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Foreword
In its endeavourto ΨǇǊƻƳƻǘŜand ensure adequate food and nutrition security for all people at all ǘƛƳŜǎΩΣthe Governmentof Zimbabwecontinues to exhibit its

commitment towards reducing food and nutrition insecurity, poverty and improving livelihoods amongst the vulnerable populations in Zimbabwe through

operationalizationof Commitment 6 of the Food and Nutrition SecurityPolicy (FNSP). Under the coordination of the Food and Nutrition Council,the Zimbabwe

VulnerabilityAssessmentCommittee(ZimVAC)undertookthe 2021RuralLivelihoodsAssessment,the 21st sinceits inception. ZimVACis a technicaladvisorycommittee

comprisedof representativesfrom Government,DevelopmentPartners,UN,NGOs,TechnicalAgenciesandthe Academia. Throughits assessments,ZimVACcontinuesto

collect,synthesizeanddisseminatehighqualityinformationon the food andnutrition securitysituationin a timely manner.

The2021RLAwasmotivatedby the needto providecredibleand timely data to inform progressof commitmentsin the NationalDevelopmentStrategy1 (NDS1) and

inform planningfor targetedinterventionsto help the vulnerablepeoplein both their short and long-term vulnerabilitycontext. Furthermore,astheΨƴŜǿƴƻǊƳŀƭΩunder

COVID-19 remainsfluid anddynamic,characterizedby a highdegreeof uncertainty,the assessmentsoughtto provideup to date information on how rural food systems

and livelihoodshavebeenimpactedby the pandemic. Thereport coversthematicareaswhich includethe following: education,food and incomesources,incomelevels,

expenditurepatterns,food security,COVID-19, WASH,socialprotectionandgender-basedviolence,amongother issues.

Our sincereappreciationgoesto the ZimVACaswell as the food and nutrition securitystructuresat both provincialand district levelsfor successfullycarryingout the

survey. Thesestructurescontinueto exhibit greatcommitmenttowardsensuringthat everyZimbabweanremainsfree from hungerandmalnutrition. We alsoextendour

appreciationto Governmentand DevelopmentPartnersfor the financial support and technical leadershipwhich made the assessmenta resoundingsuccess. The

collaborationof the rural communitiesof Zimbabweaswell asthe rural localauthorities is sincerelyappreciated. Theleadership,coordinationand managementof the

wholeassessmentdisplayedby the staff at the FoodandNutrition Council(FNC)isalsogreatlyappreciated.

We submit this report to you for your useandreferencein your invaluablework. We hopeit will light your wayasyou searchfor lastingmeasuresin addressingpriority

issueskeepingmanyof our rural householdsvulnerableto food andnutrition insecurity.

GeorgeD. Kembo(DR.)

FNCDirector/ ZimVACChairperson
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Introduction 
Å ZimVAClivelihoodsŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘǎΩresultscontinueto be an important tool for informingandguidingpoliciesandprogrammesthat respond

to the prevailingfood andnutrition securitysituation. Todate,21rural and8 urbanlivelihoodsupdateshavebeenproduced.

Å ZimVACplaysa significantrole in fulfilling CommitmentSix,of the Foodand Nutrition SecurityPolicy(FNSP)(GoZ, 2012), in which the

άDƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘof Zimbabweis committed to ensuringa national integrated food and nutrition security information systemthat provides

timely and reliable information on the food and nutrition securitysituation and the effectivenessof programmesand informs decision-

ƳŀƪƛƴƎέ.

Å It hasbecomemandatoryfor FNCto coordinateannuallivelihoodsupdateswith the technicalsupportof ZimVAC.
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Zimbabwe Vulnerability Assessment Committee 
(ZimVAC) 

ZimVACis a consortiumof Government,DevelopmentPartners,UN,NGOs,TechnicalAgenciesandthe Academia. It wasestablished

in 2002and is led and regulated by Government. It is chaired by FNC,a departmentin the Officeof the President and Cabinet

whosemandateis to promote a multi-sectoralresponseto food insecurityand nutrition problemsin a manner that ensuresthat

everyZimbabweanis free from hungerandmalnutrition.

ZimVACsupportsGovernment,particularlyFNCin:

Å Conveningandcoordinatingnationalfood andnutrition securityissuesin Zimbabwe

Å Chartinga practicalwayforwardfor fulfilling legalandexistingpolicycommitmentsin food andnutrition security

Å AdvisingGovernmenton the strategicdirectionin food andnutrition security

Å UndertakingaάǿŀǘŎƘŘƻƎǊƻƭŜέand supportingand facilitating action to ensuresector commitmentsin food and nutrition are

kept on trackthrougha numberof corefunctionssuchas:

Á Undertakingfood andnutrition assessments,analysisandresearch;

Á Promotingmulti-sectoralandinnovativeapproachesfor addressingfood andnutrition insecurity,and:

Á Supportingandbuildingnationalcapacityfor food andnutrition securityincludingat sub-nationallevels.
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Assessment Rationale
Å Theperformanceof the agriculturalseason,with the disruptionof food systemsandmarkets,the COVID-19pandemiccoupledwith the prevailing

macro-economicenvironmenthasaffectedthe livelihoodsof the rural population.

Å Theimpact on the livelihoods,which hasripple effectson householdwellbeingoutcomes,had not beenquantified and ascertainedhencethe

needto carryout a livelihoodsassessment.

Å Theassessmentresultswill beusedto:

Å Inform planningfor targetedinterventionsto help the vulnerablepeople,giventhe prevailingsituation in the countryaswell astheir long

term vulnerabilitycontext.

Å Inform short,mediumandlongterm interventionsthat addressimmediateandlongterm needsaswell asbuildingresilientlivelihoods.

Å Monitor and report towards commitmentswithin the guidingframeworksof existingnational food and nutrition policiesand strategies

amongthem the NationalDevelopmentStrategy1, the FoodandNutrition SecurityPolicyandthe ZeroHungerStrategy.

Å Monitor interventions to ensureadherenceto the principlesspelt out in regional and international frameworkswhich Zimbabwehas

committeditself to whichincludethe ComprehensiveAfricanAgricultureDevelopmentProgramme(CAADP)andthe SDGs.

Å Guideearlywarningfor earlyaction 10



Purpose

Theoverallpurposeof the assessmentwasto provideanannualupdateon livelihoodsin½ƛƳōŀōǿŜΩǎrural areas,for the purposesof informing

policyformulationandprogrammingappropriateinterventions.

11



Objectives
Thespecificobjectivesof the assessmentwere:

Å Toestimatethe populationthat is likely to be food insecurein the 2021/22 consumptionyear,their geographicdistribution andthe severity
of their food insecurity.

Å Assessimpactandseverityof COVID-19on rural livelihoods.

Å Toassessthe nutrition statusof childrenof 6ς59months.

Å To describethe socio-economicprofilesof rural householdsin terms of suchcharacteristicsas their demographics,accessto basicservices
(education,healthservicesandwater andsanitationfacilities),assets,incomesources,incomesandexpenditurepatterns,food consumption
patternsandconsumptioncopingstrategies.

Å Todeterminethe coverageof humanitariananddevelopmentalinterventionsin the country.

Å Toidentify developmentpriorities for communities.

Å Todeterminethe effectsof shocksexperiencedby communitieson food andnutrition security.

Å Tomeasurehouseholdresilienceandidentify constraintsto improvingtheir resilience.

Å Toidentify earlyrecoveryneedsin order to determineshort to longterm recoverystrategies.

12



Background
Å The2021RLAwasundertakenagainsta continuouslyevolvingfood andnutrition securitysituation.

Å Sinceits genesis,the COVID-19 pandemichascontinuedto wreakhavocon both urbanandrural populations. TheΨƴŜǿƴƻǊƳŀƭΩunderCOVID-19 remainsfluid and

dynamic,characterizedby a highdegreeof uncertainty. Thepandemichashad implicationson food securityandnutrition asfood systemshavebeenaffectedand

threatenedǇŜƻǇƭŜΩǎaccessto food viamultiple dynamics.

Å Foodsupplychainshavebeendisrupteddue to lockdownstriggeredby the globalhealth crisis,but alsoa major globaleconomicslowdown. Thishasled to lower

incomesand higher food prices,makingfood out of reachfor vulnerablehouseholds. Thestrict and widespreadcontrol measuresare unsustainablein the long

term. Theimpact of the pandemicamidstother shockswill likely causesignificantdeterioration and erosionof livelihoods,productiveassetsaswell as the food

and nutrition securityof vulnerablehouseholds. The closureof rural food and livestockmarketswill affect the incomesof rural livelihoods. At the sametime,

closuresof restaurantsand hotels will continueto reducethe demandfor fresh produce,meat and fish, reducingthe incomesof farmers,livestockkeepersand

suppliers.

Å Thevulnerablerural householdshavelittle to nothing to cushionthe effectsof the shock(pandemic). As they experiencemarket failures,they havelittle or no

accessto formal insurance,and credit and risk managementmechanisms. Thevulnerablehouseholdshavechallengesin accessingliquidity, worsenedby reduced

casuallabour opportunitiesand the closureof informal marketswhere they tend to sell their products. Theenforcementof socialdistancingcombinedwith the

covariatenature of the crisis will likely overwhelm and/or reduce the rural ƘƻǳǎŜƘƻƭŘǎΩaccessto traditional community networks and institutions of social

reciprocity,whichhavehistoricallyprovideda safetynet in timesof crisis.

Å Requirementsto maintain socialdistancingand travel restrictionsare negativelyimpactingprogrammedeliveryand humanitarianand developmentalactivities,

whichthreatensfood andnutrition security.

13



Å Travelrestrictionsandborderclosuresare likely to delaythe movementof the essentialsuppliessuchasfertilizerswhichare crucialfor the

preparation for the 2021/2022 croppingseason. The disruption of agricultural inputs suppliesis likely to affect the progressionof the

current agriculturalseasonwhich is verymuchneededto start the recoveryfrom the backto backdroughtsthat havebeenexperiencedin

the recentpastandaffectŦŀǊƳŜǊǎΩlivelihoods. Thiscouldhavelonger-term implicationson the food andnutrition securityof households.

Å Agricultureasone of the keyeconomicsectorsfundamentalto the projectedeconomicgrowth aspiredfor under the Government'sVision

2030had a goodstart to the 2020/21 rainfall season. Thecountry experiencedTropicalStormChaleneand TropicalCycloneEloise,which

increasedaveragecumulativerainfall from October2020to end of January2021. This resultedin improvedwater availabilityand access,

improvedlivestockcondition,improvedpasturequality availabilityandquality. However,the incessantrainsalsoincreasedthe riskof tick-

bornediseasesaswell asfoot rot in livestock.

Å The2020/2021agricultureseasonrecordedan increasein the areaplantedto maizeandsoyabeansowingto the overwhelmingsupportby

Governmentand the privatesector. However,challengesreported in the sectorincludecrop damagedue to Fallarmyworm, crop damage

due to TropicalStorm Chaleneand TropicalCycloneEloise(particularly,Chimanimaniand Chipingedistricts), water loggingas well as

fertilizer shortages.

ÅWith the majority of the ruralǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴΩǎlivelihoodsmostly influencedby agriculture(both cropsand livestock),the experiencedclimate

relatedshocksmaynegativelyaffecthouseholdfood andnutrition security.

Background
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Background 

Å Povertycontinuesto be oneof the major underlyingcausesof vulnerabilityto food andnutrition insecurityaswell asprecariouslivelihoods

in Zimbabwe. Accordingto the ZIMSTATPoverty,Income,ConsumptionandExpenditureSurvey2017Report,70.5%of the populationwere

poor whilst 29.3%weredeemedextremelypoor.

Å Yearon yearinflation for April 2021wasat 194.1%.
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Methodology ςAssessment Design
Å The assessmentwas a cross-sectional study whose

design was guided and informed by the Food and

Nutrition Security Conceptualframework (Figure 1),

whichZimbabweadoptedin the FNSP(GoZ, 2012), and

the conceptualframeworkon food securitydimensions

propoundedby Joneset al. (2013).

Å Theassessmentwas alsoguidedand informed by the

resilienceframework (figure 2) so as to influence the

early recovery of households affected by various

shocks.

Å Theassessmentlooked at food availabilityand access

as pillars that have confounding effects on food

securityasdefinedin the FNSP(GoZ, 2012).

Å Accordingly,the assessmentmeasuredthe amount of

energyavailableto a householdfrom all its potential

sources hence the primary sampling unit for the

assessmentwasthe household.Figure 1: Food and Nutrition Conceptual Framework

17



Figure 2: Zimbabwe resilience framework (UNDP Zimbabwe, 2015)
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Methodology ςAssessment Process
Å ZimVAC,throughmulti-stakeholderconsultations,developedanappropriateassessmentdesignconceptnote anddatacollectiontools informed

by the assessmentobjectives.

Å The primary data collection tools used in the assessmentwere the androidςbasedstructured householdquestionnaireand the community

FocusGroupDiscussion(FGD)guide.

Å ZimVACnationalsupervisors(includingProvincialAgritexExtensionOfficersand ProvincialNutritionists)and enumeratorswere recruited from

Government,United Nations, Technicalpartners and Non-GovernmentalOrganisations. Theseunderwent training in all aspectsof the

assessment. In order to minimiseriskof spreadingCOVID-19, trainingfor both supervisorsandenumeratorswasdonevirtually.

Å TheMinistry of HealthandChildCarewasthe leadministry in the developmentof the Infection,PreventionandControl(IPC)guidelineswhich

guidedprocessesfrom surveyplanningto datacollection.

Å The Ministry of LocalGovernment,through the ProvincialDevelopment/ƻƻǊŘƛƴŀǘƻǊǎΩoffices coordinatedthe recruitment of district level

enumeratorsandmobilisationof provincialsupervisionanddistrict enumerationvehicles. Enumeratorsfor the current assessmentwere drawn

from analreadyexistingdatabaseof thosewho participatedin oneor two previousZimVACassessments. Fourenumeratorswereselectedfrom

eachdistrict for datacollection. In selecteddistricts,two additionalenumeratorswererecruitedasanthropometrists.
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Methodology ςAssessment Process

Å Primarydata collection took place from 3 to 20 July,2021. In recognisingthe risk of spreadingCOVID-19 during data collection, innovative

approacheswere used to collect vital information without causing any harm. The RLA was guided by global and country specific

recommendationsandall necessaryprecautionswere takento avoidpotential transmissionof COVID-19 betweenenumeratorsandcommunity

members.

Å In order to reduceexposureto COVID-19 through personto personphysicalcontact, primary caregiverswere capacitatedto measuretheir

childrenusingMid-UpperArmCircumference(MUAC)tapesandassessmentof oedema. In the caseof anthropometristsrecruitedfrom MoHCC,

additionalappropriatePPEwasprovided(gloves,disposableplasticaprons)to enablethem to measureparticipantsaged5 to 19yearsin twenty

selecteddistricts.

Å Data analysisand report writing ran from 23 May to 3 June2021. Varioussecondarydata sourcesand field observationswere used to

contextualisethe analysisandreporting.
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Methodology - Sampling and Sample Size 
Å Householdfood insecurityprevalence was usedas the key indicator to determine

the sample to ensure 95% confidence level of statistical representativenessat

district,provincialandnationallevel.

Å The surveycollecteddata from 175 randomlyselectedEnumeratedAreas(EAs)in

the province:

Å Atwo stagedclustersamplingwasusedandcomprisedof;

Å Samplingof 25clustersper eachof the 7 rural districts,denotedasEAsin this

assessment,from the ZimbabweStatisticsAgency(ZIMSTAT)2012 master

samplingframeusingthe PPSmethodology

Å Thesecondstage involvedthe systematicrandomsamplingof 10 households

per EA(village).

Å At most, 250 householdswere interviewedper district, bringingthe total sampled

householdsin the provinceto 1736

Å 5 FGDswereheldper district.

Districts 
Number of Sampled 

Households

Beitbridge 242

Bulilima 250

Gwanda 250

Insiza 251

Mangwe 245

Matobo 253

Umzingwane 245

Total 1736

22



Methodology ςSampled Wards
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Data Preparation and Analysis

ωPrimarydata wastranscribed usingCSEntryon androidgadgetsandusingCSPro. It wasconsolidated andconvertedinto

SPSS,STATAandDBFdatasetsfor:

Å Householdstructured interviews

Å DistrictkeyinformantFocusGroupDiscussion(transcribedin excel)

ωDatacleaningandanalysiswere doneusingSPSS,STATA,ENA,MicrosoftExcelandGISpackages.

ωAnalysesof the different thematic areascoveredby the assessmentwere informed and guidedby relevant local and

internationalframeworks,wherethey exist.

ωGender,asa crosscutting issue,wasrecognisedthroughoutthe analysis.
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Technical Scope

¶ Education

¶ Health

¶ WASH

¶ Nutrition

¶ Agricultureandother rural livelihoodsactivities

¶ Foodsecurity

¶ Resilience

¶ Socialprotection

¶ Linkagesamongstthe keysectoralandthematicareas

¶ Cross-cutting issuessuchasgender,disability

The2021RLAcollectedandanalysedinformationon the followingthematicareas:
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Assessment Findings 
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Household Demographics
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Household Characteristics (Household Size)

Å TheaveragehouseholdsizeMatabelelandSouthwas4.4.

Å BulilimaandMangweDistrictshadthe biggestaveragehouseholdsizein the provinceat 4.8.

District Average Minimum Maximum
Beitbridge 4.6 1.0 16.0

Bulilima 4.8 1.0 14.0

Mangwe 4.8 1.0 14.0

Gwanda 4.7 1.0 15.0

Insiza 3.7 1.0 14.0

Matobo 3.8 1.0 12.0

Umzingwane 4.4 1.0 14.0

Mat South 4.4 1.0 16.0
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Characteristics of Household Head (Sex and Age)

Å Bulilima(62.4%) andMangwe(58%) hadthe highestproportionof householdswhichwerefemaleheaded.

Å Theaverageageof householdheadwas55.2.

Sex of Household Head (%) Age of Household Head

District Male Female Average Minimum
Beitbridge 59.1 40.9 51.4 18.0

Bulilima 37.6 62.4 55.8 15.0

Mangwe 42.0 58.0 57.2 17.0

Gwanda 55.8 44.2 58.3 18.0

Insiza 57.6 42.4 52.3 18.0

Matobo 62.5 37.5 57.5 20.0

Umzingwane 60.8 39.2 53.9 17.0

Mat South 53.6 46.4 55.2 15.0
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Characteristics of Household Head: Religion

District

Roman 
Catholic 

(%)
Protestant 

(%)
Pentecostal 

(%)

Apostolic 
Sect 
(%)

Zion 
(%)

Other 
Christian 

(%)
Traditional 

(%)

Other 
religion 

(%)
No religion 

(%)

Beitbridge 1.7 0.8 17.4 27.7 10.3 6.2 5.0 0.4 30.6

Bulilima 3.2 2.4 6.8 16.8 34.4 13.6 2.4 0.4 20.0

Mangwe 24.9 3.2 4.0 16.5 32.5 2.8 2.4 4.4 9.2

Gwanda 1.6 17.9 14.3 15.5 18.3 8.8 1.2 2.4 19.9

Insiza 2.9 12.8 17.3 29.6 19.8 1.2 1.6 2.9 11.5

Matobo 10.3 3.2 10.7 9.5 28.2 12.3 0.0 6.7 19.0

Umzingwane 2.4 8.2 12.7 21.6 12.7 10.6 1.2 3.3 27.3

Mat South 6.8 6.9 11.8 19.5 22.4 8.0 2.0 2.9 19.6

Å About19.6%of the householdheadsin the provincereportedthat they followedno religion.

Å Themostcommonreligionamonghouseholdheadsin the provincewasZion(22.4%). 30



Household Head Education Level

Å At least 41% of households in the province were headed by members with primary level education and 21% with O Level.

Å This minimal level of education shows the ability of the respondents to interact with the subject of the research.
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Characteristics of Household Head: Marital Status

Å Mangwehadthe highestproportionof householdheadswho werewidowed(38%).

Å Bulilimahadthe highestproportionof householdheadswho weremarriedandlivingapart (15%).

51

33 34

50 50 50 55
46

12

15 14

8 10 9
8

11

8

5 6

4
9

7
4

6

25

37 38
35

24 27 27 30

4
10 8 4 6 7 6 6

0

10

20

30

40

50

60

70

80

90

100

Beitbridge Bulilima Mangwe Gwanda Insiza Matobo Umzingwane Mat South

P
ro

p
o

rt
io

n
 o

f 
H

o
u

se
h

o
ld

 H
e

a
d

s
 (

%
)

Married living together Married living apart Divorced/seperated Widowed Never married

32



Orphaned Children by District
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Å At least20%of the householdshadorphansin MatabelelandSouth.

Å Thehighestproportionof householdsthat hadorphanswasin Insiza(26%) whilst the lowestwasin Mangwe(14%).
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Education
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School Attendance
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Å The proportion of children attending school in the province was 73% whilst 27% where not in school. Matobo (65%) had the lowest

proportionof childrenattendingschool.

Å In the province,about22%of childrenof schoolgoingagewereoncesentawayfor non-paymentof feesduringthe first term.

Å Umzingwane(31%) hadthe highestproportionof childrenwho wereoncesentawayfor non-paymentof feesduringthe first term. 35



Major Reasons for Children Not Being in School 

Å Themajorityof children(44.6%) werenot attendingschoolbecauseof lackof moneyor unaffordabilityof schoolfees. Thiswasmostworrisome

in Mangwe(75%).

Å Another causefor concernwas the drop out due to pregnancy(6.8%). Theproblem wasmost pronouncedin Beitbridge(20%) and Bulilima

(11%).

Å Matobohada perculiarproblemof childrennot attendingschoolin order to do householdwork (16.7%).

District

Expensive 
or no 

money
(%)

Completed 
O/A level

(%)

Child 
considered 
too young

(%)

Pregnancy
/marriage

(%)

Not 
intereste

d in 
school

(%)

Non-
payment of 
last term 

school fees
(%)

Illness
(%)

Distance 
to school 
too far

(%)

Work for 
food or 
money

(%)

Help with 
househol
d work

(%)

No food 
at home

(%)

Failure 
e.g. of 
exams

(%)

Beitbridge 20 20 6.7 20 0 0 0 0 6.7 0 6.7 0

Bulilima 66.7 2.8 8.3 11.1 5.6 5.6 0 0 0 0 0 0

Mangwe 75 0 25 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Gwanda 35.7 35.7 7.1 0 7.1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Insiza 22.2 11.1 11.1 0 0 11.1 0 11.1 0 0 0 0

Matobo 50 16.7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 16.7 0 0

Umzingwane 40.6 25 9.4 4.7 4.7 0 3.1 1.6 0 0 0 1.6

Mat South 44.6 18.2 8.8 6.8 4.1 2 1.4 1.4 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.7
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Chronic Illnesses
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Households with Members who had Confirmed 
Chronic Illness

Å Approximately8.2%of householdsin the provincehadmemberswho hadconfirmedchronicconditions.

Å Gwandadistrict (9.5%) hadthe highestproportionwhilst Beitbridge (6%) hadthe least.
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Common Chronic Illnesses by District

Å Almost 37% of households had at least one member who had HIV/AIDS whilst about 25.8% reported having a member with hypertension.

Å The prevalence of diabetes was highest in Gwanda district (18.3%) whilst cancer was high in both Matobo (1%) and Umzingwane(1%).

District
HIV/ 
AIDS
(%)

Hyperten
sion, 
High 
blood 

pressure 
(%)

Diabetes, 
high 

blood 
sugar (%)

Asthma 
(%)

Arthritis, 
chronic 
body 

pain (%)

Epilepsy, 
seizures, 
fits (%)

Heart 
disease 

(%)

Stroke 
(%)

Ulcer, 
chronic 
stomach 
pain (%)

Tuberculosis 
(%)

Cancer 
(%)

Liver 
diseases 

(%)

Kidney 
diseases 

(%)

Beitbridge 29.3 32.9 13.4 3.7 7.3 3.7 0 2.4 1.2 2.4 0 0 0

Bulilima 39.7 31.4 7.4 9.1 3.3 1.7 0.8 0.8 3.3 0 0.8 0.8 0

Mangwe 33.1 33.8 7.7 7.7 3.1 3.1 1.5 3.1 0 1.5 0.8 0 0

Gwanda 29 19.8 18.3 9.2 7.6 3.1 2.3 0.8 0.8 0 0 0 0.8

Insiza 40.5 14.9 4.1 6.8 9.5 6.8 2.7 2.7 4.1 2.7 0 1.4 0

Matobo 32.7 28.6 12.2 5.1 9.2 3.1 2 2 0 0 1 1 1

Umzingwane 57.4 15.8 9.9 5.9 1 0 2 0 0 1 1 0 0

Mat South 37 25.8 10.7 7.1 5.6 2.8 1.6 1.6 1.2 0.9 0.5 0.4 0.3
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Forms of Support for People Living with 
HIV/AIDS

Å The majority of households (63.5%) received counseling  sessions/home visits as support for members living with HIV/AIDS.
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Chronically Ill Persons Who Missed Medication

Å Theproportion of chronicallyill householdmemberswho missedtheir medicationwas9.2%.
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Reasons for Missing Medication

Å A significantproportion of thosewho reported to havemisseda dose for chronicconditionswere largelyaffectedby a lackof

financialresourcesto acquirethe necessarymedication(60%).

Å Theother most reported reasonsfor missinga dosefor other chronicconditionsin MatabelelandSouthincluded not having

the requiredcurrencyto purchasethe medication(11.3%) aswell aslackof moneyto payfor transport(10%).
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Social Protection
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Households Which Received Any Form of Support

ÅTheproportionof householdsthat receivedanyform of supportin the provincedecreasedfrom 87%in 2020to 85%in 2020.

ÅHowever,in Gwandathere wasan increasefrom 54%to 88%wasreportedin the sameperiod.
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Sources of Any Form of Support

District

Government 
Support 

(%)

UN/NGO 
Support 

(%)

Church 
Support 

(%)

Rural  
Relatives

(%)

Urban 
Relatives 

(%)
Diaspora

(%)

Charitable 
Groups

(%)

Beitbridge 45 29 5 15 80 19 9

Bulilima 57 11 1 16 5 36 13

Gwanda 56 20 1 27 25 30 1

Insiza 58 48 19 16 18 14 8

Mangwe 69 32 2 10 15 65 17

Matobo 44 57 13 16 11 4 4

Umzingwane 83 23 6 9 14 13 8

Mat South 59 32 7 16 15 22 7

Å Government(59%) remainsthe main sourceof support for householdsin the provincefollowed by UN

agenciesandNGO(32%).

Å Beitbridgehadthe highestproportionof households(80%) receivingsupportfrom urbanrelatives.

Å Mangwe received the highest proportion of householdsthat receivedremittances from outside the

country(65%).
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Formsof Supportfrom Government

District

Food
(%)

Cash
(%)

Crop 
inputs
(%)

Livestock 
support: 
pass-on
(%)

Livestock 
support: 
Tick 
Grease(
%)

Other 
livestock 
support
(%)

WASH 
inputs
(%)

Weather 
and 
climate
(%)

Covid-19 
related 
support
(%)

Other

Beitbridge 97.2 6.4 9.2 0 1.8 0 0 0 0 0

Bulilima 93.8 1.4 17.4 0.7 6.3 0 0 0 0 0

Gwanda 93.1 2.8 15.3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Insiza 89.2 5.8 10.1 0 3.6 0 3.6 0 0.7 0

Mangwe 93 2.3 11.1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.6

Matobo 99.1 0.9 2.6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.9

Umzingwane
99.5 4.4 10.7 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

Mat South 95 3.4 11.2 0.1 1.6 0 0.5 0 0.1 0.4

ÅFood(95%) andcropinputs(11.2 %) remainthe major form of supportfrom Government.

ÅUmzingwanehadthe highestproportionof households(99.5%) receivingsupportin the form of food.
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Forms of Support from UN/NGO

District

Food
(%)

Cash
(%)

Crop 
inputs

(%)

Livestock 
support: 
pass-on

(%)

Livestock 
support: 

Tick 
grease(%)

Other 
livestock 
support

(%)

WASH 
inputs

(%)

Weather 
and 

climate
(%)

COVID-19 
related 
support

(%)

Other

Beitbridge 81.2 30.4 17.4 0 0 1.4 2.9 0 0 2.9

Bulilima 88.9 0 11.1 0 0 0 3.7 0 0 0

Gwanda 98.1 0 1.9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Insiza 83.6 12.1 10.3 1.7 4.3 1.7 20.7 0 3.4 0.9

Mangwe 86.4 9.9 13.6 0 0 0 22.2 0 22.2 1.2

Matobo 91 20.7 0.7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.7

Umzingwane 76.7 11.7 13.3 0 0 0 1.7 0 1.7 1.7

Mat South 86.6 14.5 8.7 0.4 0.9 0.5 8.3 0 4.2 1.1

Å Themajority (86.6%) of householdsin the provincereceivedsupportin the form of food aid.

Å Gwandahadthe highestproportionof households(98.1%) receivingfood assistance.
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Support During Peak Hunger Period
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ÅMatobohadthe highestproportion of householdsbeingassistedby UN/NGOs(56%) duringpeakhungerperiod.

ÅGovernmentsupportwasmostdominantin Umzingwane(82%) andBeitbridgehavingthe lowestproportion of 45%.
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Agricultural Production
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Crop Production

50



Cereal Stocks as at 1 April 2021

Å Theaveragehouseholdcerealstocksasat 1 April for the province

were18.4kgper household.

Å Mangwehad the highestaveragestocks(35.2kg) whilst Bulilima

hadthe least(7.1kg).

District Cereal stocks (kgs)

Beitbridge
21.9

Bulilima
7.1

Mangwe
35.2

Gwanda
9.4

Insiza
25.3

Matobo
20.0

Umzingwane
18.5

Mat South 18.4
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Maize from Casual Labour and Remittances

District Casual labour (Kg) Remittances (Kg)

Beitbridge 11.0 1.7

Bulilima 2.6 0.2

Mangwe 2.1 0.0

Gwanda 7.3 0.1

Insiza 6.9 0.0

Matobo 1.9 0.0

Umzingwane 4.2 1.8

Mat South
4.1 0.1

Å Beitbridgereportedthe highestmaizequantity receivedthroughcasuallabour(11kg)whileMatobohadthe least(1.9%).

Å Umzingwane(1.8kg)andBeitbridge(1.7kg)hadthe highestmaizestocksfrom remittances.
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Households that Grew Various Crops

Å Maize (77%) was most grown crop in the provincefollowed by sorghum(39%), groundnuts(35%), cowpeas(27%), pearl millet (23%) and round nuts

(23%).

Å Pearlmillet wascommonlygrownin Beitbridge(26%), Bulilima(53%) andMangwe(54%).

Crop
Beitbridge

(%)
Bulilima

(%)
Mangwe

(%)
Gwanda

(%)
Insiza
(%)

Matobo
(%)

Umzingwane
(%)

Mat South (%)

Maize 66 73 66 91 76 84 85 77

Sorghum 47 39 70 43 16 51 4 39

Finger millet 2 15 2 12 0 8 0 6

Pearl milllet 26 53 54 9 1 17 1 23

Tubers 1 18 7 15 12 1 24 11

Cowpeas 13 34 34 47 23 12 22 27

Groundnuts 20 40 47 63 24 23 27 35

Roundnuts 18 30 35 39 13 12 18 23

Sugar beans 5 2 19 4 5 1 14 7

Soya beans 2 0 9 1 2 0 3 2
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Average Household Cereal Production

Å Theaveragehouseholdcerealproductionin the provincewas360.5kg.

Å Insizadistrict reportedthe highestaveragehouseholdmaizeproductionof 553.2kgwhilst Beitbridgereported the lowestat 165.9kg.

Å At provinciallevel,50%of householdsproducedenoughcerealto last0 to 3 monthswhile 16%producedcerealsupplyfor 12 monthsand

above. 54

Province
Cereals in 

kgs

Months of cereal supply (%)

0 to 3 
months

4 to 6 
months

7 to 9 
months

9 to 11 
months

12 and 
above

Beitbridge 165.9 77.3 14.9 3.3 1.7 2.9

Bulilima 237.1 57.2 20.0 10.4 4.0 8.4

Mangwe 368.8 48.4 19.2 13.2 4.4 14.8

Gwanda 340.9 35.9 25.5 16.3 6.4 15.9

Insiza 553.2 42.0 12.7 7.8 7.3 30.2

Matobo 476.3 41.9 17.0 13.0 4.3 23.7

Umzingwane 377.8 48.2 18.4 11.4 2.9 19.2

Mat South 360.5 50 18 11 4 16

National 543.8 35 18 12 6 29



Cereal Self Sufficiency 

Number of months Districts 

7- 9 Months Mangwe

9 ς12 Months Beitbridge

Over 12 months Bulilima, Gwanda, Insiza, Matobo, Umzingwane

Å Fromthe 2020/21 SecondRoundCropandLivestockAssessment,5 out of 7 districtsin the provinceproducedenoughcerealto

lastover12months.

Å Thismeansthat factors that affect food accessneed to be addressedto ensureequitabledistribution of cerealfrom districts

with surplusto deficit areas.
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Livestock  
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Households which Owned Cattle

Å Theproportionof householdsthat did not own cattle remainedhighin MatabelelandSouth(60%).

Å The highest proportion of householdsthat owned more than five (5) cattle was in Gwanda(20%) and Insiza(20%) and the lowest was in

Umzingwane(13%).
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Households that Owned Draught Cattle

Å In MatabelelandSouth,the proportionof householdsthat did not owndraughtcattle was88%.

Å Beitbridge(95%) hadthe highestproportionof householdsthat did not own draughtpower.
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Households that Owned Goats

Å Theproportion of householdsthat did not own goatsin MatabelelandSouthwas63%.

Å Matobo (84%) andUmzingwane(68%) hadthe highestproportionof householdsthat did not own goats.

Å Thehighestproportionof householdsthat owned5 or moregoatswasin Beitbridge(30%) andthe lowestwasin Umzingwane(2%).
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Households which owned Poultry 
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Å Theproportionof householdsthat ownedpoultry in MatabelelandSouthwas(71%).

Å Gwanda(91%) hadthe highestproportionof householdswith poultry.
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Average Livestock Numbers per Household

Å Theaveragecattle herdsizeper householdwas7, whilst the averagegoatflocksizeper householdwas9.

Å Beitbridgehadthe highestaverageholdingof cattle (8) andgoats(12) per household.

Å Umzingwane(5) hadthe lowestaverageof cattle andgoatholdingper household.
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Livestock Offtake Rates 
Cattle Goats 
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Å Percentageofftake refersto the numberof animalssold/slaughteredannuallyasa fractionof total herd. It isan indicatorof the businessapproachin

livestockproductionandits contribution to householdlivelihoods.

Å Offtakeratesweregenerallylow with a provincialaverageof 5%for cattle and13%for goats. Thetarget is to increaseofftake to about20%for cattle

and40%for goats.

Å InsizaandBeitbridgehadthe highestcattle offtake(9%), while goatofftakewashighestin Gwanda(13%). 62



Å Approximately43%of householdsin the provincereportedcattle deaths.

Å Themajorityof households(61%) indicatedthat the causeof cattle deathswasdrought/watershortages.

Å Beitbridge(77%) hadthe highestproportion of householdsthat experiencedcattle deathswhile Matobohadthe least(24%).
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Agricultural Extension Services
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Agricultural Extension and Training

Households which Received 
Agricultural Extension Services

Households which Received 
Agricultural Training

Å Bulilima(46%) hadthe lowestproportionof householdsreachedwith agriculturalextensionsupportin MatabelelandSouthProvince.

Å Accessto agriculturaltraining(90%) wasgenerallyhighthroughoutthe province.
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Households  which Received Agriculture 
Extension Visits

Å Accessto agriculturalextensionvisitswasgenerallyhigh(76%) throughoutthe provincewith the exceptionof Bulilima(37%).

Å Umzingwane(89%), recorded the highest proportion of householdsthat had receivedagricultural extensionvisits from Government

ExtensionOfficersandother ExtensionOfficers.
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Households which  Received Cropping and 
Livestock Advice

Households which  Received Cropping 
Advice

Households which  Received Livestock 
Advice

Å Approximately85%of householdsin MatabelelandSouthreceivedcroppingadvice while 66%receivedlivestockadvicefrom extension

officers.
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Households Satisfied with Livestock Advice 
Received

Å Of the 66% householdsthat receivedlivestockadvicein MatabelelandSouthProvince,84% were satisfiedwhilst 15% were somewhat

satisfied.
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Households which  Received Extension Support 
on January Disease 
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Å Nationallyabout49%of householdsthat ownedlivestockhadreceivedextensionsupporton Theileriosis(Januarydisease).

Å MatabelelandSouthhadthe lowestproportionof householdsthat receivedextensionsupporton JanuaryDisease.
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Households which  Received Extension Support 
on Fall Army Worm

Å In the province,the proportionof householdsthat werereachedwith extensionsupporttowardsFallArmyWormwas64%.

Å Gwanda(76%) andInsiza(71%) hadthe highestproportionof householdsreached.
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Households which Received Extension Support 
on Weather and Climate 

Å Gwanda(82%) reported the highestproportion of householdswhichreceivedextensionsupporton weatherandclimate,whilst Bulilimahad

the lowestat 54%.
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Households with Access  to Animal Health 
Centres 

Households with Access  to Animal 
Health Centres 

Satisfaction with Quality of Service 
Received from the Animal Health Centres

Å About53%of the householdswith livestockin MatabelelandSouthhadaccessto animalhealthcentres.

Å Approximately,81%of householdsthat hadaccessedanimalhealthcentresweresatisfiedby the servicesrendered.
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Households which Received Early Warning 
Information

Households which Received Early 
Warning Information 

Households which used  Early Warning 
Information to Plan Response Mechanisms

Å Bulilima district (27%) had the least proportion of householdswhich reported to have receivedearly warning informationsuch as

weather,climatechangeandseasonalperformance.

Å Of thosehouseholdswhich receivedthe earlywarninginformation in MatabelelandSouth,68%reported to haveusedthe information

for planningresponsemechanisms.
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Agricultural Produce Markets
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District Cattle Prices (USD)

Å Averagecattle pricesrangedfrom USD280

to USD402.

Å The highest average cattle prices were

reported in Matobo (USD402).

Å The lowest prices were reported in

Beitbridge(USD280).
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District Goat Prices (USD)

Å Goat prices ranged from USD

30 to USD44.

Å The highest goat prices were

reportedin Mangwe(USD44).

Å The lowest goat prices were

reported in Beitbridgeat (USD

30).
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District Average Maize Grain Prices (USD)
Å Averagemaize grain prices ranged from

USD 8 to USD 10 per 20 litre bucket.

Thesewerethe highestin the country.

Å The lowest maize grain prices were

reported in Beitbridgeand Bulilima USD

8/bucket.

Å The highest maize grain prices in the

provincewere in Matobo at USD10 per

20 litre Bucket.

Å Maize grain was not available on the

market in Mangweduring the time of the

survey.
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District Maize Meal Prices (USD)
Å Maizemeal pricesrangedfrom USD

3 to USD11per 10kgbag.

Å Highest price of Maize Meal was

recordedin Umzingwane(USD11).

Å Maizemealwasnot availableon the

market in Mangwe during the time

of the survey.
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Value Chain Practices
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Households Market Information Access

Å In the province,about 10.5% of the householdsindicated that they were aware of how to accessmarket information through various

channels.

Å About 6.4%of householdsreported that they had usedthe information they accessedwhile 7.4%reported that they receivedtraining on

how to accessmarketinformation
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Access to Grain Storage Facility

Å In the province38%of householdsreportedthat they hadaccessto grainstoragefacility.

Å Mangwe(69%) hadthe highestproportionof householdswith accessto a grainstoragefacilitywhilst Bulilima(19%) hadthe least.
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Structures Used by Households to Store Grain

Ordinary room
Traditional 

granary
Ordinary 
granary

Improved 
granary Bin/drum Crib Hermatic bags Metal silos

Beitbridge
74 21 5 0 0 0 0 0

Bulilima
16 73 10 0 0 0 0 0

Mangwe
56 39 2 1 1 1 0 0

Gwanda 87 2 6 2 0 1 2 1
Insiza

17 53 22 6 3 0 0 0
Matobo 85 7 5 3 0 0 0 0
Umzingwane

50 26 13 1 5 5 0 0
Mat South

59 28 8 2 1 1 0 0
National 63 25 6 1 1 2 1 0

Å Themost commonlyusedgrain storagestructuresin the provincein rank order were ordinary room (59%), traditional granary

(28%), ordinarygranary(8%) andimprovedgranary(2%).
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Use of Improved Granary and Community Granaries

Å About25%of householdswerefamiliarwith improvedgranaries,whilst 7%actuallyreceivedtrainingon improvedgranaries.

Å Furthermore,there wasverylow uptake(2%) of communitygranaries.

Å Thiscouldhavea negativeeffecton postharvestmanagement.
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Post- Harvest Grain Storage Conditions

Å About29%of householdswerefamiliarwith storingtheir grainin bagsandusinggrainprotectants

Å Furthermore,6% of householdswere usingtemperature and air control in grain protection (use of hermetic bags,metal silos,air-tight

boxes)
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Household Ownership of Infrastructure that 
Enhances Food and Nutrition Security

Irrigation 
(%)

Farming 
equipment 

(%)
Fowl runs 

(%)

Solar 
powered 

water 
source (%)

Borehole 
(%)

Storage 
facility (%)Savings (%)

Beehives 
(%)

Nutrition 
gardening 

(%)

Agro-
forestry 

(%) Other (%)

Beitbridge 7.1 25.2 38.5 2.7 8.0 20.8 3.5 0.9 35.8 0.9 23.0
Bulilima 0.9 42.0 17.0 0.9 2.2 1.8 0.9 0.0 14.7 0.0 26.8
Gwanda 13.4 22.7 35.2 19.4 10.1 5.3 5.7 0.4 63.2 0.4 10.9
Insiza 14.5 28.0 21.0 7.5 7.5 19.4 2.7 0.0 16.1 0.0 21.0
Mangwe 4.0 52.6 1.2 0.8 0.0 46.6 4.4 0.0 31.7 0.4 4.0
Matobo 2.9 25.5 44.4 0.8 1.6 10.7 4.5 0.0 19.8 0.0 32.5
Umzingwane 4.7 6.4 12.8 0.0 0.4 20.9 5.5 0.0 35.3 0.4 41.3
Mat South 6.6 29.0 24.3 4.6 4.2 18.1 4.0 0.2 31.7 0.3 22.6
National 5.7 23.7 29.9 2.1 3.7 14.1 6.1 1.2 36.0 0.9 21.9

Å FoodandNutrition Securityinfrastructureis important in ensuringfarminghouseholdsenhancetheir ability to produce,store and utilise

food.

Å Insizahadthe highestproportion of householdswhichreported to haveirrigation infrastructure(14.5%), whilst Gwandareport the highest

proportionof householdswith a nutrition garden(63.2%).
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Climate Smart Agriculture
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Households with Knowledge of  Pfumvudza/Intwasa
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Households Familiar with Pfumvudza Households which Practised Pfumvudza Households Trained on Pfumvdza

Å In the province, 64%of householdswere familiarwith Pfumvudza/ Intwasa, 31%hadpracticedit and39%hadreceivedtraining.

Å Gwanda(43%) hadthe highestproportionof householdswhich practicedPfumvudza/Intwasawhile Beitbridge(16%) hadthe lowest.
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Households Using Quality Certified Seeds
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Households Familiar with Certified Seed Households which used Certified Seed Households Trained on Certified Seed

Å About39% of householdsin the provincereportedthat they usedcertifiedseed.

Å Gwanda(63%) hadthe highestproportionof householdsthat wereusingcertifiedseed.

88



Households Using Community Seed Banks 
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Households Familiar with Seed Banks Households which used Seed Banks Households Trained on Seed Banks

Å All districts hadlow usageof communityseedbankswith the provincialaverageat 3%.

Å InsizaDistrict had the highestnumber of householdswhich were familiar with seedbanks(27%) and the most householdswhich

usedseedbanks(11%) 89



Households Adapting to Suitable Improved Varieties
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Households Familiar with Improved VarietiesHouseholds which used Improved Varieties

Households Trained on Improved Varieties

Å In the province,27% of householdsmade use of suitable improved varietieswith the highest proportion of householdsreported in

Gwanda(61%).
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Households Growing Small Grains 

Å About46%of householdsin the province grewsmallgrains.

Å Bulilima(65%) hadhighestproportionof householdsgrowingsmallgrains whileUmzingwane(9%) hadthe least.
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Households Engaging in Crop rotation 

Å Croprotation waspracticedby 34%of householdsacrossthe province.

Å Gwanda(48%) hadthe highestproportionof householdspracticingcroprotation with the lowestbeingUmzingwane(18%).
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Households Familiar with Crop Rotation Households which Practised Crop Rotation

Households Trained on Crop Rotation



Households Using Compost

Å Approximately31%of householdsin the provinceusedcompost.

Å Theuseof compostwashighestin Gwanda(43%) andlowestin Mangwe(17%).
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Households Using Drip Irrigation
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Households Familiar with Drip Irrigation Households Using Drip Irrigation Households Trained on Drip Irrigation

Å Theuse of drip irrigationwaslow acrossall districtsat 5%.

Å Gwandahadthe greatestnumberof householdsfamiliarwith drip irrigationat 77%.
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Households Practicing Proper Plant Spacing 
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Households Familiar with proper spacing Households which practised proper spacing Households Trained on spacing

Å Approximately11%of householdsin the provinceusedappropriateplant spacing.

Å Gwandahadthe mosthouseholdsthat werefamiliarwith properspacing(62%) andhouseholdsthat practicedproperspacing(35%).
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Households Practicing Intercropping 
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Households Familiar with Intercropping Households which practised Intercropping Households Trained on Intrecropping

Å Intercroppingwaspracticedby 31%of householdsin the province.

Å Gwanda(47%) hadthe highestnumberof householdspracticingintercroppingwhile Matobo (14%) hadthe lowest.
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Households Practicing Cover Cropping 
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Households Familiar with Cover CroppingHouseholds which practised Cover CroppingHouseholds Trained on Cover Cropping

Å Covercroppingwaspracticedby 13%of householdsin the province.

Å Gwanda(27%) hadthe highestnumberof householdspracticingcover-croppingwith the leastbeingMangwe(2%).
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Households which PractiseUse of Mulching

40

55

68

86

73 71
66 66

9

18

24 27 29 28 30

24

12

22
20

45

34

27

36

28

0

10

20

30

40

50

60

70

80

90

100

Beitbridge Bulilima Mangwe Gwanda Insiza Matobo Umzingwane Mat South

P
ro

p
o

rt
io

n
 o

f 
H

o
u

se
h

o
ld

s
 (

%
)

Households Familiar with Mulching Households which practised Mulching Households Trained on Mulching

Å At least24%of householdspracticeduseof mulchingin the province.

Å Umzingwane(30%) hadthe highestproportion of householdsusingmulchwith the lowestbeingBeitbridge(9%).
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Households Practicing Integrated Pest Management (IPM)

Å Theuseof integratedpestmanagementpracticeswas19%in the provincewith the highestusagereported in Insiza(34%).
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Households Using Contour Ridges

Å Bulilimahadthe lowestnumberof householdsusingof contourridges(3%)

Å Insizahadthe highestnumberof householdsusingcontourridgesat 33%.
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Households Planting Fodder Trees

Å Plantingof fodder treeswaslow in the province(4%).

Å Insiza(11%) hadthe highestproportion of householdsplantingfodder.
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Households Engaging in Watershed Management

Å Thehighestproportionof householdsengagingin watershedmanagementwasreportedin GwandaandInsizadistrictsat 16%, respectively.
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Familiar with Management or protection of the watershed (e.g  vertiva, sisals, star grasses)

Use  Management or protection of the watershed (e.g. vertiva, sisals, star grasses, gulley reclamation, fodder trees)

Training/orientation on  Management or protection of the watershed (e.g. vertiva, sisals, star grasses, gulley reclamation)
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Households Sustainably Harvesting Forest Products 

Å Beitbridge(48%) had the highestproportion of householdsthat were familiar with sustainableharvestingof forest productsfollowed by

Gwandaat 45%.
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Mat South
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Irrigation 
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Proportion of Communities with Irrigation Schemes

Å Generally,there werefew communitieswith irrigationschemes(27%) acrossthe country.

Å Howeveralmost half (49%) of communitiesin MatabelelandSouthhad irrigation schemes,which was the highestacrossthe

countryfollowedby MasvingoandManicalandwhichreported36%and35%, respectively.
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Functionality of Irrigation Schemes

Å In MatabelelandSouth,17 Irrigationschemeswerefully functional,57werepartially functionaland58werereportednon-functional.
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Crops Grown in Irrigation Schemes

Å Maizewasthe mostgrowncropfollowedby sugarbeansandvegetables.

Å Theleastgrowncropsweretubers.
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Reasonsfor Partially Functioning Irrigation Schemes

Å Of thoseschemesthat werereportedaspartially functioning,a largerproportionhadbrokendownpumpingunits (16%).
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Reasons for Non-Functional Irrigation Schemes

Å The major reasons for non-functionality included broken down pumping units (19%), outstanding in-field maintenance (16%) and electrical 

faults/broken down transformers (10%).
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Income and Expenditure
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Current Most Important Source of Income

Å Most householdscontinue to rely on remittancesfrom outside (20%) as the most important sourceof income,followed by casuallabour

(17%), remittanceswithin (8%) andvegetableproduction/sale(7%) werethe top 5 mainincomesources.
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Average Household Monthly Income (USD) for 
April 2021

Å Average monthly income for April 2021 was estimated to be at USD106.
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Average Household Monthly Expenditure (USD) for 
April 2021

Å Average expenditure for the month of April was USD 44.

Å Bulilimareported the lowest expenditure.
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Food Expenditure

Å Theproportionof food expenditurewas58%; a decreasefrom 65%reportedin 2020.

Å Thisimpliesthat householdshadlessto spendon other essentialservicessuchashealthandeducation.

65 65
62

65
62 61

72

65

52

62 63
60

51

63
58 58

0

10

20

30

40

50

60

70

80

Beitbridge Bulilima Mangwe Gwanda Insiza Matobo Umzingwane Mat South

P
ro

p
o

rt
io

n
 o

f 
E

xp
e

n
d

it
u

re
 (

%
)

2020 2021

114



Average Household 6 Month Expenditure

Å The highest expenditure in Matabeleland South was on Education (USD28).
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Water, Sanitation and Hygiene
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Ladder for Drinking Water Services
ServiceLevel Definition

SafelyManaged Drinkingwater from an improved water sourcethat is located on premises,available
whenneededandfree from faecalandpriority chemicalcontamination.

BasicDrinkingWater Basicdrinking water servicesare defined as drinking water from an improved source,
providedcollectiontime isnot more than 30 minutesfor a roundtrip includingqueuing.

LimitedDrinkingWater Services Limited water servicesare defined as drinking water from an improvedsource,where
collectiontime exceeds30 minutesfor a roundtrip includingqueuing.

UnimprovedWater Sources Drinkingwater from anunprotecteddugwell or unprotectedspring.

SurfaceWater Sources Drinkingwater directly from a river, dam,lake,pond,stream,canalor irrigationchannel.

Note :
άLƳǇǊƻǾŜŘέdrinking water sourcesare further ŘŜŬƴŜŘby the quality of the water they produce,and are protected from
faecalcontaminationby the nature of their constructionor through an intervention to protect from outsidecontamination.
Suchsourcesinclude: pipedwater into dwelling,plot, or yard; public tap/standpipe; tube well/borehole; protecteddugwell;
protected spring; or rainwater collection. Thiscategorynow includespackagedand deliveredwater, consideringthat both
canpotentiallydeliversafewater.
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Access to Improved Water
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Å Theproportion of householdsin MatabelelandSouthwith accessto improvedwater was73%.

Å Umzingwane(84%) hadthe highestwhile Gwanda(62%) hadthe least.
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Access to Adequate Domestic Water
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Drinking Needs Cooking Needs Personal Hygiene Needs Other Domestic Needs

Å The majority householdsin MatabelelandSouthreported havingadequate water for cooking(94%), drinking (92%), personalhygiene

(93%) andother domesticneeds(92%).
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Main Drinking Water Services
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Basic water services Limited water services Unimproved water services Surface water services

Å Theproportionof householdsaccessingbasicwater servicesin MatabelelandSouthprovincewas52%.

Å Gwanda(33%) hadthe highestproportionof householdsusingsurfacewater services.

Å Insiza( 20%) hasthe highestproportion of householdsusingunimprovedwater sources.
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Distance travelled to Main Water Source
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Less than 500m More than 500m but less than 1 km 1km and above

Å In MatabelelandSouth,38%of householdsreportedthat they travelleda distanceof lessthan 500m to get to a water source.

Å Bulilima( 39%) hadthe highestproportionof householdstravellinga kilometreandmoreto get to a water source.
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Fetching Water for Cooking and Drinking
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Adult woman [15 years and above] Adult man [15 years and above] Female child [under 15 years] Male child [under 15 years]

Å Therole of fetchingwater in MatabelelandSouthprovincewasmainlyperformedby adult women(76%).

Å Beitbridge(89%) had the highestproportion of householdswith adult women(15 yearsandabove)performingthe role of fetchingwater

for cookinganddrinking.
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Time Spent Queuing at Water Source and 
Violence at Water Source

Time spent at water source Violence at Water Source
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Å Theproportionof householdsspendinglessthan 15minutesqueuingat a water sourceor within premiseswas57%.

Å Insiza(5%) recordedthe highestproportionof householdsreportingviolenceat a water source.
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State of Major Dams as at 17 May 2021 

Dam Name Full Supply Capacity

(millions of cubic metres)

Current Capacity

(millions of cubic metres)

% Full

Kariba 64800.00 33168.3 51.2
Tugwi- Mukosi 1802.6 1809.1 100.4
Mutirikwi 1378.08 1348.9 97.9
Manyame 480.23 368.01 76.6
Osborne 401.64 260.7 64.9
Mazvikadei 343.815 253.8 73.8
Manyuchi 309.06 275.1 89.0
Manjirenji 274.17 267.7 97.6
Sebakwe 265.733 265.7 100.0
Chivero 247.18 243.4 98.5
Insiza 173.49 138.1 79.6
Zhove 130.46 122.9 94.2
Siya 105.45 105.2 99.8
Inyankuni 74.52 44.5 59.7
Arcadia 55.29 55.6 100.6
Mtshabezi 51.99 37.1 71.4
Upper Ncema 43.17 24.0 55.6
Mzingwane 42.17 13.2 31.3
Mazowe 39.357 14.0 35.6
Bubi Lupane 39.09 35.9 91.8
Silabuhwa 23.22 20.18 86.9
Mwenje 36.11 36.3 100.5
Masembura 25.77 25,7 99.7
Lower Ncema 14.87 11.0 74.0
Harava 9.026 8.8 97.5
Upper Insiza 7.81 6.8 87.1
Seke 3.38 1.8 52.3

Å The majority of the dams except for Mazowe(35.6%) and Mzingwane(31.3%) were above  fifty percent capacity.
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Service  level Definition 

Safely Managed Use of improved facilities that are not shared with otherhouseholds and where excreta are 
safely disposed of insitu or transported and treated offsite.

Basic Sanitation 
Facilities

Use of improved facilities which are not shared with other households.

Limited Sanitation 
Facilities

Use of improved facilities shared between two or more households.

Unimproved Sanitation 
Facilities

Facilities that do not ensure hygienic separation of human excreta from human contact.
Unimproved facilities include pit latrines without a slab or platform, hanging latrines and 
bucket latrines.

Open Defecation Disposal of human faeces in fields, forest, bushes, open bodies of water, beaches or other 
open spaces or with solid waste. 

Note: Improved sanitation facilities: Facilities that ensure hygienic separation of human excreta from human contact. 
¢ƘŜȅ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜ ƅǳǎƘ ƻǊ ǇƻǳǊ ƅǳǎƘ ǘƻƛƭŜǘκƭŀǘǊƛƴŜΣ .ƭŀƛǊ ǾŜƴǘƛƭŀǘŜŘ ƛƳǇǊƻǾŜŘ Ǉƛǘ ό.±LtύΣ Ǉƛǘ ƭŀǘǊƛƴŜ ǿƛǘƘ ǎƭŀō ŀƴŘ 
upgradeable Blair latrine.

Ladder for Sanitation
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Access to Improved Sanitation

Å In Matabeleland South, 64.4% of households had access to improved sanitation facilities.

Å Beitbridge (43.4%) had the highest proportion of households practising open defaecation.
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Ladder for Hygiene 

Servicelevel Definition

Basic Availabilityof a handwashingfacilityon premiseswith soapandwater.

Limited Availabilityof a handwashingfacilityon premiseswithout soapandwater.

No Facility Nohandwashingfacilityon premises.

Note: handwashingfacilitiesmaybe fixed or mobileand includea sinkwith tap water, bucketswith taps,tippy taps,and jugsor basins

designatedfor handwashing. Soapincludesbarsoap,liquid soap,powdereddetergentsandsoapywater but doesnot includesand,soil,

ashandother handwashingagents.
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Access to Hand Washing Facilities

Å The majority of households in the province (89.9%) had no handwashing facilities.

Å Umzingwane(27.6%) had the greatest proportion of households that had basic handwashing facilities.
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Food Safety
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Considerations when Purchasing Food

Å In the province, 69% of  households reported considering the expiry date when purchasing food for their families.

Å Gwanda  and Insiza (20%), had the greatest proportion of households which considered nutritional content when purchasing food.
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Ways to Keep Food Safe

Å Keeping food closed to avoid contamination (78%) was the frequently mentioned method of keeping food safe.
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Safe Preparation of Food

Å At provincial level 79% of  households reported that washing hands with soap before preparation and serving of food was important in safe food 

preparation.

Å Only 2% of households reported that they did nothing to ensure food safety during preparation of food.
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Household Food Safety During COVID-19 
Lockdown Period

Å Gwanda(100%) hadthe highestproportion of Householdswhichboughtperishablesin bulk asformal shopswere too far duringthe January

to March2021nationallockdown.

Å At provinciallevel39%of the householdshadto eat food undergoingspoilageduringthe lockdownperiod.
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Purchase of Expired or Spoiled Food

Å Beitbridge(17.8%) hadthe greatestproportionof householdswhichpurchasedexpiredor food undergoingspoilagedueto its reducedprice.

Å Themajority (90.7%) of householdsin the provincedid not purchaseexpiredor food undergoingspoilagedueto reducedprices.
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Information on Food Safety

Å In the previous twelve months (April 2020 to May 2021), only 9.9% of the households received information on food safety issues.

Å Umzingwane(22%), had the greatest proportion of households which received information on food safety issues.
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Access to Infrastructure and Services
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Households with Police Services Reachable 
within One Hour

Å Approximately49%of householdsin MatabelelandSouthreportedthat they hadpoliceservicesreachablewithin onehour.
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Access to Victim Friendly Services

Å Approximately 39% of  households in the province reported that they could access to victim friendly services.

41

28

61

39

26

50

28

39

0

10

20

30

40

50

60

70

80

90

100

Beitbridge Bulilima Mangwe Gwanda Insiza Matobo Umzingwane Mat South

P
ro

p
o

rt
io

n
 o

f 
H

o
u

se
h

o
ld

s
 (

%
)

138



Approximate Distance of the Nearest Primary 
School

Å About70%of householdsin MatabelelandSouthreportedto haveaccessto a primaryschoolwithin a distanceof lessthan 5km.

Å About4%of householdsreportedtravellingover10km to accessthe nearestprimaryschool.
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Household Access to Health Related Information

Å Approximately84%of householdsin MatabelelandSouthhadaccessto healthrelatedinformation.
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Access to the Services of a Village Health Worker

Å Approximately88%of householdsin the provincehadaccessto the servicesof a villagehealthworker.

Å Gwanda(98%) hadthe highestproportionof householdsthat hadaccessto a villagehealthworker.
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Approximate Distance to the Nearest Health 
Facility/Clinic

Å About50%of householdsin the provincereportedthat they hadaccessto a healthfacilitywithin a distanceof lessthan 5km.

Å Closeto 14%of the householdsreportedthat they weretravellingover10km to accessa healthfacility.
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Households with Members who Received  
Information  on Public Health Diseases

District Rabies (%) Anthrax (%) Cholera (%) Typhoid (%) Dysentery (%) Salmonella (%)
Listeria 

(%)

Beitbridge
51.9 31.0 75.9 23.5 13.9 4.8 4.3

Bulilima
34.0 22.5 81.2 29.3 34.6 1.6 1.0

Gwanda
62.5 59.7 88.4 5.1 5.1 0.5 0.5

Insiza
80.1 68.3 61.5 24.4 30.8 2.3 1.4

Mangwe
72.2 58.1 67.8 7.0 3.1 0.0 0.0

Matobo
47.9 35.4 85.0 32.9 25.4 1.7 0.4

Umzingwane
77.9 50.9 50.3 16.6 11.7 3.7 1.2

Mat South
60.9 47.1 73.6 19.9 17.9 1.9 1.2

National
47.8 40.3 72.7 33.4 21.7 3.1 1.3

Å Approximately73.6%of householdsin MatabelelandSouthreported that they had receivedinformation on Cholera,60.9%

on Rabies,47.1%on Anthrax,19.9%on Typhoidand17.9%on Dysentery.
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Sources of Information on Gender Based 
Violence

District
Radio 
(%)

Other 
household 
member 

(%)
Television 

(%)
Newspaper 

(%)

Social 
media 

(%)

Internet 
browsing 

(%)

Government 
Extension 

Worker (%)

Health 
workers 

(%)

Health 
Promoters 

(%)

Friends 
and 

relatives 
(%)

UN/NGOs 
(%)

Police 
(%) Other (%) 

Beitbridge 48.5 6.1 0.0 0.0 2.0 0.0 26.3 32.3 16.2 15.2 14.1 20.2 6.1
Bulilima 2.2 1.1 0.0 0.0 1.1 0.0 13.0 68.5 43.5 2.2 5.4 3.3 2.2
Gwanda 53.7 38.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 23.1 34.3 4.5 9.0 9.0 10.4 6.7
Insiza 77.8 16.7 14.4 28.9 17.8 4.4 23.3 17.8 11.1 15.6 13.3 8.9 1.1
Mangwe 35.8 15.7 6.0 8.2 19.4 1.5 45.5 66.4 44.8 18.7 18.7 78.4 1.5
Matobo 78.6 14.3 0.9 3.6 17.9 1.8 55.4 30.4 15.2 21.4 9.8 27.7 1.8
Umzingwane 66.4 9.0 6.6 2.5 4.9 0.8 22.1 46.7 6.6 17.2 11.5 22.1 4.9
Mat South 52.2 15.6 3.8 5.6 9.1 1.1 30.7 43.0 20.1 14.4 11.9 26.6 3.6
National 65.7 12.5 4.7 2.7 7.5 0.7 22.8 28.2 13.4 11.9 8.6 21.3 4.9

Å In the provincethe majorityof households(52.2%) reliedon radioasthe mainsourceof informationon GenderBasedViolence.
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ISALS and Loans
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Household Sources of Loans
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Å Approximately3%of householdsin the provincereportedhavingaccesseda loan.

Å Of these,75%got their loansthroughISALs/Mukando/Ukuqogelela.
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Type of Loan and Primary  Use of the Loan
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Å Most householdsin MatabelelandSouthreceivedloansin the form of cash(93%) and they were mostly usedfor incomegenerating

activities(47%).
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Households with a Member in an ISAL group
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Å About14%of householdsin Matabeleland Southreported to be a memberof IncomeSavingsandLending(ISAL)groupan increasefrom

12%reportedlastyear2020.

Å Therewasa generalincreasein the proportionof householdswith a memberin anISALgroup.
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IƻǳǎŜƘƻƭŘǎΩ ¦ǎŜ ƻŦ {ƘŀǊŜ ςout from the ISAL Group
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Å About41%of householdsin ISALGroupusedtheir shareout to buyhouseholdutensilsand35%to buy food.
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Household Consumption Patterns
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Household Hunger Scale
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Little to no hunger Moderate hunger Severe hunger

Å Most householdswithin the provinceexperiencedlittle to no hunger(90%).

Å MangweDistrictrecordedthe highestproportionof householdswho experiencedlittle to no hunger(98%).
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Food Consumption Score 
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Food Consumption Score

Food Consumption 

Score Groups

Score Description

POOR 0-21 An expected consumption of staple 7 days, vegetables 5-6 days, sugar 3-4

days, oil/fat 1 day a week, while animal proteins are totally absent

BORDERLINE 21.5-35 An expected consumption of staple 7 days, vegetables 6-7 days, sugar 3-4

days, oil/fat 3 days, meat/fish/egg/pulses 1-2 days a week, while dairy

products are totally absent

ACCEPTABLE >35 As defined for the borderline group with more number of days a week eating 

meat, fish, egg, oil, and complemented by other foods such as  pulses, fruits, 

milk
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Food Consumption Patterns
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poor borderline acceptable

Å In the province,42%of householdshadpoor food consumptionscore.

Å BeitbridgeandMatobohadthe highestproportionsat 60%of householdswith poor consumption.

Å Gwandahadthe highestproportionof householdswith acceptabledietsat 55%.
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Poor Food Consumption Patterns by District

ÅBeitbridge(60%) andMatobo (60%)

had the highest proportion of

householdsconsumingpoor diets

in MatabelelandSouthprovince.

155



Food Consumption Score - Nutrition
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Household Consumption of Protein, Iron
and Vitamin A Rich Foods 
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Iron-rich Food Protein-rich Foods Vitamin A-rich Foods

Å About49%of householdsin MatabelelandSouthconsumediron-rich foodssevendaysprior to the survey.

Å Furthermore,68%consumedProteinrich foodswhile 81%consumedVitaminArich foods.

Å Mangwehadthe lowestproportionof householdsconsumingIron rich foods(29%), protein rich foods(51%) andVitaminArich foods(54%).
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Minimum Dietary Diversity-Women of Child 
Bearing Age
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Minimum Dietary Diversity of Women of Child 
Bearing Age
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Å About27%of womenof childbearingage(WCBA)consumeda MinimumDietaryDiversity(MDD)24-hoursprior to the survey.

Å Insiza(55%) hadthe highestnumberof WCBAconsuminga minimumdietarydiversitywhile Bulilima(6%) hadthe lowest
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The Coping Strategies Index (CSI)

Å Householdsengagein variousmethodsof copingwhenfacedwith food accesschallenges. Thehouseholdconsumptionstrategiesare food

consumptionbehavioursthat householdsadoptwhenfacedwith challengesin accessingfood.

Å TheReducedCopingStrategiesIndex(rCSI) considersboth the frequencyand severityof pre-selectedcopingstrategiesthat a household

used in the sevendaysprior to the survey. Reducedcopingstrategiesindex can be classifiedinto three categoriesdependingon the

severityasshownbelow.

Low or no coping (CSI 0-3) High Coping  (CSI җ10)Medium Coping  (CSI 4-9)
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Household Reduced Consumption Coping Strategy 
Index (rCSI)

Å Beitbridge(81%) andMatobo (56%) hadthe highestproportionof householdsadoptinghighconsumptionbasedcoping.

Å Gwanda(44%) hadthe highestproportionof householdsadoptinglow or no coping.
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Household Consumption Coping Strategy Index 
(CSI)

Å In MatabelelandSouththe meanCopingStrategyIndexwas15.

Å Beitbridgereportedthe highestCSIat 44while Gwandahadthe lowest.

Å Adoptionof highcopingby householdsisan indicationthat householdscouldhavebeenfacingchallengesin accessingfood.
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Household Consumption Coping Strategies

Å The main consumption strategies adopted by households from Matabeleland South when faced with challenges to access food included; relying on 

less expensive foods (38%), reducing the number of meals consumed per day (32%) and reducing meal portion size (31%).

Å The adoption of these strategies contributes negatively to nutrition outcomes.
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Households Livelihood Coping Strategies
Å Livelihood Coping Strategies are behaviours employed by households when faced crisis and measures longer-term coping capacity ofhouseholds. 

Å The livelihoods Coping strategies have been classified into three categories namely stress, crisis and emergency as indicatedin the table below.

Category CopingStrategy

Stress Borrowingmoney

Spendingsavings

Sellingmore non-productivelivestockthan usual

Sellinghouseholdassets

Crisis Sellingproductiveassets

Withdrawingchildrenfrom school

Reducingnon-food expenditure

Emergency Sellingland

Beggingfor food

Sellingthe lastbreedingstockto buy food
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Households Engaging in Livelihoods Coping 
Strategies

Å About4%of householdsin the provincereportedusingemergencycopingstrategies.

Å Theproportionof householdsthat resortedto emergencycopingmechanismswashighin Beitbridge(9%), followedby Bulilima, Insizaand

Matoboat 5%.
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Households Engaging in Livelihood Based Coping 
Strategies

Å Therewasa decreasein the proportionof householdsengagingin the variouslivelihoodbasedcopingstrategiesoverthe last three years.
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Households Maximum Livelihoods Coping Strategies

Å Themajority (87%) of householdsdid not useanycopingstrategiesto maintaintheir accessto food andother basicgoodsandservices.

Å Gwandahadthe mosthouseholdsthat did not engagein anylivelihoodcopingstrategies(96%).
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Complementary Feeding
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Complementary Feeding Practices Based on 
Seven Food Groups

Å Mangwehadthe highestMinimummealfrequencyat 56.3%aswell asMADat 18.8%.

Å A minimumacceptablediet is an indicator that combinesinformation on childrenwho receivedthe minimum dietary diversity

andthe minimummealfrequency. It is essentialto ensureappropriategrowthanddevelopmentfor childrenaged6-23months.
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Child Nutrition Status
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Continued Breastfeeding Beyond 1 year
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Å Nationally,67%of the childrencontinuedto be breastfedbeyond1 year.

Å Closeto 64%of childrenin MatabelelandSouthwerebreastfedbeyond1 year.
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Early Initiation of Breastfeeding

Å Nationally,the proportionof childrenwho were initiated into breastfeedingwithin anhour,asper recommendedpractice,was86%

Å MatabelelandSouthtogetherwith MashonalandEasthadthe lowestproportionsof childreninitiated into breastfeedingwithin anhour at

81%respectively.
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Child Illness
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Cough Diarrhoea Fever

Å Childhoodillnesshasa negativeimpacton dietaryintakeandnutrient utilizationamongchildren.

Å Prevalenceof child illnesswasassessedaspresenceof illnessduringthe two weeksprecedingthe survey.

Å UmzingwaneandBulilimahadhighestproportionof childrenwho hadcough(33%).

Å Bulilimahadhighestproportionof childrenwith fever(21%) anddiarrhoea(11%).
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Recommended Vitamin A Supplementation 
Schedule for Children 6ς59 Months of Age

Target group Infants 6ς11 months of age Children 12ς59 months of age

Dose 100 000 IU 200 000 IU

Frequency Oncea year Twice a year (Every 6 months)

Route of administration Oral
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Children Aged 6-59 Months who Received the 
Recommended Dose of Vitamin A  

Å Theproportions of childrenwho receivedthe recommendeddoseof Vitamin A in the past 12 months were: 91% for 6-11 months; 52% for 12-59

monthsand56%for the children6-59months.

Å In MatabelelandSouth, 4 of the 7 districtsreachedthe recommendedtarget of 90%for children6-11months.

Å Mangwe(76%) hadthe highestproportionof children6-59monthswho receivedrecommendedVitaminAdosesandGwanda(38%) hadthe lowest.
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Acute Malnutrition by District Based on MUAC 
Measurements
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GAM MAM SAM

Å TheprovincialGAMrate was2.5 whichisbelowthe WHOthresholdof 5%.

Å Insizahadthe highestGAMratesof 5.3%whichwasabovethe WHOthreshold.
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Gender Based Violence (GBV)
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Forms of Gender Based Violence 

District N

Physical Abuse (%) Sexual Abuse (%)

No Yes
Refused to 

answer No Yes
Refused to 

answer

Manicaland 1741 94.3 3.7 2.0 97.6 0.6 1.8

Mash Central 1999 96.2 3.5 0.3 99.0 0.7 0.3

Mash East 2257 96.6 2.8 0.5 99.1 0.6 0.3

Mash West 1722 95.9 3.1 1.0 98.3 0.8 0.9

Masvingo 1747 97.2 2.4 0.4 99.0 0.6 0.5

Mat North 1747 97.0 1.9 1.1 98.2 0.7 1.1

Mat South 1736 97.3 1.6 1.1 98.8 0.2 1.0

Midlands 1999 95.7 3.8 0.5 98.5 0.9 0.6

National 14948 96.3 2.9 0.8 98.6 0.6 0.8

Å Nationally, 2.9% of the respondents reported having experienced physical abuse while 0.6% reported to have  

experienced  sexual abuse.
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Victims of GBV who Reported 

Å Of thosewho experiencedGBV,22%reportedthe incidents.

Å In MatabelelandSouth,closeto 25%of victimsof GBVreportedthe abuse.
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Sources of GBV Services
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Å The highest proportion of respondents (43%) got a service from the Victim Friendly Unit. 180



Spousal Violence
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Incidence of Spousal Violence 

ÅThere was high incidence of emotional abuse among spouses, 6% for males and 6% for females  nationally.

ÅGenerally, emotional abuse  was high for both males and females  while sexual abuse had the lowest reported incidents.
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Province  
Sexual abuse Physical abuse Emotional abuse Economical abuse

(%) (%) (%) (%)
N Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female 

Manicaland 
1389 2 3 5 5 9 9 6 6

Mash 
Central 

1766 1 2 3 4 8 7 5 4

Mash East 
2042 1 1 3 2 7 7 5 3

Mash West 
1322 1 2 2 3 6 9 3 5

Masvingo 
1562 1 1 1 2 3 3 2 2

Mat North 
1464 1 0 2 1 3 3 3 3

Mat South 
1627 2 1 4 3 7 5 5 4

Midlands 
1597 0 1 2 1 4 4 3 2

National 
12769 1 2 3 3 6 6 4 4



Forms of Spousal Violence

10%

21%

41%

28%

Sexual abuse Physical abuse Emotional abuse Economical abuse

Å Emotionalabuse(41%) wasthe mostprevalentform of abuseamongspouses.

Å Sexualabusewasthe leastreportedwith 10%.
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Reported Incidence of Spousal Violence
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Å Most victimsof sexualabusedid not report to anyone,males64% andfemales44%.

Å Physicalviolencewasmostly reported to the policeby females(34%) and maleseither did not report (43%) or

reportedto relatives(30%).

Å Emotional andeconomicalviolence wereeither reportedto no oneor to relativesby both malesandfemales.
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Victims who Sought Medical Attention 
as a Result of Spousal Violence

ÅMedical attention was sought by 12% of  those who suffered sexual violence, 20% for physical and 18% for emotional 

violence.  
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Sexual Physical Emotional 

Province Suffered abuse 
(%)

Sought medical 
attention (%)

Suffered abuse 
(%)

Sought medical 
attention (%)

Suffered abuse 
(%)

Sought medical 
attention (%)

Manicaland 3 18 5 19 9 18

Mash Central 2 10 4 33 8 18

Mash East 1 12 3 17 7 16

Mash West 2 9 3 17 8 26

Masvingo 1 0 2 15 3 15

Mat North 1 0 1 16 3 14

Mat South 2 22 3 21 6 13

Midlands 1 16 2 17 4 22

National 1 12 3 20 6 18



COVID-19 and Livelihoods
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Proportion of households that ever Heard About COVID-19

Å Beitbridge(79%) andInsiza(82%) hadthe lowestproportionof householdsthat hadheardaboutCOVID-19.
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Sources of COVID-19 Information
Current Sources 

Å Themain sourcesof COVID-19 information in the provincewere reported to be the friends and relatives(59%), radio (53%) and CommunityHealth

Workers/HealthVolunteers(47%).

Å Themain preferred future sourcesof information on COVID-19 in the provincewere reported to be: clinic/health facility (74%), community/village

healthworkers(69%) andradio(26%).
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COVID-19 Toll-free Numbers
Awareness of the Availability of Toll-

free Numbers

Å Theproportion of householdswhichwereawareof the existenceof the COVID-19 toll free linesin the provincewas12%, with Umzingwane(24%)

reporting the highestprevalence. About 88%of the householdsin the provincewere not awarethe existenceof the tollfree numbersandare of

concern.

Å Of thosewho were awareof the availabilityof toll free numbers,the most commontoll free number was2019(91%) at provinciallevel hence

needfor moreawarenessof the existenceof the other lines.

Knowledge of Toll-free Numbers
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Effects of COVID-19 on Livelihoods

Å At provinciallevel, the maineffectsof COVID-19 on livelihoodswere reductionin food sources(53%) andsourcesof income(45%) leadingto increased

vulnerabilities.

Å Beitbridge(81%) and Gwanda(79%) had the highestproportion of householdsthat reported reduction in food sources,while Mangwe(76%) reported

reductionin sourcesof income. Most of the impactscouldbe attributed to the restrictivemeasures. 190

Effect
Beitbridge 

(%)
Bulilima

(%)
Gwanda

(%)
Insiza
(%)

Mangwe
(%)

Matobo
(%)

Umzingwane
(%)

Mat South 
(%)

Loss of business income 10 2 6 39 10 12 25 14

Loss of employment 5 18 2 15 7 8 9 9

Failed to access health facility 0 2 0 3 1 1 1 1

Failed to access basic commodities 7 12 15 17 21 19 5 14

Reduced sources of income 37 32 54 29 76 54 32 45

Reduced salaries 16 9 2 3 2 2 3 5

Reduced food sources 81 35 79 31 64 44 38 53

Gender-based violence (GBV) 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0

Restricted access to agricultural markets 3 8 4 4 0 0 20 6



Household COVID-19 Vaccine Concerns

Å Themajorityof the householdsindicatedno concernabout the COVID-19vaccine(55.7%).

Å Fearof Illness(23.2%) wasthe moststatedconcern.
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Shocks and Stressors
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Proportion of Households Experiencing Shocks

Å Water logging(59.1%), cashshortages(44.7%) anddrought(29.1%) werethe mostprevalentshocksexperiencedby households.
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Number of Shocks/Stressors Experienced by 
Households
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Å Beitbridge(6.4), Umzingwane(2.9) andGwanda(2.8) hadthe highestaveragenumberof shocks.
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Severity of Shocks

Å Malaria diseasesincidents,cancerdiseasesincidents(100%), and death of main incomeearner (84%) were reported to have had the most

severeimpacton households.
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Average Shock Exposure Index 
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Å Shockexposureindexwascalculatedby multiplyingnumberof shocksexperiencedwith impactseverityof the shockto the household.

Å Beitbridge(18.1%) Umzingwane(9.3%)andMangwe(8.5%) hadthe highestshockexposureindex.
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Shocks 

Å Themajorityof householdsperceivedinability to copewith diseases,livelihoodsandweather-relatedshocks.
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Comparison Between Shock Exposure and Ability to Cope
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Å Shockexposurewashigherthan the ability to copeacrossall districts.

Å Householdscontinueto be vulnerableto shocksandstressorsandarenot ableto copeon their own. 198



Food Security
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Food Security Dimensions 

Figure 3: Dimensions of Food Security (Jones et al., 2013)
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Food Security Analytical Framework

201

ÅFoodsecurityexistswhen all people at all times, have physical,socialand economicaccessto food

which is safe and consumedin sufficient quantity and quality to meet their dietary needsand food

preferencesand it is supportedby an environmentof adequatesanitation,health servicesand care

allowingfor a healthyandactivelife (FoodandNutrition SecurityPolicy,2012).

ÅThefour dimensionsof food securityasgivein Figure3 are:

ÅAvailability of food

ÅAccessto food

ÅThesafeandhealthyutilization of food

ÅThestability of food availability,accessandutilization



Food Security Analytical Framework

ÅEachof the surveyedƘƻǳǎŜƘƻƭŘǎΩminimum expenditureor the emergencynutrition sensitivefood basket

wascomputedfrom the followingannualfood basketrequirementfor an individual:

202

Food Items Individual Annual Requirement

Maize Grain (Kgs) 148

Rice (Kgs) 15

Ration meat  (Kgs) 14.6

Milk (Litres) 36.5

Cooking Oil (Litres) 13.5

Peanuts  (Kgs) 0.73

Cabbage (Heads) 15

Beans (Kgs) 7.3

Sugar (Kgs) 12.1



Food Security Analytical Framework

Å Eachof the surveyedƘƻǳǎŜƘƻƭŘǎΩpotential to acquireminimum expenditurefood basket(Figure3) wascomputed

by estimatingthe household'slikely disposableincome(both cashand non cash)in the 2021/22 consumptionyear

from the followingpossibleincomesources;

Å Cerealstocksfrom the previousseason;

Å Ownfood cropproductionfrom the 2020/21 agriculturalseason;

Å Potentialincomefrom own cashcropproduction;

Å Potentialincomefrom livestock;

Å Potentialincomefrom casuallabourandremittances; and

Å Incomefrom other sourcessuchasgifts,pensions,gardening,formal andinformalemployment.
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Food Security Analytical Framework

ÅHouseholdFoodSecurityStatus

ÅThe total minimum expenditure food basket that could be acquired by the household from the

cheapestavailablesourcesusingits potential disposableincomewasthen computedandcomparedto

theƘƻǳǎŜƘƻƭŘΩǎminimumexpenditurefood basket.

ÅWhenthe total minimumexpenditurefood basketthat a householdcouldacquirewasgreaterthan its

minimumexpenditurefood basketrequirements,the householdwasdeemedto be food secure. When

the conversewastrue, the householdwasdefinedasfood insecure.

ÅTheseverityof householdfood insecuritywascomputedby the marginwith which its potential energy

accesswasbelowits total minimumexpenditurefood basketrequirements.
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Food Security Analytical Framework

ÅHouseholdCerealSecurityStatus

ÅFrom the total minimum expenditure food basket, the total energy that could be acquiredby the

household from the cheapest available sources using its potential disposableincome was also

extractedandcomparedto theƘƻǳǎŜƘƻƭŘΩǎminimumenergyrequirements.

ÅWhen the potential energy a household could acquire was greater than its minimum energy

requirements, the household was deemed to be food secure. When the conversewas true, the

householdwasdefinedasfood insecure.

ÅTheseverityof householdfood insecuritywascomputedby the marginwith which its potential energy

accesswasbelowits minimumenergyrequirements.
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Food Insecurity Progression by Quarter
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Å At Provinciallevel,35%of the householdsin MatabelelandΧΧΧΧwill be food insecureduring the peakhungerseason(January-March

2022).

Å Bulilima(53%), Gwanda(40%) andUmzingwane(40%) are the districtsthat will havemore food insecurehouseholdsduringthe hunger

period. 206



Food Insecurity Population by District

Å At Provinciallevel,251,335peoplewill be food insecureduringthe peakhungerperiod.
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Food Insecure Population

District Jul - Sept Oct - Dec Jan - Mar

Beitbridge 14,536 22,186 29,836

Bulilima 38,883 48,296 54,027

Mangwe 15,748 20,897 28,468

Gwanda 32,360 45,303 53,933

Insiza 13,804 19,878 23,743

Matobo 11,916 20,134 24,654

Umzingwane 15,504 23,256 30,388

Mat South 144,985 203,145 251,335



Cereal Requirements by District by Quarter

Å At Provinciallevel9,299MT of cerealwill be requiredto feed the food insecurepopulationin MatabelelandSouthduringthe peakhunger

period (January-March2022).

Cereal Requirements (MT)

District Jul - Sept Oct - Dec Jan - Mar

Beitbridge
538 821 1104

Bulilima
1439 1787 1999

Mangwe
583 773 1053

Gwanda
1197 1676 1996

Insiza
511 735 879

Matobo
441 745 912

Umzingwane
574 860 1124

Mat South
5364 7516 9299
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Community Development Challenges and 
Priorities

209



Community Development Challenges

210

Development Challenges
Beitbridge

(%)
Bulilima

(%)
Mangwe

(%)
Gwanda

(%)
Insiza
(%)

Matobo
(%)

Umzingwane
(%) Mat South (%)

Prohibitive By-laws 16.7 0 20 5.6 36.4 0 9.5 11.2
Lack of income generating projects 16.7 5 13.3 5.6 18.2 28.6 9.5 11.2
Drought 0 20 6.7 11.1 0 14.3 14.3 11.2
Poor road infrastructure 0 5 13.3 11.1 0 0 0 5.1
Poor Water and sanitation facilities 0 10 0 11.1 0 0 4.8 5.1
Lack of /limited Water for crop and livestock production

0 10 0 11.1 0 0 4.8 5.1
Corruption 16.7 0 0 0 9.1 14.3 4.8 4.1
No primary/secondary school in the ward 0 10 0 5.6 0 0 4.8 4.1
Fewer or no vocational training centres 0 0 6.7 0 9.1 0 9.5 4.1
Poor/ lack of Health and infrastructure 0 10 6.7 5.6 0 0 0 4.1
Livestock diseases 0 5 0 5.6 9.1 0 4.8 4.1
Unemployment 0 0 13.3 5.6 0 14.3 0 4.1
Poor Information Communication Infrastructure 0 0 0 0 0 14.3 9.5 3.1
Lack of Irrigation infrastructure 0 15 0 0 0 0 0 3.1
Shortage of cash 0 0 6.7 0 0 0 9.5 3.1
Lack of/ limited Water for domestic use 0 0 0 11.1 0 0 4.8 3.1
Draught Power shortage 16.7 0 0 0 9.1 0 0 2
Drug Abuse 33.3 0 0 0 0 0 0 2
Livestock theft 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 2
Lack of /intermittent Electricity supply 0 0 6.7 0 0 0 0 1
High food prices 0 0 0 0 0 0 4.8 1

Å The most common challenges stated by communities included prohibitive bylaws, lack of income generating projects and drought all at 11.2%.
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Development Priority
Beitbridge

(%)
Bulilima

(%)
Mangwe

(%)
Gwanda

(%)
Insiza
(%)

Matobo
(%)

Umzingwane
(%) Mat South (%)

Water Supply- boreholes, piped water schemes
7.7 18.8 4.8 20 8.3 18.2 13.6 12.8

Road infrastructure development 3.8 6.3 14.3 16 25 9.1 13.6 12
Dams/Water reservoirs construction 7.7 12.5 9.5 20 0 18.2 9.1 11.3
Irrigation infrastructure development 7.7 18.8 14.3 8 16.7 0 13.6 11.3
Education and related infrastructure improvement

0 18.8 4.8 8 8.3 0 9.1 6.8
Health services and related infrastructure improvement

3.8 12.5 0 12 8.3 18.2 0 6.8
Income Generation Projects promotion 3.8 6.3 14.3 4 0 0 13.6 6.8
Employment creation 3.8 0 14.3 0 16.7 0 0 4.5
Livestock restocking 15.4 0 4.8 0 0 9.1 0 4.5
Vocational Training Centres 3.8 0 9.5 4 8.3 0 4.5 4.5
Electricity infrastructure development 3.8 0 9.5 0 0 9.1 4.5 3.8
Agricultural markets availability and access development

7.7 6.3 0 0 0 0 9.1 3.8
Skills and capacity Development 11.5 0 0 4 0 0 4.5 3.8
Control of wildlife 11.5 0 0 0 8.3 0 0 3
Livestock disease surveillance and control 7.7 0 0 0 0 18.2 0 3
Other 0 0 0 4 0 0 4.5 1.5
Å Most communitiesprioritizedincreasedwater supply(12.8%), RoadInfrastructureandDevelopment(12%), Damconstruction(11.3%) and

Irrigationinfrastructuredevelopment(11.3%).

Å It is important to note that mostof theseprioritiesarewater related.



Conclusions and Recommendations

212



Conclusions and Recommendations

Å At provinciallevel, 22% of the householdsreported their children had been sent away from schooldue to non-paymentof schoolfees.

Thereis a need for the Ministry of Primaryand SecondaryEducationto enforce implementation,monitoring and evaluationof national

policiesrelated to the promotion of universalaccessto education. Specialattention needsto be paid to Umzingwanewith 31% of the

householdsreportingthat their childrenhadbeensentawayfrom school.

Å Theproportion of householdswith at leastone membersufferingfrom chronicillnesseswashigh in MatabelelandSouthwith HIVbeing

reported in 37%of the householdsandhypertensionbeingreported in 25.8%of the households. Thesehouseholdswere facingchallenges

with accessingmedicationmainlydue to non-affordabilityof medicationandlackof foreigncurrencyto purchasemedication. TheMinistry

of Health and Child Caretogether with partners shouldenhancesubsidisingmedicationfor chronic illnessessuchas hypertensionand

increasingaccessto medicationin satellitehealthfacilities.

Å Theproportion of householdstravelingmore than 5 kilometresto their nearesthealth facility and/or primaryschoolis relativelyhigherin

resettlementareas. Thereis a needfor smart deploymentof devolutionfunds in the establishmentof schools,health facilitiesand other

socialamenitiesto easepressureon existingsocialservicesandimproveaccessibilityof the same.
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Å GenderBasedViolenceremainsa challengewith 1.6%of the respondentsreportinghavingexperiencedphysicalabuse. Tomitigateagainst

forms of domesticviolence,there is need for extensivesocialmarketingto raiseawarenessof the phenomenonand promote behaviour

changeamongstboth malesandfemales.

Å Cerealsufficiencyhad improvedacrossthe province. However, Mangweand Beitbridgemayfacecerealaccessissuesduringpeakhunger

period (January-March 2022). Governmentand its DevelopmentPartnersshouldconsiderimprovingcerealaccessin those two districts

duringthe leanseason.

ÅIƻǳǎŜƘƻƭŘǎΩaccessto Foodand Nutrition SecurityInfrastructureis critical in promoting food production,preservationand utilisation in

households.

Å Thereare a number of partially functional and non-functional irrigation schemesin MatabelelandSouth. To this end, there is need to

intensifyirrigation rehabilitationanddetailedfeasibilitystudiesto identify appropriateirrigation technologiesto unlockthe potential of dry

productivefarmingcommunitieswho rely heavilyon rain-fed agriculturalproduction.

Å Closeto 64% of householdsinterviewed reported that they had knowledgeof Pfumvudza/Intwasa,whilst those that reported to have

practisedPfumvudza/Intwasamadeup 31% of the sample. It is encouragingto note that suchsmart agriculturalpracticesadvocatedfor

throughthe Pfumvudza/Intwasaprogrammehelpfarmersimproveon suchissuesasplant densityanduseof mulchamongother innovative

methods.
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Å Governmentshould consider linking food assistanceprogrammesto preparednessfor the upcomingfarming seasonthrough timeous

distributionof cropandlivestockinputs.

Å Proportionsof householdsaccessingloans remain low and these were predominantlygiven by family and friends; and remain largely

informal. Financialinclusionin the formal institutions suchas Banks,SACCOsand microfinanceremainslargelyconstrained. Thismay be

stemmingfrom the fact that mostof thesehouseholdsareborrowingfor consumptionhencepresentinga credit risk to the formal financial

institutions.

Å There is a relatively high proportion of householdsusing surfacewater (16%). A paradigmshift from primarily relying on unimproved

drinkingwater sourcesto improvedcommunalwater points and improvedpiped water into householdsusingrenewableenergysources

(solar)is recommended.

Å Thereis a high proportion of householdspractisingopen defaecation(33%). Eliminationof open defecationthrough availingof resources

(both soft and hardware)for the constructionof latrinesusinglocallyavailableresourcesis recommended. Customisedservicestandards

shouldreconcilewith technologychoiceandservicelevelswith the economiccapacityof usergroups.

Å Productionindiceswere too low for cattle andgoats. Nevertheless,approximately66%of householdsin the provincehadreceivedlivestock

advicefrom extensionofficers.
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Å Thereis needto scale-up interventionsin the livestocksectorby GovernmentandDevelopmentPartnersespeciallypursuingrestocking,distribution

of tick-greaseandother livestockchemicals,aswell asinstallationof irrigation infrastructurefor fodderproductionto strengthenhouseholdresilience

againstdrought and diseaseinducedlivestockmorbidity and mortality. It is alsoimportant to invest in capacitybuildingof extensionpersonnelfor

instancein termsof mobility, communicationandother relatedissues.

Å Closeto 42%of householdshadpoor consumptionpatternsadequateto meet their micronutrient requirements,with BeitbridgeandMatobo having

the highestproportionsat 60%. Amultisectoralapproachto addressandstrengtheninterventionsto enhancethe nutritional contentof familydietsis

required. Strategiesto employ include productsof diverseplant and animal food sources,promotion of consumptionof diversediets and value

additionon of locallyavailablefoods.

Å Effort in improvingnutrition indicesisa challengeasthe nutrition sectionis understaffed. Thereis needto empowerthe nutrition function to address

nutrition sensitiveandnutrition specificissuesobtainingin the variouswardsanddistrictsthroughprovisionof additionalstaff, andtools to enhance

reachandimpactof nutrition interventions.

Å Consideringthat mostshockswereweatherandeconomyrelated,appropriateagro-basedinterventionswouldmitigateadverseimpacts.
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