4 

0.21 24.2

4 

0.22 

Savings 3.72 0.79 4.54 1.92 4.54 1.93 4.54 1.94 4.54 1.95 

Firms           

Income from 

transfers 

-0.07 0.04 4.88 0.39 4.88 0.40 4.88 0.40 4.88 0.41 

Disposable 

income 

-0.07 0.04 4.88 0.39 4.88 0.40 4.88 0.40 4.88 0.41 

Government           

Total income -2.25 0.00 -

9.52 

0.10 -9.52 0.10 -9.52 0.10 -9.52 0.10 

Income from 

transfers 

-0.03 0.36 8.98 0.92 8.98 0.93 8.98 0.94 8.98 0.95 

Income from 

other taxes 

on 

production 

-2.52 0.01 -

189.

23 

0.14 -

189.

23 

0.14 -

189.

23 

0.14 -

189.

23 

0.14 

Income from 

other taxes 

on products 

and imports 

-4.11 -

0.23 

-

9.47 

-0.49 -9.47 -0.50 -9.47 -0.50 -9.47 -0.50 

 

Notes: MILD_COVID = scenario assuming mild impacts and fast recovery shock from COVID-19, 

MILD_MITIG = Scenario MILD_COVID with mitigation measures, MILD-RECOV = MILD-MITIG with recovery 

measures, MILD_GENDE = MILD_RECOV with gender-specific recovery measures, MILD_GEND2 = 

MILD_RECOV with alternative gender-specific recovery measures.  

 

Table 10B: Effects on Households, Firms, and Government under the Severe Scenario 

(percentage change from BAU) 

 SEVE_COVI

D 

SEVE_MITIG SEVE_RECO

V 

SEVE_GEND

E 

SEVE_GEND

2 

 2021 2025 2021 2025 2021 2025 2021 2025 2021 2025 

Rural households           

Total income -

11.6

6 

0.50 3.39 0.83 3.39 0.83 3.39 0.84 3.39 0.84 

Income from labor -

13.1

0.99 -6.27 1.70 -6.27 1.71 -6.27 1.71 -6.27 1.69 
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6 

Income from 

capital 

-

13.4

0 

-0.46 -4.57 -0.96 -4.57 -0.97 -4.57 -0.97 -4.57 -0.91 

Income from 

transfers 

-4.73 0.08 44.0

2 

0.21 44.0

2 

0.21 44.0

2 

0.21 44.0

2 

0.22 

Savings -0.85 1.40 -0.98 2.63 -0.98 2.65 -0.98 2.65 -0.98 2.67 

Urban households           

Total income -9.86 0.60 -1.76 1.12 -1.76 1.12 -1.76 1.13 -1.76 1.14 

Income from labor -

10.7

2 

0.76 -8.04 1.39 -8.04 1.40 -8.04 1.40 -8.04 1.42 

Income from 

capital 

-

13.5

7 

0.24 -8.80 0.60 -8.80 0.60 -8.80 0.61 -8.80 0.62 

Income from 

transfers 

-7.19 0.13 16.9

9 

0.32 16.9

9 

0.32 16.9

9 

0.32 16.9

9 

0.33 

Savings -0.87 1.40 -0.39 2.63 -0.39 2.65 -0.39 2.65 -0.39 2.66 

Firms           

Income from 

transfers 

-

13.5

7 

0.24 -8.80 0.60 -8.80 0.60 -8.80 0.61 -8.80 0.62 

Disposable 

income 

-

13.5

7 

0.24 -8.80 0.60 -8.80 0.60 -8.80 0.61 -8.80 0.62 

Government           

Total income -

13.2

0 

0.05 -

20.5

6 

0.15 -

20.5

6 

0.15 -

20.5

6 

0.15 -

20.5

6 

0.16 

Income from 

transfers 

-9.01 0.68 -0.25 1.27 -0.25 1.28 -0.25 1.29 -0.25 1.30 

Income from other 

taxes on 

production 

-

14.9

7 

0.07 -

201.

76 

0.19 -

201.

76 

0.20 -

201.

76 

0.20 -

201.

76 

0.20 

Income from other 

taxes on products 

and imports 

-

15.1

9 

-0.40 -

20.4

8 

-0.67 -

20.4

8 

-0.68 -

20.4

8 

-0.67 -

20.4

8 

-0.67 

 

Notes: SEVE_COVID = scenario assuming severe impacts and longer-lasting recovery shock from COVID-

19, SEVE_MITIG = scenario SEVE-COVID with mitigation measures, SEVE-RECOV = SEVE-MITIG with recovery 

measures, SEVE_GENDE = SEVE_RECOV with gender-specific recovery measures, SEVE_GEND2 = 

SEVE_RECOV with alternative gender-specific recovery measures.  

 

5.4 Building Back Better: Focusing on Gender in the Recovery Scenario 

As explained in the scenario description, we allocated the same budget either to wage subsidies 

for women (A) (scenarios MILD_GENDE and SEVE_GENDE) or to capital subsidies for agricultural sectors 

(B) (scenarios MILD_GEND2 and SEVE_GEND2). The latter was motivated by the observation that most 

women in Zimbabwe work in agricultural sectors.  
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 Tables 11A and 11B present changes in macroeconomic and sector-based indicators for both 

recovery scenarios compiled for mild and severe COVID-19 impact. Both scenarios show interesting 

results, particularly for institutions (see Table 11C). In the first scenario, firms have an incentive to recruit 

women because wage subsidies make their labor less expensive. As a result, women's employment 

increases in all job categories. The declines in the unemployment rate are particularly strong for unskilled 

women, regardless of whether they work in urban or rural areas. These increases in employment have a 

favorable impact on household income, with an increase of 0.74% for rural households and 0.99% for 

urban households in 2022. The increase in household income goes beyond the simulation years, with an 

increase by 0.84% for rural households and 1.14% for urbans in 2025. In the second scenario, the 

employment effects are positive, but not particularly favorable to women. On the other hand, because 

the scenario favors the agricultural sector, it is unsurprising that the income of rural households increases 

more than the income of urban households.  

 While these results are encouraging, we observed the same phenomena as in the previous 

scenario, namely the crowding-out effect of public investment on private investment. This crowd-out leads 

to a drop in total investment and consequently a drop in investment for the following years, penalizing 

future production. This result occurs in the context of a drop in investment that is already quite harsh; 

consequently, it is unclear whether any extra measure would produce a substantially positive result.  
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Table 11A: Effects on Selected Macroeconomic Indicators under the Mild and Severe Scenarios (percentage change from BAU) 

  MILD_COVID  MILD_GENDE  MILD_GEND

2 

 SEVE_COVI

D 

 SEVE_G

ENDE 

 SEVE_GE

ND2 

 

 
2021 2025 2021 2025 2021 2025 2021 2025 2021 2025 2021 2025 

GDP real -6.33 -0.98 -3.00 -2.19 -5.88 -2.20 -8.41 -1.65 -7.63 -2.93 -7.63 -2.93 

Total 

investment 

-13.12 -1.65 -68.24 -3.64 -68.24 -3.65 -38.12 -2.71 -92.92 -4.89 -92.92 -4.90 

Consumer 

price index 

3.19 0.73 4.85 1.81 4.85 1.82 -1.91 1.31 -0.55 2.47 -0.55 2.49 

Total 

Household 

consumption: 

rural 

-2.67 -0.31 6.19 -0.77 6.19 -0.78 -6.47 -0.52 2.57 -1.04 2.57 -1.05 

Total 

household 

consumption: 

urban 

-2.71 -0.29 1.55 -0.66 1.55 -0.66 -5.56 -0.48 -0.84 -0.90 -0.84 -0.90 

UN agricultural 

permanent: 

Men 

4.06 -0.51 -7.88 -0.75 -7.88 -0.57 19.11 -0.65 3.62 -0.99 3.62 -0.82 

UN agricultural 

permanent: 

Women 

4.38 -0.51 -8.04 -0.71 -8.04 -0.54 20.55 -0.63 4.23 -0.94 4.23 -0.77 

UN agricultural 

temporary: 

Men 

4.62 -0.51 -8.17 -0.69 -8.17 -0.51 21.62 -0.62 4.69 -0.91 4.69 -0.74 

UN agricultural 

temporary: 

Women 

4.62 -0.51 -8.17 -0.69 -8.17 -0.51 21.62 -0.62 4.69 -0.91 4.69 -0.74 

UN skilled rural: 

Men 

0.94 0.00 0.87 -0.01 0.87 -0.01 4.91 -0.01 4.54 0.00 4.54 -0.01 
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UN skilled rural: 

Women 

1.19 -0.02 0.16 -0.04 0.16 -0.05 5.57 -0.03 3.54 -0.05 3.54 -0.06 

UN Unskilled 

Rural: Men 

2.40 -0.10 1.41 -0.29 1.41 -0.30 13.12 -0.20 11.40 -0.37 11.40 -0.38 

UN Unskilled 

Rural: Women 

1.83 -0.12 -2.01 -0.45 -2.01 -0.46 11.49 -0.27 6.03 -0.62 6.03 -0.63 

UN skilled 

urban: Men 

1.00 0.01 1.01 0.01 1.01 0.01 5.16 0.00 4.95 0.02 4.95 0.02 

UN skilled 

urban: Women 

0.88 -0.06 -0.48 -0.14 -0.48 -0.15 4.35 -0.11 1.85 -0.20 1.85 -0.20 

UN unskilled 

urban: Men 

3.37 -0.09 2.55 -0.27 2.55 -0.29 17.87 -0.19 16.26 -0.34 16.26 -0.36 

UN unskilled 

urban: Women 

2.13 -0.15 -1.99 -0.51 -1.99 -0.53 12.07 -0.33 6.02 -0.70 6.02 -0.71 

 

Notes: MILD-COVID = scenario assuming mild impacts and fast recovery shock from COVID-19; SEVE-COVID = scenario assuming severe impacts and longer-

lasting recovery shock from COVID-19; MILD-MITIG = scenario MILD-COVID with mitigation measures; SEVE-MITIG = scenario SEVE-COVID with mitigation measures; 

MILD-RECOV = MILD-MITIG with recovery measures; SEVE-RECOV = SEVE-MITIG with recovery measures. MILD-GENDE = MILD-RECOV with gender-specific recovery 

measures; SEVE-GENDE = SEVE-RECOV with gender-specific recovery measures; MILD-GEND2 = MILD-RECOV with alternative gender-specific recovery measures; 

SEVE-GEND2 = SEVE-RECOV with alternative gender-specific recovery measures; rural = rural; urban = urban; household consumption = total household 

consumption; UN = unemployment rate; agricultural permanent = agricultural workers with permanent contracts; agricultural temporary = agricultural workers 

with temporary contracts; skilled = skilled workers; unskilled = unskilled workers.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 11B: Effects on Production and Labor Demand in Selected Sectors under the Mild and Severe Scenarios (percentage change from BAU) 
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  MILD_GENDE  MILD_GEND2  SEVE_GENDE  SEVE_GEND2  
 

2021 2025 2021 2025 2021 2025 2021 2025 

Production         

Agriculture large-scale farming 2.66 -1.62 2.66 -1.66 -7.96 -2.26 -7.96 -2.30 

Agriculture small-scale farming -4.02 -3.25 -4.02 -3.08 -3.94 -4.33 -3.94 -4.18 

Mining -8.31 -3.53 -8.31 -3.57 -14.74 -4.74 -14.74 -4.78 

Food 5.42 -2.17 5.42 -2.14 4.33 -3.01 4.33 -2.98 

Construction -43.25 -5.10 -43.25 -5.14 -56.12 -6.68 -56.12 -6.71 

Business 1.83 -2.33 1.83 -2.35 4.18 -3.13 4.18 -3.15 

Labor demand         

Agriculture large-scale farming 10.07 0.82 10.07 0.60 -5.95 1.07 -5.95 0.86 

Agriculture small-scale farming -0.23 -0.08 -0.23 -0.07 -0.07 -0.11 -0.07 -0.11 

Mining 6.01 -0.37 6.01 -0.38 -6.87 -0.58 -6.87 -0.59 

Food 13.35 1.05 13.35 1.17 13.30 1.34 13.30 1.45 

Construction -47.87 -3.67 -47.87 -3.70 -64.75 -5.10 -64.75 -5.12 

Business 14.53 0.61 14.53 0.60 19.20 0.85 19.20 0.85 

 

Notes: MILD-COVID = scenario assuming mild impacts and fast recovery shock from COVID-19, SEVE-COVID = scenario assuming severe impacts and longer-

lasting recovery shock from COVID-19, MILD-MITIG = scenario MILD-COVID with mitigation measures, SEVE-MITIG = scenario SEVE-COVID with mitigation measures, 

MILD-RECOV = MILD-MITIG with recovery measures, SEVE-RECOV = SEVE-MITIG with recovery measures. MILD-GENDE = MILD-RECOV with gender-specific recovery 

measures, SEVE-GENDE = SEVE-RECOV with gender-specific recovery measures, MILD-GEND2 = MILD-RECOV with alternative gender-specific recovery measures, 

SEVE-GEND2 = SEVE-RECOV with alternative gender-specific recovery measures.  

 

 

 

 

Table 11C: Effects on Households, Firms, and Government under the Mild and Severe Scenarios (percentage change from BAU) 
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  MILD_GENDE  MILD_GEND2 MILD_GEND2  SEVE_GENDE 
 

SEVE_GEND2 
 

 
2021 2025 2021 2025  2021 2025 2021 2025 

Rural households           

Total income 14.82 0.60 14.82 0.60  3.39 0.84 3.39 0.84 

Income from labor 6.38 1.26 6.38 1.23  -6.27 1.71 -6.27 1.69 

Income from capital 9.15 -0.75 9.15 -0.69  -4.57 -0.97 -4.57 -0.91 

Income from transfers 48.78 0.14 48.78 0.14  44.02 0.21 44.02 0.22 

Savings 3.76 1.94 3.76 1.96  -0.98 2.65 -0.98 2.67 

Urban households           

Total income 7.21 0.83 7.21 0.84  -1.76 1.13 -1.76 1.14 

Income from labor 1.48 1.04 1.48 1.05  -8.04 1.40 -8.04 1.42 

Income from capital 4.88 0.40 4.88 0.41  -8.80 0.61 -8.80 0.62 

Income from transfers 24.24 0.21 24.24 0.22  16.99 0.32 16.99 0.33 

Savings 4.54 1.94 4.54 1.95  -0.39 2.65 -0.39 2.66 

Firms          

Income from transfers 4.88 0.40 4.88 0.41  -8.80 0.61 -8.80 0.62 

Disposable income 4.88 0.40 4.88 0.41  -8.80 0.61 -8.80 0.62 

Government          

Total income -9.52 0.10 -9.52 0.10  -20.56 0.15 -20.56 0.16 

Income from transfers 8.98 0.94 8.98 0.95  -0.25 1.29 -0.25 1.30 

Income from other taxes on production -189.23 0.14 -189.23 0.14  -201.76 0.20 -201.76 0.20 

Income from other taxes on products and imports -9.47 -0.50 -9.47 -0.50  -20.48 -0.67 -20.48 -0.67 

 

Notes: MILD-COVID = scenario assuming mild impacts and fast recovery shock from COVID-19, SEVE-COVID = scenario assuming severe impacts and longer-

lasting recovery shock from COVID-19, MILD-MITIG = scenario MILD-COVID with mitigation measures, SEVE-MITIG = scenario SEVE-COVID with mitigation measures, 

MILD-RECOV = MILD-MITIG with recovery measures, SEVE-RECOV = SEVE-MITIG with recovery measures. MILD-GENDE = MILD-RECOV with gender-specific recovery 

measures, SEVE-GENDE = SEVE-RECOV with gender-specific recovery measures, MILD-GEND2 = MILD-RECOV with alternative gender-specific recovery measures, 

SEVE-GEND2 = SEVE-RECOV with alternative gender-specific recovery measures. 
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5.5 Microsimulation Results: Analysis of Poverty and Inequality Effects 

We used CGE results to compute poverty and inequality, which had the advantage of ensuring 

that poverty outcomes were consistent with the generated macroeconomic results. Table 14 presents 

changes in the Gini inequality index based on data provided by Zimbabwe National Statistics Agency 

(2018). The simulations represent the years 2021 and 2025. We used 2017 as a baseline for the 

simulation as that corresponds to the date of the PICES data. Indeed, the computed indices for 2021 

should be representative for the year 2017. The comparison with the values published in Zimbabwe 

National Statistics Agency (2019b) show our index overestimates the values provided by the 

Zimbabwe National Statistics Agency by about three percentage points. For the analysis of the 

simulation results, however, we do not need the same level as in Zimbabwe National Statistics Agency 

(2019b). We used the differences between the scenarios and the baseline to analyze the effects of 

the scenarios.  

 Table 12 presents changes in the Gini index in the simulated scenarios for the years 2021 

and 2025 between the simulated scenarios and the baseline. Under the mild COVID-19 scenario, the 

Gini index decreased slightly by 0.005 percentage points, indicating a marginal decrease in 

inequality in this year. In the recovery scenarios, the Gini index decreased by 0.6 percentage points 

under a mild COVID-19 impact. Because the economic shocks and the policies were the same in 2021, 

changes in the Gini index were the same in each recovery scenario.  

 Under the severe COVID-19 scenario, inequality increased by 0.123 percentage points 

compared to the baseline situation. The recovery measures helped to decrease the Gini index by 0.4 

percentage points, indicating that they decreased inequality in 2021. In 2025, however, inequality 

remained unchanged or increased slightly by 0.01 percentage points with mitigation measures (in 

scenario MITIG). This increasing trend of inequality results from the fact that, in 2025, economic growth 

was slowed by reduced investments. Mitigation measures funded by governmental budget did not 

leave fiscal space for investments to stimulate economic growth.  

 

Table 12: Changes in the Inequality Index (Gini Index) Computed in the Simulated 

Scenarios with Mild and Severe COVID-19 Effects 

Impact 

Scenarios 

 

 Change in Recovery Scenarios in Percentage Points 

 
ZimStat2019 Baseline COVID MITIG RECOV GENDE GEND2 

MILD2021 43.5 46.9 -0.005 -0.559 -0.559 -0.559 -0.559 

MILD2025  46.9 0.003 0.011 0.000 0.000 0.001 

SEVE2021  46.9 0.123 -0.425 -0.425 -0.425 -0.425 

SEVE2025  46.9 0.005 0.012 0.000 0.000 0.001 

 

Notes: ZimStat2019 = indicators provided by Zimbabwe National Statistics Agency (2019b) for the 2017; 

Base = indicators computed for 2017 as the baseline for simulated years 2021 and 2025; COVID = 



34 

 

scenario without recovery policy; MITIG = scenario with mitigation measures; RECOV = scenario with 

mitigation and recovery measures; GENDE = scenario with mitigation and gender-specific recovery 

measures; GEND2 = scenario with mitigation and alternative gender-specific recovery measures; MILD 

= scenario assuming mild effects and fast-recovery shock from COVID-19 in 2021 or 2025; SEVE = 

scenario assuming severe effects and longer-lasting recovery shock from COVID-19 in years 2021 or 

2025. 

 

 Table 13 displays our calculated poverty indices for the baseline situation and for the 

simulated scenarios for rural and urban populations. Note that the Zimbabwe National Statistics 

Agency (2019a and 2020) provides similar values for communal land and resettlement areas as we 

computed for the baseline situation in 2021 for the rural population. The value of FGT0 (i.e., the 

headcount poverty index) for communal lands was 76. 4%, and the value for resettlement areas was 

79. 2%. The value of FGT1 was 38. 3% and 35. 2% for communal lands and resettlement areas, 

respectively, and the value of FGT2 was 21. 8% and 19. 5% for communal lands and resettlement 

areas, respectively. Poverty indices for commercial farms (small-and large-scale) were smaller 

(Zimbabwe National Statistics Agency, 2019a, 62).  

 Table 13 displays the difference between the poverty indices in the simulated scenario and 

in the BAU for rural and urban populations. Negative differences indicate that the poverty indices in 

the scenarios have increased and the situation of poverty has worsened, while positive differences 

indicate that the impact of the simulated policy reduces poverty.  
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Table 13: Change in Poverty Indices Compared to the BAU (in percentage points) 

 

Scenario/Year 
Poverty 

Index 
Recovery scenarios 

  

COVID 

rural 

COVID 

urban 

MITIG 

rural 

MITIG 

urban 

RECOV 

rural 

RECOV 

urban 

GENDE 

rural 

GENDE 

urban 

GEND2 

rural 

GEND2 

urban 

MILD 2020 FGT0 2.11 3.36 -0.35 1.63 -0.35 1.63 -0.35 1.63 -0.35 1.63 

 FGT1 2.35 1.31 -0.51 0.69 -0.51 0.69 -0.51 0.69 -0.51 0.69 

  FGT2 1.97 0.65 -0.42 0.35 -0.42 0.35 -0.42 0.35 -0.42 0.35 

MILD 2025 FGT0 0.36 0.28 0.92 1.26 0.93 1.33 0.93 1.33 0.93 1.34 

 FGT1 0.42 0.22 1.02 0.53 1.03 0.53 1.03 0.53 1.04 0.53 

  FGT2 0.35 0.11 0.85 0.26 0.86 0.26 0.86 0.26 0.87 0.27 

SEVE 2020 FGT0 1.85 1.85 -1.02 0.10 -1.02 0.10 -0.19 1.38 -1.02 0.10 

 FGT1 1.91 0.83 -1.25 0.06 -1.25 0.06 -0.28 0.58 -1.25 0.06 

  FGT2 1.60 0.41 -1.02 0.03 -1.02 0.03 -0.24 0.29 -1.02 0.03 

SEVE 2025 FGT0 0.67 0.99 1.26 1.67 1.26 1.67 1.26 1.67 1.29 1.69 

 FGT1 0.73 0.38 1.39 0.72 1.40 0.73 1.40 0.73 1.41 0.73 

  FGT2 0.61 0.19 1.16 0.36 1.17 0.36 1.17 0.36 1.18 0.36 

 

Notes: ZimStat2019 = indicators provided by the Zimbabwe National Statistics Agency (2019b) for 2017; Base = baseline indicators computed for 2017 as a basis for the 

simulated years 2021 and 2025; COVID = scenario without recovery policy; MITIG = scenario with mitigation measures; RECOV = scenario with mitigation and recovery 

measures; GENDE = scenario with mitigation and gender-specific recovery measures; GEND2 = scenario with mitigation and alternative gender-specific recovery 

measures; MILD = scenario assuming mild impacts and fast recovery shock from COVID-19 in 2021 or 2025; SEVE = scenario assuming severe impacts and longer-lasting 

recovery shock from COVID-19 in 2021 or 2025; rural = rural households; urban = urban households.  
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 Figures 1a-d present the values graphically and include more in-depth analysis. In 2021 the 

impact of COVID-19 increased the poverty indices for rural and urban households. The magnitude of 

increase was smaller in the severe than in the mild scenario. These results can be explained by the 

changes in macroeconomic indicators in 2021, which were used as input data for the poverty analysis 

(see Appendix C1. 1). In the mild scenario, the shock increased the consumer price index as prices 

rose according to expectation. Under the severe COVID-19 scenario, the stronger shock created a 

short-term decrease in the consumer price index because of demand contraction. Combined with a 

decreased consumer price index in both scenarios, poverty indices increased, though they did so by 

less in the severe scenario (Figure 1b) than in the mild scenario (Figure 1a). This differential increase 

spills over to the magnitude of changes in the recovery scenarios. Increases in poverty indices in the 

severe scenarios were smaller than in the mild scenarios (compare Figure 1a and b: COVIDurba) and 

decreases in poverty indices were bigger (compare in Figure 1a and b: RECOVurba).  

 The changes in poverty indices were different for rural and urban populations. For the rural 

population, the mild scenario increased the three poverty indices by a comparable magnitude of 

about two percentage points compared to the BAU. This means that in the mild COVID-19 scenario, 

two percentage points more people fall below the poverty line, indicated by the FTG0 (i.e., head 

count index). The gap between the average consumption of the poor population and the poverty line 

increases by about 2 percentage points (FGT1, i.e., the poverty gap index). The index FGT2 (i.e., the 

poverty severity index) indicates that the difference between the consumption of the poorest and the 

average poverty increases by 2 percentage points. Thus, in the rural population, a mild COVID-19 

scenario increases the number of people becoming poor (creates new poverty) and therefore, it can 

be concluded that the situation of the rural poor is worsened.  

 For the urban population, the three poverty indices changed by a different magnitude. The 

head count index (FGT0) increased by three percentage points significantly more than the poverty 

gap (FGT1) and the poverty severity index (FGT2). This means that the number of people falling 

below the poverty line in the scenario increased by three percentage points compared to the BAU. 

The significantly higher increase can be explained by the many individuals who become poor as a 

result of the impact of COVID-19 while the increase in poverty for the already poor increased by a 

lower magnitude.  

 Between rural and urban populations, the effect of COVID-19 on poverty was relatively 

stronger (in terms of number of people falling into poverty) in urban populations. On the other hand, 

the worsening of the situation of the poor appeared to be relatively greater among rural populations. 

In other words, in urban regions, relatively more households fell newly into poverty as a result of 

COVID-19. Poverty in poor households, however, worsened more, relatively speaking, in rural regions. 

Because the rural population far exceeds the urban population, the absolute number of newly poor 

rural households is absolutely higher. Thus, in absolute terms, among rural households more households 

fell newly into poverty and the worsening of poverty was greater.  

 In 2021, under mild and severe scenarios, recovery policies reduced the increase of poverty 

indicators significantly among the urban population and even resulted in decreases in poverty 
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indicators for rural households below the level in the BAU. This means for the urban population the 

recovery policies help to reduce the increase of number of poor (FGT0) and reduce the worsening the 

poverty depth and severity (FGT1 and FGT2). For the rural population, the recovery policies help to 

improve in terms of number of poor and situation of the poor even compared to the BAU.  

 In 2025, however, poverty indicators increased for rural and urban populations under all 

scenarios compared to the BAU. This result appears plausible because, after the COVID-19 pandemic 

an increase in poverty can be expected even in the presence of mitigation or recovery measures. A 

better status of poverty after the crisis is unlikely to obtain particularly at the end of the simulation 

period (in 2025) because costs are prohibitively high (e.g., to fund transfers) and decreases in 

investment negatively impact the whole economy. Furthermore, increases in the consumer price index 

are higher than increases in household income, leading to a decrease in real household income and a 

drop in purchasing power. For a more detailed household income analysis of changes of the 

distribution function during the microsimulation, please see Appendix D.  

 

  

Figure 1a. Poverty indices in comparison to 

the BAU for rural and urban populations 

under the mild COVID-19 scenario in 2021  

Figure 1b. Poverty indices in comparison 

to the BAU for rural and urban 

populations under the severe COVID-19 

scenario in 2021  

  

Figure 1c. Poverty indices in comparison to 

the BAU for rural and urban populations 

under the mild COVID-19 scenario in 2025  

Figure 1d. Poverty indices in comparison 

to the BAU for rural and urban 

populations under the severe COVID-19 

scenario in 2025  
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Notes: rural = rural population; urban = urban population; COVID = scenario without recovery policy; 

MITIG = scenario with mitigation measures; RECOV = scenario with mitigation and recovery measures; 

GENDE = scenario with mitigation and gender-specific recovery measures; GEND2 = scenario with 

mitigation and alternative gender-specific recovery measures; MILD = scenario assuming mild impacts 

and fast recovery shock from COVID-19 in 2021 or 2025; SEVE = scenario assuming severe impacts and 

longer-lasting recovery shock from COVID-19 in 2021 or 2025; FTG0 = head count index; FTG1 = poverty 

gap index; FTG2 = poverty severity index; rural = rural households; urban = urban households.  

 

 

VI. Conclusions and Policy Implications 

 

This paper presents results from a modelling exercise of the impact of alternative COVID-19 

mitigation and recovery policies using tailored Zimbabwean simulation models. The pandemic has 

further exacerbated underlying weaknesses in the economy, resulting in negative economic growth 

and increased unemployment, poverty, and inequality. Measures to contain the pandemic have 

negatively affected economic activity with mining and services hardest hit. Statistical data show that 

women and woman-led households have faced and continue to face the greatest effects of the 

pandemic through income loss, food insecurity, and care-giving burdens.  

 The scale of the pandemic recession, the damage it has inflicted on vulnerable populations 

and communities, and the unequal state of income distribution that preceded the pandemic all 

necessitate a far-reaching effort by government to put the country on a path toward inclusive 

recovery. In particular, recovery policies with a gender focus are required to mitigate negative effects 

on women. Zimbabwe’s precarious macroeconomic and fiscal position poses a major constraint on the 

government’s ability to fully mitigate both the health and economic effects of the pandemic. 

 Our COVID-19 analysis shows that the effects of the pandemic under both mild and severe 

scenarios were harsh on the economy,. largely because pandemic-related shocks emanated from 

multiple and diverse sources, including domestic, regional, and global, and simultaneously affected 

supply and demand. Mitigation measures intended to ameliorate the negative effects of the pandemic 

and provide short-term economic stimulus and social protection were encouraging for fighting poverty 

and inequality, but their impact was short-lived. Under the mitigation scenario, the majority of citizens 

would benefit, and even vulnerable groups would be cushioned because mitigation policies could be 

expected to ramp up production in the economy in most women-intensive sectors (clerical support, 

service and sales, and elementary occupations).  

 Policies that aim to protect vulnerable jobs and facilitate returns to the job market may help 

counter the possibility that women would lose their jobs permanently as a result of the pandemic. 

Under the recovery and investment scenario, a reduction in product prices that results from subsidized 

production activities would improve standards of living for all citizens, including women and various 

vulnerable groups. Concerted efforts to increase capital stocks in subsistence farming, where women 

are highly represented, could help enhance earnings. Under the gender scenario, subsidies would 
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promote the poor, particularly women, when these schemes are effectively and efficiently 

implemented, permanently lifting the majority of families out of the poverty trap. Policies that reduce 

domestic burdens would play an important role in increasing women’s labor-market participation.  

 Each scenario suggested that various policies could mitigate the effects of the pandemic, 

particularly on the most vulnerable groups. The most promising policy reforms aimed to enhance 

economic growth, protect vulnerable groups (and women in particular) by establishing and 

strengthening well-functioning social protection programs, offering support for the rural economy, and 

ramping up domestic production and investment.  
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Appendix A 
 

Activities  
alagr Large-scale farming 

asagr Smallholder farming 

afore Forestry 

afish Fishing 

amcoa Mining & agglomeration of hard coal 

amnfm Mining of non-ferrous metal ores, except uranium and thorium 

amoth Mining and quarrying N.E.C.  

afood Manufacture of food 

atobm Manufacture of tobacco products 

atext Manufacture of textiles 

aclth Manufacture of apparel 

aleat Manufacture of leather products and footwear 

awood Manufacture of wood products 

apapp Manufacture of paper & paper products  

aprin Publishing & printing 

achem Manufacture of chemical products  

arupl Manufacture of rubber & plastic products  

aglas Manufacture of glass and glass products 

anmmp Manufacture of non-metallic mineral products N.E.C.  

airon Manufacture of iron & steel and non-ferrous metal products  

ametp Manufacture of structural metal products 

amach Manufacture of machinery and non-electrical equipment 

aequi 

Manufacture of electric motors, telecom equipment & medical 

appliances 

atreq Manufacture of transportation equipment 

aothm Manufacture of furniture & other products N.E.C. 

aelwa Electricity & water 

acnst Construction 

afins Finance and Insurance 

abuss Real estate 

atrac Distribution, hotels, and restaurants 

atrns Transportation and communication 

apuba Public administration 

aeduc Education 

aheal Health 

adoms Domestic services 

aoths Other services 

 

Commodities 

ctoba Tobacco 

cmaiz Maize 

cothg Other grains 

csuga Sugar  
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ccott Cotton 

coicr Other industrial crops 

chort Horticulture and vegetables 

ccttl Cattle 

cpoul Poultry 

coliv Other livestock 

cdair Dairy 

cfore Forestry products 

cfish Fishing products 

cmcoa Coal 

cmdia Diamonds 

cmgol Gold 

cmpgm PGM 

cmoth Other minerals 

cfood Food products 

ctobm Tobacco products 

ctext Textile products 

cclth Apparel 

cleat Leather products and footwear 

cwood Wood products 

cpapp Paper & paper products  

cprin Publishing & printing 

cchem Chemical products 

crupl Rubber & plastic products  

cglas Glass and glass products 

cnmmp Non-metallic mineral products N.E.C.  

ciron Iron & steel and non-ferrous metal products  

cmetp Structural metal products 

cmach Machinery 

cequi Electric Motors, telecom equipment & medical appliances 

ctreq Transportation equipment 

cothm Furniture & other products nec 

celec Electricity 

cwate Water 

ccnst Construction 

cfins Finance and insurance services 

cbuss Real estate  

ctrac Distribution, hotels, and restaurants 

ctrns Transportation and communication 

cpuba Public administration 

ceduc Education 

cheal Health 

cdoms Domestic services 

coths Other services 

 

Factors   

flabsk Skilled labor 
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flabus Unskilled labor 

fcap Capital 

fmix Mixed income 

 

Institutions 

hhrur Rural households 

hhurb Urban households 

ent Enterprises 

gov Government 

row Rest of the world 

 

Households 

hhrur Rural households 

hhurb Urban households 

 

Government 

atax Activity tax 

dtax Income tax 

mtax Import duties 

stax Sales tax 

 

Other   

s-i Savings-investment 

dstk Change in stocks 

trc Trade margins 
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Appendix B 
 

Table B1 presents an aggregated version of the SAM used as baseline data for the CGE model for 

industries (a) and commodities (c) into: large-scale farming, small-scale farming, forestry and fishery 

(i.e., a lagr, a sagr, a fore fish) and agricultural commodities (i.e., c agri), mining of coals, metals and 

other minerals (i.e., a mini, c mini), manufacturing (i.e., a manu, c manu), services (i.e., a serv, c serv). 

The SAM presents the accounts for the production factors, that is, labor (male and female) and capital 

(i.e., flnd, fcap-agri, fcap-nonag). For the agents, the SAM differentiates households (i.e., HH), 

enterprises (i.e., ent), the government (i.e., gov) and the rest of the world (i.e., ROW).  

 

Table B1: Macro SAM for Zimbabwe (in millions of USD) for 2019 

 

Source: Authors’ computations based on the SAM. 

 

 Table B2 provides information on demand for each product. Maize, horticulture, and food 

commodities, for example, mainly used for final consumption, and therefore, if household income 

decreased, production would be affected. In the case of a positive shock, the reverse would apply. 

Other commodities such as wood are sold entirely to other sectors and therefore would rely on the 

growth of those sectors. Commodities such as construction, machinery, and transportation equipment 

rely on investment because they are mainly sold for investment purposes. If investment were to fall, 

they would be the main products affected.  

 

 

Table B2: Composition of Commodity Demand by Main Expenditure Category  
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  Intermediate 

consumptions 

Private 

Consumption 

Public 

Consumption 

Margins Consumption 

for 

investment 

purposes 

Changes 

in 

inventories 

ctoba 2% 0% 0% 0% 0% 98% 

cmaiz 28% 72% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

cothg 93% 7% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

csuga 100% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

ccott 39% 0% 0% 0% 0% 61% 

coicr 100% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

chort 0% 100% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

ccttl 106% 0% 0% 0% 0% -6% 

cpoul 100% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

coliv 163% 0% 0% 0% 0% -63% 

cdair 100% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

cfore 20% 80% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

cfish 100% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

cmcoa 99% 1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

cmdia 38% 0% 0% 0% 0% 62% 

cmgol 47% 0% 0% 0% 0% 53% 

cmpgm 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 

cmoth 100% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

cfood 7% 105% 0% 0% 0% -12% 

ctobm 15% 85% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

ctext 33% 67% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

cclth 11% 89% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

cleat 4% 96% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

cwood 100% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

cpapp 99% 1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

cprin 40% 60% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

cchem 45% 55% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

crupl 81% 19% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

cglas 43% 57% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

cnmmp 100% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

ciron 5% 0% 0% 0% 0% 95% 

cmetp 46% 54% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

cmach 59% 0% 0% 0% 40% 0% 

cequi 5% 83% 0% 0% 12% 0% 

ctreq 11% 13% 0% 0% 76% 0% 
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cothm 46% 165% 0% 0% 0% -112% 

celec 14% 86% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

cwate 34% 66% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

ccnst 37% 3% 0% 0% 60% 0% 

cfins 58% 42% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

cbuss 0% 100% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

ctrac-

agri 

0% 0% 0% 100% 0% 0% 

ctrac-

nonag 

50% 3% 0% 47% 0% 0% 

ctrns 40% 60% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

cpuba 0% 1% 98% 0% 0% 0% 

ceduc 0% 14% 85% 0% 0% 0% 

cheal 2% 36% 62% 0% 0% 0% 

coths 46% 54% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

 

Source: Authors’ computations based on the SAM. 
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Appendix C 
 

To compute the poverty and inequality index for the baseline year 2017, we used the file 

“household_final_4_poverty.dta” and selected the variables “pov_r_pccons_alt,” which represents 

the total per-head consumption expenditure of households for food and non-food in deflated terms. 

We defined national poverty lines by assigning the value of US $70.36 to the TCPL in accordance 

with the Zimbabwe National Statistics Agency (2019b, 38).  

 To convert the number of surveyed households into a representative sample, we replicated 

the data entries by using the variable “wt_pov_old.” This variable is the individual household weight, 

retrieved from the data set “household_final_1.dta.” After the replication, we executed the poverty 

analysis for 3.1 million observations, splitting the whole sample into observations from rural and urban 

regions, which thus represented subsamples. To compute the poverty indices we used the statistic 

software R with the “ineq” package (Zeileis, 2014). 

 For the microsimulation, we used macroeconomic variables simulated by the CGE model. We 

multiplied the poverty line by the change in the consumer price index, and we multiplied the 

expenditures of the rural and urban households by the corresponding change in real total consumption 

of rural and urban households (CTH_real_rura and CTH_real_urba). To simulate the value of the 

inequality index, we multiplied the rural and urban subsamples by the corresponding change of 

consumption. After multiplying the rural subset with CTH_real_rura and the urban subset with 

CTH_real_urba we aggregate both subsamples as sample representing the whole population. We 

computed the Gini index for the full sample of rural and urban observations by applying the statistic 

software R with the “ineq” package (Zeileis, 2014).  

 After applying macroeconomic indicators from the microeconomic data (top-down), we 

computed values for the poverty indicators for rural and urban populations and the inequality 

indicator for the whole population. The difference between the values for the indicators in the 

scenarios and the baseline year indicates the change in poverty and inequality in the scenarios.  

 

  



52 

 

Appendix D 
 

We give more detailed analysis of the changes in the distribution functions for Zimbabwe 

using microsimulation analysis. Figures D1 (a and b) and 6 (a and b) present examples of distributions 

of consumption for rural and urban populations for the baseline situation and the mild scenarios in 

2021. The blue vertical line in the diagram represents the poverty lines of the baseline situation in 

2021, and the red vertical line represents the poverty lines of the mild scenario. The columns on the 

left of the poverty lines represent the number of households in poverty. With simulation of COVID-19 

impact, more households shifted to the left of the poverty line while the poverty line itself at the same 

time shifted to the right (from blue to red).  

 The distribution function for rural households shows that most households were already in 

poverty in the baseline situation (Figure D2a). In the scenario simulation, the increase of households in 

poverty occurred at the leftmost tail of the distribution (Figure D2b). In Figure D2b, the leftmost column 

increased in the scenario more than the grey dotted horizontal line (representing the benchmark 

number of 200,000 households). Thus, at the left tail of the function, the number of households 

increased from less than 200,000 households (Figure D2b) to more than this benchmark number, 

indicating a relatively large increase in the number of very poor households. 

 For the urban population, the poverty lines cross the distribution function rather close to the 

peak as shown in Figure D3b. The most significant shift caused by the COVID-19 shock appears close 

to the poverty line—i.e., an increase in the number of households directly to the left of the poverty 

line. The increase of observations at the left tail of the distribution changes marginally, implying that 

a relatively high number of new households have fallen into poverty (switching from close to the right 

of the poverty line to close to the left) while the poverty of the already poor increases less.  

 Figures D3a and D3b display the movement of cumulative distribution functions from the 

baseline situation to the mild scenario in 2021. For both the rural and the urban sample, the distribution 

shifts marginally upwards (from the blue to the red function). However, the surface under the rural 

function left from the poverty vertical lines is much larger than that for the rural population. The value 

of this surface is equivalent to the poverty head count index (FGT0), indicated by the blue and red 

dotted horizontal lines (i.e., for the baseline situation: FGT0rural = 79. 7% FGT0urban = 30. 1%; for 

the mild COVID-19 scenario: FGT0rural = 81. 8%, FGT0urban = 33.5%).  

 The curve of the point of intersection between the distribution and the poverty line is steeper 

for the urban distribution than for the rural distribution. Thus, the increase of area below the 

distribution is relatively higher for the urban than for the rural sample, meaning a higher increase of 

the number of households that are poor (FGT0).  
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Fig D1a: Distribution function of total per head consumption expenditure of the rural 

population in the baseline situation in 2021. The blue line represents the poverty line 

in the baseline situation. The red line represents the poverty line in the mild COVID-19 

scenario.  

 

Fig D1b: Distribution function of total per head consumption expenditure of the rural 

population in the scenario with mild COVID-19 scenario in 2021. The blue line 

represents the poverty line in the baseline situation. The red line represents the 

poverty line in the mild COVID-19 scenario.  
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Fig D2a: Distribution function of total per head consumption expenditure of the urban 

population in the baseline situation in 2021. The blue line represents the poverty line 

in the baseline situation. The red line represents the poverty line in the Mild COVID-19 

impact.  

 

Fig D2b: Distribution function of total per head consumption expenditure of the rural 

population in the scenario with the mild COVID-19 scenario in 2021. The blue line 

represents the poverty line in the baseline situation. The red line represents the 

poverty line in the mild COVID-19 scenario.  
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Fig D3a: Cumulative distribution function of total consumption of the rural population 

and the poverty line in the baseline situation (function and poverty line in blue) and 

with the mild COVID-19 scenario (function and poverty line in red). The dotted lines 

indicates the value under the curve left to the poverty line (i.e. the FTG0), blue for the 

baseline situation, red for the COVID impact.  

 

Fig D3b: Cumulative distribution function of total consumption of the urban 

population and the poverty line in the baseline situation (function and poverty line in 

blue) and with the mild COVID-19 scenario (function and poverty line in red) The 

dotted lines indicate the value under the curve left to the poverty line, i.e. the FTG0, 

blue for the baseline situation, red for the COVID impact.  
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