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Introduction

• Higher expected difficulties in MENA countries 

• Pre-pandemic structural constraints

• Weak Government support 

• Impact of containment policies in four MENA countries 

• Stringency of measures 

• Volatility 

• Heterogeneous effects



Issues

• Does the level of restrictions and their volatility have a significant 

effect on firms’ performances?

• Which firms did better in closure times?

• Is the availability of credit effective in dampening the effects of 

higher stringency/volatility? 

• Are foreign/exporting firms relatively advantaged or disadvantaged 

when stringency or volatility increase?

• Which strategies of firms’ adaptation work with higher 

stringency/volatility? 



The literature
• Early-stage short run studies 

• Apedo-Amah et al. (2020) : Severe effects on sales, financial situation, 
exacerbated by the difficulty of accessing finance and uncertainty.

• Bartik et al. (2020) : More than 40% of SMEs were temporarily closed 
while employment was reduced by 40%. This is due, mainly, to the 
absence of cash before the pandemic. 

• Ashraf (2020) : Covid containment measures have a negatively 
significant impact on stock market returns. 

• Webster et al. (2022) : While stay-at-home restrictions and public 
transport bans have a negative impact on firms’ sales, workplace 
closure has a positive impact.



• Chen et al. (2020): The stringency has negative effect firms’ stock 
returns in the US tourism and leisure sector, while positive effect on 
the e-commerce sector (Alfonso C et al., 2021). 

• Fernandez-Perez et al. (2021) : The increase of the stringency of anti-
Covid measures has a negative impact on stock market returns. 

• Guerrero-Amezaga et al. (2022): Firms’ performances are significantly 
correlated to their expectations induced by government support. 

• Buchheim et al. (2022): The announcement of school closure in 
Germany was the triggering factor of the plunge in firms’ 
expectations. 
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• ERF Covid-19 MENA Monitor
• 4 rounds of firms (500) surveys 
• Egypt, Tunisia, Morocco and Jordan.

Table 1 : Waves of the Enterprise Survey

Database

Wave 1 Wave 2 Wave 3

Jordan Feb-March. 2021 May-June. 2021 August-Sept. 2021

Morocco Feb-March. 2021 June-July. 2021 August-Sept. 2021

Tunisia Jan-April. 2021 June-July. 2021 August-Sept. 2021

Egypt Feb-March. 2021 June-July. 2021 -



Figure 1: Monthly average of Stringency Index



Figure 2: Change in sales through the different 
waves per country 



We estimate the effect of the change and volatility in stringency
index on firm sales:

LnSalesi,c,s,w = α + βDELTASIc,s,w−6 + γVOLSIc,s,w−6 +
µXi,c,s,w + ζc + δs + ηw + εi,c,s,w (1)

• LnSalesi,c,s,w : sales of firm i in country c, sector s from wave

w
• DELTASIc,s,w−6 = SIc,s,w - SIc,s,−6
• Xi,c,s,w : firm-level characteristics ( size, foreign, access to

finance).
• Fixed effects for country: (ζc ), sector (δs ) and wave (ηw ).
• Standard errors are clustered at country-sector-wave level.

Methodology



The cycle in SI is obtained by detrending SI, estimating the
following regression for each of the four countries:

SIm = α + βSIm−1 + γTIMEm + εm (2)
• SIm−1 : the stochastic trend.
• TIMEm : the deterministic trend.

• The cycle of SI is the residual (εm).
• The volatility of SI is then constructed as the standard error
of this residual, over a six-months period before the wave of

the interview.
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Heterogeneity Analysis





Interaction between change and volatility in SI



Dropping one country-wave at a time





• Not only restrictions tightening, but also higher volatility of the 
stringency index are negatively associated with the variation in firms’ 
sales. 

• Larger firms and those with access to finance have, all else equal, 
performed better than other firms.

• Access to finance does not seem to lessen the negative effect of the 
stringency of restrictions on sales. • Firms’ which adapted by 
changing their business model or digitalizing dampened the effects of 
higher stringency.

• Only a change in the business model can dampen the effects of 
higher volatility. 

• There is evidence of a stronger negative effect of restrictions 
tightening for foreign-owned and exporting firms. 

Summary Findings
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