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ABSTRACT 
 
Developed countries have witnessed agricultural production growth alongside increased global pesticide and 

fertilizer use. However, Sub-Saharan African nations, including Zimbabwe, face stagnant agricultural 

productivity, resulting in consistently low output. Over the 2008 to 2018 decade, Zimbabwe’s agricultural 

sector experienced a decline in its contribution to total output from 19.02% to 5.07%. To realize 

Zimbabwe’s vision, it is crucial for agriculture to grow and enhance productivity. This study explores how 

agricultural efficiency can be improved by analyzing the determinants of agricultural labor productivity. 

Time series data spanning from 1991 to 2018 was analyzed using the Dynamic Linear model. Findings 

reveal a concerning trend: agricultural labor productivity is declining. The determinants of labor 

productivity in agriculture include economic development, national expenditure, rainfall, fertilizer use, 

cropping land area, raw material imports, and reinvestment in capital. To enhance agricultural efficiency, 

the study recommends several efforts. First, allocate more cropping land area to farmers, allowing for 

increased cultivation and promote the adoption of climate smart agricultural practices such as optimal water 

resource utilization to the farmers who already have a significant portion of productive land in their hands. 

Second, consider opening borders to facilitate the importation of essential agricultural raw materials. Third,  

ensure consistent access to fertilizer through government schemes. Lastly, support income-generating 

projects that promote overall economic development. Additionally, further studies should explore and 

differentiate the factors influencing agricultural labor productivity among both smallholder and large-scale 

commercial farmers. 
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INTRODUCTION 
 
Numerous challenges exist in today’s society including the rising global population, climate change, 

accelerated urbanization, and increasing scarcity of water, land, and forest resources giving rise to questions 

about the food and agricultural systems being able to meet needs, and the capability to achieve the 

production increases required (Vos & Bellù, 2019). This is a growing crisis as there are several internal and 

external factors threatening food and nutrition security, especially in the developing world (Hebsale 

Mallappa & Babu, 2021). Based on the slower rate, between 2009 and 2050, it is expected that the 

population will grow by 2.3 billion people (FAO, 2009). This translates to nearly a 10 billion world 

population (Vos & Bellù, 2019). The population growth accompanied with rising incomes, increased 

demand for a high quality and more varied diets that require more production inputs, and changing diets in 
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growing economies will put pressure on the food system (Serraj & Pingali, 2018). Consequently, this will 

lead to an expected food demand increase of about 59% to 98% by 2050 (Elferink & Schierhorn, 2016). 
 

The agricultural sector occupies a very important position in the global food system as it is the major source 

of food for the world population (Khudoynazarovich, 2021). Given the escalating demand for food, farmers 

are under pressure to boost crop production. This objective can be accomplished by either expanding 

cultivated land or improving productivity (Elferink & Schierhorn, 2016). Increasing productivity is the more 

sustainable choice. Agricultural productivity is a measure of efficiency, given as the ratio of outputs to 

inputs of a production system (Card, 2006; Doss, 2018; Krugman, 1994). High productivity implies that a 

production system has relatively lower costs since high production can be achieved with lower input use. As 

such, growth in agricultural productivity is an essential condition for rural poverty reduction, 

industrialization, and promotion of inclusive growth prospects (Wickramasinghe et al., 2017). 
 

In the last decades, agricultural production grew alongside global pesticide and fertilizer use in developed 

and a few developing countries like China (Knudsen et al., 2006). Sub-Saharan African (SSA) countries 

have been experiencing a stagnant agricultural productivity growth ranging from -0.05 to 0.05, which has 

resulted in low agricultural production and a small global share of agricultural exports (Mwangi et al., 

2020). One of the barriers to agricultural growth in SSA is poor performance by labor (Rufai et al., 2018). 
 

Zimbabwe’s contribution of agriculture to national output has also declined from 19.02% in 2008 to 5.07% 

in 2018 (O’Neill, 2021). Agricultural value added has fallen precipitously since 2000 when it reached its 

peak (IMF, 2020). Soon after Zimbabwe gained independence during 1980 to 1995 period, a 1.3% annual 

growth in agricultural land productivity was experienced where land productivity grew from US$34 to 

US$41 per hectare (Weiner et al., 1985; Wiebe et al., 2001). However, in the same period, agricultural labor 

productivity declined from US$294 to US$266 per worker equating to an average of 0.7% decrease per 

annum (Wiebe et al., 2001). This decline raises concerns about the effectiveness of existing strategies and 

policies aimed at enhancing productivity. 
 

According to Maiyaki (2010), the trend of having agriculture as the backbone of Zimbabwe’s economy was 

reversed in recent years because of challenges including political instabilities in the country. The 

smallholder farming sector which is an important part of the agricultural system of Zimbabwe faces several 

challenges such as poor soil fertility, poor infrastructure, poor rainfall and droughts, low investment, poor 

access to irrigation facilities, lack of farm labor and draft power, poverty, and periodic food insecurity, all of 

which have led to low production and productivity in the agricultural sector (FAO, 2021a). Rural 

infrastructure such as energy and transport are important for agricultural productivity to be achieved (Llanto, 

2012). According to Kessides (1996), infrastructure impacts economic development through its effects on 

agricultural productivity in terms of transportation and irrigation facilities. This aids to ease of market 

access and water availability which are important for the success of agriculture. 
 

The entire agricultural value chain has been experiencing severe challenges including lack of funding and 

affordable inputs which are worsened by climate change impacts such as occasional floods and prolonged 

droughts (FAO Zimbabwe, 2016). The sector is vulnerable to periodic droughts as smallholder farmers who 

produce about 70% of the staples access less than 5% of Zimbabwe’s irrigation facilities (FAO, 2021a). 

Other challenges faced include poorly functioning markets, and farmers’ limited access to knowledge, best 

practices, and credit facilities (FAO, 2021b). 
 

Since 2015, the government of Zimbabwe started placing further emphasis on agriculture’s importance 

through the Command Agriculture program (IMF, 2020). More so, the government has continued to 

intensify efforts to improve agricultural productivity in the country as it is a top priority sector in achieving 

its vision (World Bank, 2019). However, interventions in Zimbabwe’s agricultural sector have primarily 

focused on income support and subsidies rather than long-term financing for sustainable growth. This 
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emphasis on short-term measures may not address the underlying issues affecting agricultural productivity 

in the long run. Consequently, low productivity is the greatest challenge in Zimbabwe’s agricultural sector 

(ZimStat and World Bank, 2019). To realize its goals, Zimbabwe’s agriculture has to grow and improve 

productivity (IMF, 2020). Challenges such as policy uncertainty, foreign exchange shortages, land rights 

issues, environmental shocks, and macroeconomic instability have hindered private investment in the 

agricultural sector in Zimbabwe. These market distortions and uncertainties can impede efforts to improve 

agricultural efficiency. According to Headey et al. (2010), knowing about agricultural productivity together 

with its determinants is important. However, no studies on determinants of agricultural labor productivity 

were identified in Zimbabwe. Therefore, this paper addresses this gap in the empirical literature by 

identifying the determinants of agricultural labor productivity in Zimbabwe to achieve agricultural 

efficiency. 

 

LITERATURE REVIEW 
 

Agricultural Labor Productivity 
 

Productivity is a measure of efficiency that focuses on the usage of inputs in the production of a given level 

of produce in an economy (Krugman, 1994). According to Burja (2012), it is a synthetic expression of how 

efficiently the factors of production are being utilized and it is important because it highlights the 

competitiveness of economic systems. Usually, productivity is defined as a ratio of outputs produced to 

inputs used in production (Card, 2006; Doss, 2018; Krugman, 1994). 
 

According to Bureš and Stropková (2014), labor productivity refers to the amount of goods produced per 

unit of labor, although this differs across industry sectors. As an example, according to construction 

managers and project managers, it refers to the ratio between work hours earned and work hours used. Labor 

productivity is important because it has a huge effect on production costs and processes (Auzina-Emsina, 

2014). 
 

For a long time, economists have been largely interested in the measurement of agricultural productivity 

(Nin et al., 2003). As such, there are several methods of measuring agricultural productivity amongst which 

the choice depends largely on the availability of data and purpose (Schreyer & Pilat, 2001). Within the 

literature, two main classifications of agricultural productivity measures arise where one is about single and 

multi-factor productivity, and the other is about the ratio of gross output to inputs and the value-added 

concept which is mainly relevant at the industry level (Schreyer & Pilat, 2001). In other terms, the first  

classification refers to total factor productivity (TFP) as well as partial factor productivity (PFP) measures of 

which the components of the second classification can fall in either in the case of agriculture. 
 

TFP is more informative as it measures agricultural output produced from a set of combined inputs 

including capital, labor, land, and material resources used indicating the overall rate of change in technology 

and efficiency (USDA, 2021). PFP measures lack in that they relate output to a single input such as land or 

labor (Murray, 2016). However, because of data limitations, economists have been forced to use PFP 

measures which are highly imperfect as they usually overestimate productivity in developing countries and 

underestimate it in developed countries (Nin et al., 2003). Although PFP measures suffer from limitations,  

they are very useful and informative (Headey et al., 2010). 
 

Within value-added-based measures, double counting which could cause over and underestimation does not 

arise making these measures more suitable (Schreyer & Pilat, 2001). Most often, value-added-based labor 

productivity is computed such that its data is usually available (Schreyer & Pilat, 2001). Therefore, in this 

study, labor productivity is employed as an indicator of agricultural productivity and is measured as 

agriculture value added per worker. 
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Theory of Production 
 

The theory of production examines the physical relationships between inputs and outputs, physical in the 

sense that relationships are in terms of variables in which inputs and outputs are measured, for example, 

hectares of land, number of workers, and barrels of oil (Wilkinson, 2005). Production functions are usually 

used to present such relationships. According to (Romeo, 2020) the Cobb-Douglas production function 

which uses labor and capital as inputs is probably the most used in economic production theory; 

𝑦 = 𝐴(𝐿𝛼𝐾𝛽) (1) 

𝑦 = 𝐴. 𝑓(𝐿) (2) 
 

where; y is total production, A is factor productivity, L is labor, K is capital, and α and β are labor 

and capital output elasticities respectively. Although there are numerous inputs in the production system, 

usually a two-input (1) case is assumed (ceteris paribus) for simplicity, of which, in the short run, capital is 

assumed to be constant (2). 

 

 
 

Fig. 1 Graphical Presentation of the Production Function Adapted from Solow (1957) 
 

Fig. 1 presents a production function showing the relationship between output and labor. Changes in the 

level of production would be achieved either through a movement along the production function or a shift of 

the production function (Krugman, 1994). Movements along the production function take place when the 

change in output is caused by a change in the level of inputs such as increasing labor from L0 to L1 

resulting in an increase in output from q0 to q1. A shift in the production function, on the other hand, 

indicates changes in productivity, and in this case, output either increases or decreases at the same 

level of input usage (Krugman, 1994). As shown in fig. 1, output increases from q0 to q1 at the same 

level of labor, L0 indicating an improvement in labor efficiency. Factor productivity, the main focus of  

q=A1f(L) 
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the study, increases from A0 to A1 highlighting the increase in labor productivity. Nicholson & Snyder 

(2008) notes that such changes in productivity represent technical progress. According to the production 

theory, technical or productivity improvement arises from better methods of economic organization as well 

as the use of more productive and improved inputs (Nicholson & Snyder, 2008). In this study, therefore the 

factors that lead to these improvements were determined. 
 

Empirical Literature 
 

Knowing about agricultural productivity together with its determinants is important (Headey et al., 2010). 

Various studies have been conducted across the globe on the determinants of agricultural productivity but 

most of these were done at the household level (Anyanwu, 2013; Deininger et al., 2014; Ekbom, 1998; 

Owuor, 2019; Sheng et al., 2015; Urgessa, 2015), and only a few at aggregate level (Dayal, 1984; Imahe & 

Alabi, 2005; Muraya, 2017). In addition, there is not much work that has been done on the determinants of 

agricultural productivity in Zimbabwe. 
 

Recent studies on the determinants of agricultural productivity include Muraya (2017), Owuor (2019), 

Urgessa (2015), and Coppola et al. (2018). In these studies, several determinants were observed including 

fertilizer use (Urgessa, 2015), annual rainfall (Muraya, 2017), pesticide use (Urgessa, 2015), drought 

(Urgessa, 2015), labor (Urgessa, 2015; Muraya, 2017), the share of the adult population with secondary 

education (Coppola et al., 2018), government expenditure (Muraya, 2017), the growth rate of firms 

(Coppola et al., 2018), inflation (Muraya, 2017), road infrastructure (Coppola et al., 2018), exchange rates 

(Muraya, 2017), off-farm income (Owuor, 2019), quality of resources and market orientation (Coppola et 

al., 2018), the value of crop per unit of land (Owuor, 2019), and quality agricultural products (Coppola et 

al., 2018). Some of these determinants were also observed in Adams & Bumb (1979), Ajao (2012), 

Anyanwu (2013), Ortega & Lederman (2004), and Reimers & Klasen (2013). 

Anyanwu (2013) showed that the determinants of agricultural productivity in Nigeria include farm size, 

farming experience, non-farm income, number of crops planted, level of education, labor effort, spending on 

planting material, market distance, and capital input. More so, Headey et al. (2010) illustrated that the 

determinants include public expenditure on agriculture, policy and institutional variables, agricultural policy 

reforms on pricing, and geographic factors. Another list of determinants includes human capital, 

development flow to agriculture, level of urbanization, agricultural imports, and economic development 

according to the findings of Liu et al. (2020). In addition, Burja (2012) showed that the labor force affects 

agricultural productivity. 

In the first decade of the 2000 era, the determinants observed by Ortega & Lederman (2004) and Imahe & 

Alabi (2005) studies included electricity generating capacity per capita, roads, credit availability, loans to 

agriculture, fertilizer use, average rainfall, food imports value, spending on agricultural capital and arable 

land per capita. Some of these determinants such as credit, fertilizer use, and farm size were identified in the 

early studies namely Adams & Bumb (1979), Dayal (1984), and Ekbom (1998) respectively. 

There were a few studies that were done before the year 2000 including Adams & Bumb (1979), Dayal 

(1984), and Ekbom (1998) all of which were done in developing parts of the world. Adams & Bumb (1979) 

identified the determinants of land productivity in India as natural conditions (rainfall and factor supplies),  

policies, and inputs. As for Dayal (1984), the determinants observed included fertilizer use, irrigation, urban 

industrial development, agricultural wages, and population density. Ekbom (1998) on the other hand found 

that labor availability, production costs, farm size, and distance to key resources are the determinants of 

agricultural productivity in Kenya. Similar studies done after the year 2000 showed different determinants 

as a result of differences in variables used in model specification and the indicator of agricultural 

productivity used for example labor productivity (Dayal, 1984), land productivity (Adams & Bumb, 1979; 

Dayal, 1984), aggregate productivity (Dayal, 1984; Block, 1994; Imahe & Alabi, 2005), and total factor 
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productivity (TFP) (Ortega & Lederman, 2004; Liu et al. 2020). 
 

From the studies reviewed, it can be identified that the measurement of agricultural productivity varies 

across studies. Some of the studies including Coppola et al. (2018), Dayal (1984), Benin (2016), Urgessa 

(2015), and Imahe & Alabi (2005) used a combination of several variables to measure agricultural 

productivity most of which include land, labour and aggregate productivity. The advantage of doing so is 

that one of the variables will likely give the accurate measure of agricultural productivity, although the 

presence of inaccurate variables will be misleading. 
 

Other studies attempted to calculate the TFP which supposedly captures all the inputs and/or factors of 

production used in the production process as well as the outputs obtained which are used in calculating the 

output input ratio, and these include, Liu et al. (2020), Benin (2016), Headey et al. (2010), Ajao (2012), and 

Ortega & Lederman (2004). The idea of measuring agricultural productivity as TFP might be good however,  

the challenge comes in trying to meet the data requirements of the measure especially when using secondary 

data and/or dealing with traditional agricultural systems where record keeping is poor. As a way of dealing 

with missing data, other studies including Owuor (2019) use PFP with less data requirements as it focuses 

on few inputs. 
 

More so, the remaining group of studies measures agricultural productivity using individual PFP measures 

which include either land productivity (Adams and Bumb, 1979), or labor productivity (Burja, 2012). 

According to Nicholson & Snyder (2008), labor productivity is often used to indicate average productivity 

such that when there are productivity increases in an industry, this is commonly taken to imply an increase 

in output per unit of labor. Labor is a unique input as it often changes either in terms of units or hours when 

a firm makes efforts to increase the level of production even through increasing other inputs. For example,  

when a farmer increases the level of fertilizer or introduces a new pesticide in order to improve production, 

more labor will be required to perform these tasks unless there is an increase in the productivity of labor. 

This implies that labor is responsive to changes in other inputs. Therefore, in this study labor productivity is 

used as a measure of agricultural productivity. 
 

Evidence from the studies reviewed reveals that there is no clear agreed list of determinants of agricultural 

productivity within the literature as these differ across studies. In addition, little is known about the 

determinants of agricultural productivity in Zimbabwe. Therefore, this paper examines the determinants of 

agricultural labor productivity in Zimbabwe. 

 

METHODOLOGY 
 
Data Collection and Sources 

 

The study uses annual secondary time series data comprised of variables dating from the year 1991 to 2018 

due to data availability among the key variables. Data was obtained from a combination of online statistical 

databases including FAOSTAT, Knoema, World Development Indicators (WDI), and the Climate Change 

Knowledge Portal (CCKP) of the World Bank Group. Table I shows the data that was used for this, 

indicators for each variable and the sources where the data was obtained. 
 

Analysis 
 

Table I. Variables and Sources of Data 

Variable Description/Indicator Source 

pdtyt 
Agricultural labor 

productivity 

Agriculture, forestry, and fishing, value added per 

worker (constant 2015 US$) 
WDI 
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gdpcapt Economic development GDP per capita (2015 US$ prices) FAOSTAT 

fdit FDI Total FDI inflows (Million US$) FAOSTAT 

gnet 
National expenditure Gross national expenditure (current US$) WDI 

raint Annual rainfall Annual mean rainfall (mm) CCKP 

clandt Cropping land area Cropping land area (1000 ha) FAOSTAT 

fertt Fertilizer usage 
Consumption of fertilizer (kg per hectare of arable 

land) 
Knoema 

agimportt 
Agriculture raw material 

imports 
Agricultural raw material imports (Million US$) Knoema 

capitt 
Reinvestment in capital 

deflator 

Gross fixed capital deflator value (US$, 2015 

prices) 
FAOSTAT 

 

To analyze the data, the Dynamic Linear Model (DLM) was used as it is very flexible in time series analysis 

(Petris, 2010). According to Nobre et al. (2001), DLMs are very useful models for forecasting, and they 

possess advantages including being easy to apply on different time series and the fact that they do not 

require a new cycle of identification and modeling when new data become available. In addition, they can 

also handle data with varying accuracies, missing values, non-stationary properties, and non-uniform 

sampling (Laine, 2020). The data was analyzed using a DLM with 8 independent variables and agricultural 

labor productivity as the dependent variable. This model was selected based on the smallest Akaike 

Information Criterion (AIC) backward elimination method (stepwise regression) after analyzing a model 

with several explanatory variables suggested by literature depending on the availability of sufficient data in 

the sources used. The following model was assumed; 

𝑝𝑑𝑡𝑦𝑡 = 𝛾0 + 𝛾1𝑔𝑑𝑝𝑐𝑎𝑝𝑡 + 𝛾2𝑓𝑑𝑖𝑡 + 𝛾3𝑔𝑛𝑒𝑡 + 𝛾4𝑟𝑎𝑖𝑛𝑡 + 𝛾5𝑐𝑙𝑎𝑛𝑑𝑡 + 𝛾6𝑓𝑒𝑟𝑡𝑡 + 𝛾7𝑖𝑚𝑝𝑜𝑡 + 𝛾8𝑐𝑎𝑝𝑖𝑡𝑡 + 𝜀𝑡 

where, pdtyt is agricultural labor productivity, 𝛾0 is the intercept, 𝜀t is the random error term, 𝛾i’s are the 

coefficients and the independent variables are as indicated in table I. For the ease of interpretation, 
logarithms were introduced to the model, as such, the following model was estimated; 

𝐿𝑝𝑑𝑡𝑦𝑡 = 𝛿0 + 𝛿1𝐿𝑔𝑑𝑝𝑐𝑎𝑝𝑡 + 𝛿2𝐿𝑓𝑑𝑖𝑡 + 𝛿3𝐿𝑔𝑛𝑒𝑡 + 𝛿4𝐿𝑟𝑎𝑖𝑛𝑡 + 𝛿5𝐿𝑐𝑙𝑎𝑛𝑑𝑡 + 𝛿6𝐿𝑓𝑒𝑟𝑡𝑡 + 𝛿7𝐿𝑖𝑚𝑝𝑜𝑡
+ 𝛿8𝐿𝑐𝑎𝑝𝑖𝑡𝑡 +𝜔𝑡 

where, Lpdtyt is the logarithm of agricultural labor productivity, 𝛿0 is the intercept, 𝜔t is the random error 

term, 𝛿i’s are the coefficients, and the independent variables are presented as logarithms. 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 
 
Descriptive Statistics 

 

Table II presents the descriptive statistics of each variable including the mean, minimum, maximum, initial, 

and latest values. As shown, over the period of 1991 to 2018, agricultural labor productivity (agriculture,  

forestry, and fishing, value added per worker) had a mean of US$596, a minimum of US$268, and a 

maximum of US$1046, of which in 2018 it had declined to US$478.00 from US$784.00 in 1991. Economic 

development (GDP per capita) increased from US$973 to US$1529 and had a mean of US$1023. Similarly, 

FDI, national expenditure, population size, labor force, and annual rainfall increased over the period. 
 

The import of raw materials for the agriculture sector, agricultural labor productivity, fertilizer usage, and 

domestic credit reduced during the same period. GDP per capita ranged between US$597 and US$1529, 

while FDI ranged between US$3.1 million and US$118.2 million. Fertilizer usage declined from 55.7kg/ha 
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in 1991 to 38.4kg/ha in 2018 and ranged between 18.3kg/ha to 55.7kg/ha. Similarly, agricultural raw 

material imports were US$56.8 million in 1991 and had a lowest of US$9.3 million. Furthermore, the 

deflator for capital formation indicated a rise in reinvestment in capital over the period. 
 

Table II. Descriptive Statistics 

Variable Mean Minimum Maximum Initial Latest 

Agricultural labor productivity (US$) 596 268 1046 784 478 

Economic development (US$/capita) 1023 597 1529 973 1529 

FDI (mil. US$) 63.9 3.1 118.2 40.2 103.5 

National expenditure (thous. US$) 12.1 5.59 34.9 7.38 34.9 

Annual rainfall (mm) 635 430 876 524 607 

Cropping land area (1000 ha) 3810 3050 4350 3050 4100 

Fertilizer usage (kg/ha) 36.6 18.3 55.7 55.7 38.4 

Agriculture raw material imports (mil. US$) 36.7 9.3 132.2 56.8 32.2 

Reinvestment in capital deflator (US$) 184.13 2.80 744.64 2.80 744.64 

 

Productivity of Labor in Agriculture 

 

 
 

Fig. 2 Labour Productivity Tend in Zimbabwe’s Agriculture 
 

Fig. 2 shows that agricultural labor productivity fluctuated throughout the period from 1991 to 2018 in 

Zimbabwe although the fluctuations varied in terms of size. Before 2002, agricultural labor productivity was 

increasing slowly. In 2002, the highest level of agricultural labor productivity was reached. However, after 

2002 there was a continuous decline in the level of agricultural labor productivity until 2008 when the 

minimum was reached. Over the 2008 to 2018 decade, there was a slight increase although it was associated 

with some years of slight decrease. The trendline for agricultural labor productivity shows that there was an 

overall decline of about US$21 per year over the 1991 to 2018 period in Zimbabwe. 
 

A decreasing agricultural labor productivity implies that the agricultural production system is experiencing a 
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downward shift in the production function. As explained before, such a shift would result in lower 

production per unit of labor such that more labor would be required to achieve a higher level of production.  

This implies that the rate of increase in output would be slower than the rate of increase in labor (Fuglie et 

al., 2021). As a result, the cost of production would increase and in turn, lead to higher commodity prices.  

More so, high costs of production would lead to lower agricultural production. Agricultural productivity is 

very crucial for the development of the agricultural sector (Kumar et al., 2008). A declining agricultural 

labor productivity would therefore be detrimental to this sectoral development. 
 

The results differ from the findings of Block (1994), Ortega & Lederman (2004), Benin (2016), Fulginiti et  

al. (2004), Ajao (2012), and Burja (2012), while they agree with the findings of Liu et al. (2020). Benin 

(2016) study showed that African agricultural productivity was increasing during the 1961 to 2012 period. 

Likewise, Block (1994) observed that there was a notable recovery in African countries’ agricultural 

productivity in the 1980s although its sustainability was in question. Therefore, the findings of this study 

validate this questioning by Block (1994) in the Zimbabwean case proving that the recovery was not 

sustainable. According to the findings of Fulginiti et al. (2004), although agricultural productivity was 

increasing in SSA, it was reduced during periods of war and political conflicts. Ortega & Lederman (2004) 

showed that internationally there was an increase in agricultural productivity during the 1961 to 2000 period. 
 

According to FAO (2021a), causes of low agricultural productivity in Zimbabwe include poverty, periodic 

food insecurity, poor soil fertility, poor infrastructure, low rainfall and droughts, poor access to irrigation, 

lack of labor and draft power, and low investment. Stellmacher & Kelboro (2019) highlight poor adoption of 

technology amongst family farmers as the major cause of low agricultural productivity. Environmental 

factors such as increasing frequency of droughts, deterioration of land resources as well as declining soil 

fertility also reduce agricultural productivity (Malley et al., 2009). In addition, Phillip et al. (2009) state that 

low agricultural productivity is associated with low public expenditure on agricultural research. It is 

therefore not surprising that agricultural productivity is reducing in Zimbabwe since most of these 

challenges are experienced in its agricultural system. To improve efficiency, Zimbabwe therefore needs to 

address these challenges. 
 

Determinants of Labor Productivity in Agriculture 
 

According to Laine (2020), our model did not require stationarity as the DLM can handle non-stationary 

processes. As indicated in table III, the Augmented Dickey-Fuller test showed that the agricultural labor 

productivity variable was not stationary both as an actual value and as a logarithm transformation since the 

p-values were greater than 0.05. However, since the DLM has the advantage of being able to handle non- 

stationary data, the data was analyzed. 
 

The model had a p-value less than 0.01 and an adjusted R2 value of 0.734. The p-value indicates that the 

model is statistically significant at a 5% level of significance. The goodness of fit measure, adjusted R2 

value indicates that the changes in the explanatory variables explain 73.4% of the variations in the 

dependent variable therefore, the model assumed is a good fit. 
 

Table III. Stationarity Test 

Variable ADF Statistic Lag order p-value Stationarity 

pdtyt -2.1088 3 0.531 Non-Stationary 

Lpdtyt -1.6677 3 0.700 Non-stationary 

 

Table IV shows the results of the DLM indicating that seven independent variables were statistically 

significant at a 5% level of significance. These include economic development, national expenditure, annual 

rainfall, cropping land area, fertilizer usage, import of raw materials for agriculture, and reinvestment in 
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capital. This implies that there is statistical evidence that the coefficient estimates of these variables in the 

model are not equal to zero, therefore, the study concludes that these variables affect agricultural labor 

productivity. FDI is not significant at the 5% level hence we do not have sufficient statistical evidence that 

its coefficient is not equal to zero. Therefore, the study concludes that FDI does not affect agricultural labor 

productivity as per the results of this model. 
 

Table IV. Dynamic Linear Model Results 

Independent Variable Estimate Standard Error t value Pr(>|t|) 

Intercept -16.99 8.88 -1.91 0.071 

Lgdpcapt 2.03 0.61 3.31 0.004* 

Lfdit -0.11 0.08 -1.35 0.193 

Lgnet -1.09 0.32 -3.40 0.003* 

Lraint -0.66 0.28 -2.38 0.028* 

Lclandt 2.65 1.02 2.60 0.018* 

Lfertt 0.56 0.21 2.63 0.017* 

Limpot 0.24 0.10 2.47 0.023* 

Lcapitt -0.14 0.05 -2.73 0.013* 

Adjusted R2 = 0.839, p-value = 0.00, Significance code: 0.05 = 

‘*’ 

 

The DLM results indicate a positive coefficient of 2.03 for the economic development variable GDP per 

capita meaning that increases in economic development result in an increase in agricultural labor 

productivity. Increasing GDP per capita by 1% results in an increase in agricultural labor productivity by 

2.03% ceteris paribus. Therefore, to increase the declining agricultural productivity in Zimbabwe, there is a 

need to improve economic development (GDP per capita). These findings differ from the findings of Liu et 

al. (2020) where it was observed that economic development has a negative effect on agricultural 

productivity. Economic development refers to the wealth of a country and can be narrowed down to the 

availability of resources and opportunities to the people living within the country (Straza, 2019). Wealth and 

resources can be used to boost agriculture by investing in machinery, irrigation infrastructure, and improved 

inputs which would then increase agricultural productivity as indicated by the results. Zimbabwe has been 

experiencing low productivity because low economic development has negative impacts on effects on 

access to infrastructure, technology and inputs which then lower agricultural productivity (Qing-hua, 2011). 
 

Annual rainfall has a negative coefficient of -0.66 meaning that receiving high rainfall in Zimbabwe reduces 

agricultural labor productivity. Holding other factors constant, a 1% increase in annual rainfall would lead to 

a 0.66% decrease in agricultural labor productivity. This differs from the findings of Muraya (2017) and 

Urgessa (2015) where rainfall had a positive effect on agricultural productivity. Rainfall is one of the major 

inputs in Zimbabwean agriculture as the availability of water from rain is a necessity for agricultural 

production to succeed. The management of agricultural water systems is a key part of successful agriculture 

and it has the potential to improve agricultural productivity (Molden et al., 2011). Studies such as Imahe and 

Alabi (2005), and Adams and Bumb (1979) also suggest that rainfall is a key variable affecting agricultural 

productivity. However, during the rains, workers have limited time to work on the farm since they cannot 

work when it is raining, as such their effectivity is reduced leading to an overall labor productivity 

reduction. There are also incidences of water logging and the spread of diseases which affects production. 

Similarly, a good weather forecast such as high rainfall can lower wages (Rosenzweig and Udry, 2014) 

leading farmers to get more labor which is likely less productive. More so, Subash et al. (2011) highlight 

that due to increased greenhouse gases from global warming, extreme rainfall occurrences are a threat to 

agriculture. To improve efficiency, there is a need to improve farm conditions to prevent the negative effects 
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of high rainfall. 
 

On the other hand, increasing the cropping land area would result in an increase in agricultural labor 

productivity as indicated by a positive coefficient of 2.65. This implies that if the cropping land area is 

increased by a percentage holding other factors constant, agricultural labor productivity in Zimbabwe would 

increase by 2.65%. Therefore, to improve efficiency there is a need to increase the cropping land area. Yan 

et al. (2009) observed a similar result in China where agricultural productivity slightly increased as a result 

of increasing cropping land. Similarly, Rahman and Anik (2020) suggested that in the face of climate 

change, land is a key factor in achieving increased agricultural production. However, the results are different 

from Sheng et al. (2019) study which revealed that increasing the area in terms of farm size leads to 

misallocation of resources in larger farms as less efficient labor-intensive technologies are used. Ensuring 

that technologies used in the farm are efficient is important to achieve higher labor productivity even in 

larger cropping areas. Access to more land can create the need for farmers to invest in technologies to 

enable them to manage tasks in the area. By so doing, labor productivity can improve. Farmers with less 

manageable land would not see the need to invest in technology since labor requirements are low and it is 

likely that there is more than necessary labor which then reduces productivity. 
 

Likewise, the results show a positive coefficient of 0.56 for fertilizer usage highlighting that there is a 

positive effect from fertilizer usage to agricultural labor productivity in Zimbabwe. The coefficient implies 

that an increase of 0.56% in agricultural labor productivity if fertilizer usage is increased by 1% holding 

other factors constant. A positive effect of fertilizer usage on agricultural productivity was also observed by 

Endale (2011) in Ethiopia. According to Teklu and Hailemariam (2009), limited fertilizer application 

impedes agricultural productivity in less developed countries when soil fertility is depleted. Low access to 

fertilizer in Zimbabwe is a notable challenge which has resulted in depletion of soil nutrients and stagnant  

yields most particularly for maize the staple crop (Pasley et al., 2019). Therefore, increasing fertilizer usage 

is important as it reduces the impacts of soil fertility depletion in Zimbabwe ensuring high productivity. 
 

Import of agricultural raw materials has a positive effect on agricultural labor productivity as shown in table 

IV by a positive coefficient. The results imply that if other factors are held constant, increasing agricultural 

raw material imports by 1% would result in a 0.24% increase in agricultural labor productivity in 

Zimbabwe. Importation of raw materials in the agricultural sector gives farmers access to cheaper inputs. 

According to Hidayah et al. (2022), the cost of raw materials has a huge effect on production. To improve 

efficiency in agriculture there is therefore need to support the import of these raw materials. However, Rufai 

et al. (2018) observed that there is a negative relation between input usage and agricultural labor 

productivity. 
 

National expenditure has a negative coefficient of -1.09 implying that increasing the national expenditure by 

1% would lead to a 1.09% decrease in agricultural labor productivity ceteris paribus. Furthermore, the 

reinvestment in capital variable had a negative coefficient of -0.14 in the model implying that agricultural 

labor productivity reduces by 0.14% for every percentage increase in reinvestment in capital holding other 

factors constant. Therefore, reducing national expenditure and reinvestment in capital would be required to 

increase agricultural efficiency in Zimbabwe. 

 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Conclusions 

The study aimed to identify and analyze the determinants of agricultural labor productivity in Zimbabwe to 

achieve agricultural efficiency. According to the results of the research study, it can be concluded that 

agricultural labor productivity is declining in Zimbabwe. This raises concerns about the current 

interventions aimed at improving agricultural efficiency in Zimbabwe. The determinants of agricultural 
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productivity include economic development, national expenditure, reinvestment in capital, rainfall, fertilizer 

use, cropping land area, and agricultural raw material imports. Economic development, cropping land area, 

fertilizer usage, and imports of agricultural raw materials have a positive effect on agricultural labor 

productivity while national expenditure, reinvestment in capital, and rainfall have a negative effect. 
 

Recommendations 
 

It is therefore recommended that the government of Zimbabwe should consider continuing with its efforts of 

increasing agricultural productivity in the country as it is declining. Recommended efforts include allocating 

more cropping land area to farmers, opening up borders for the importation of agricultural raw materials, 

providing fertilizer through government input schemes, and supporting income-generating projects that 

promote economic development. In addition, measures such as use of greenhouses and construction of farm 

waterways are important in preventing detrimental effects of heavy rainfall. Reducing national expenditure 

and reinvestment in capital could lead to an increase in productivity in agriculture. 
 

Enhancing the efficiency of resettled farmers is crucial, given that a significant portion of highly fertile land 

is under their stewardship. Efforts to boost efficiency are imperative in combating grain shortages and food 

insecurity within the nation (Musemwa et al., 2013). Promoting the adoption of climate-smart agricultural 

practices among rural farmers can mitigate the impact of climate change on crop yields (Mpala and 

Simatele, 2024). Measures such as optimizing water usage, utilizing early maturing seeds, implementing 

soil and water conservation techniques, managing nutrients effectively, and integrating cost-efficient labor 

practices can bolster resilience to climate change. Embracing conservation agriculture methods like 

intercropping and water conservation can enhance agricultural output by minimizing soil disruption and 

curbing water wastage. These approaches aid in addressing labor shortages and enhancing soil fertility 

amidst recurrent droughts (Ermyas, 2023). 
 

Supporting initiatives like enhancing livestock production systems can boost food output for local 

consumption and ensure a stable supply of animal feed, particularly during dry spells. Collaborating with 

governmental bodies and partners to promote the adoption of proven technologies can elevate livestock 

productivity and fortify resilience against climate change impacts. By prioritizing these strategies, 

Zimbabwe can make strides in enhancing agricultural efficiency, elevating productivity levels, and 

bolstering resilience against the array of challenges confronting its farming community. Investment in 

infrastructure, particularly in improving access to markets, is crucial for enhancing agricultural productivity 

in Zimbabwe. In conclusion, tackling the challenges faced by Zimbabwe’s agricultural sector and 

implementing the proposed measures can significantly enhance the efficiency and productivity of 

agriculture in the country. 
 

Further Study 
 

The study recommends further studies that can differentiate factors affecting agricultural labor productivity 

amongst smallholder and large-scale commercial farmers to establish sector-specific recommendations for 

improving agricultural productivity. Advisors, researchers, and policymakers need to identify and tackle the 

factors influencing farmers’ technical, allocative, and economic efficiency to enhance overall productivity. 

 

REFERENCES 
 

1. Adams, J., & Bumb, B. (1979). Determinants of agricultural productivity in Rajasthan, India: The 

impact of inputs, technology, and context on land productivity. Economic Development and Cultural 

Change, 27(4), 705–722. 

2. Ajao, O. A. (2012). Determinants of agricultural productivity growth in sub-Sahara Africa: 1961- 

2003. Tropical and Subtropical Agroecosystems, 15(3). 

3. Anyanwu, S. O. (2013). Determinants of aggregate agricultural productivity among high external 

https://rsisinternational.org/journals/ijriss
https://rsisinternational.org/journals/ijriss
http://www.rsisinternational.org/


INTERNATIONAL JOURNAL OF RESEARCH AND INNOVATION IN SOCIAL SCIENCE (IJRISS) 

ISSN No. 2454-6186 | DOI: 10.47772/IJRISS |Volume VIII Issue III March 2024 

Page 2205 

www.rsisinternational.org 

 

 

 

 

input technology farms in a harsh macroeconomic environment of Imo State, Nigeria. African Journal 

of Food, Agriculture, Nutrition and Development, 13(5), 8238–8248. 

4. Auzina-Emsina, A. (2014). Labour productivity, economic growth and global competitiveness in post- 

crisis period. Procedia-Social and Behavioral Sciences, 156, 317-321. 

5. Benin, S. (2016). Agricultural productivity in Africa: Trends, patterns, and determinants. Intl Food 

Policy Res Inst. 

6. Block, S. A. (1994). A new view of agricultural productivity in Sub-Saharan Africa. American 

Journal of Agricultural Economics, 76(3), 619–624. 

7. Bureš, V., & Stropková, A. (2014). Labour productivity and possibilities of its extension by 

knowledge management aspects. Procedia-Social and Behavioral Sciences, 109, 1088-1093. 

8. Burja, C. (2012). Determinants of the agricultural productivity growth among Romanian regions.  

Annales Universitatis Apulensis: Series Oeconomica, 14(1), 217. 

9. Card, D. N. (2006). The challenge of productivity measurement. Pacific Northwest Software Quality 

Conference, 1–10. 

10. Coppola, A., Ianuario, S., Chinnici, G., Di Vita, G., Pappalardo, G., & D’Amico, M. (2018). 

Endogenous and exogenous determinants of agricultural productivity: What is the most relevant for 

the competitiveness of the Italian agricultural systems? 

11. Dayal, E. (1984). Agricultural Productivity in India: A Spatial Analysis. Annals of the Association of 

American Geographers, 74(1), 98–123. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8306.1984.tb01437.x 

12. Doss, C. R. (2018). Women and agricultural productivity: Reframing the Issues. Development Policy 

Review, 36(1), 35–50. 

13. Ekbom, A. (1998). Some determinants to agricultural productivity: An application to the Kenyan 

highlands. World Conference of Environmental Economics, Venice, Italy, 25–27. 

14. Elferink, M., & Schierhorn, F. (2016). Global Demand for Food Is Rising. Can We Meet It? Harvard 

Business Review. https://hbr.org/2016/04/global-demand-for-food-is-rising-can-we-meet-it 

15. Endale, K. (2011, February 1). Fertilizer Consumption and Agricultural Productivity in Ethiopia. 

https://www.semanticscholar.org/paper/Fertilizer-Consumption-and-Agricultural-in-Ethiopia- 

Endale/f4391895165196f6e6398b1aa8913eafbbb3eda2 

16. Ermyas, S. (2023, March 5). Conservation agriculture techniques are improving agricultural 

productivity in Zimbabwe’s drylands. https://www.ilri.org/news/conservation-agriculture-techniques- 

are-improving-agricultural-productivity-zimbabwes-dry lands 

17. (2009). Global agriculture towards 2050 (High Level Expert Forum – How to Feed the World in 

2050). FAO. https://www.fao.org/fileadmin/templates/wsfs/docs/expert paper/How to Feed the World 

in 2050.pdf 

18. (2021a). Zimbabwe at a glance. FAO in Zimbabwe. https://www.fao.org/zimbabwe/fao-in- 

zimbabwe/zimbabwe-at-a-glance/en/ 

19. (2021b). Income security for smallholder farmers in Zimbabwe. Food and Agriculture Organization of 

the United Nations. http://www.fao.org/in-action/income-security-farmers-zimbabwe/en/ 

20. Fuglie, K., Jelliffe, J., & Morgan, S. (2021). Slowing Productivity Reduces Growth in Global 

Agricultural Output. Economic Research Service U.S. Department of Agriculture. 

https://www.ers.usda.gov/amber-waves/2021/december/slowing-productivity-reduces-growth-in- 

global-agricultural-output/ 

21. Headey, D., Alauddin, M., & Rao, D. P. (2010). Explaining agricultural productivity growth: An 

international perspective. Agricultural Economics, 41(1), 1–14. 

22. Hebsale Mallappa, V. K., & Babu, S. C. (2021). Building a Resilient Food System: Challenges and a 

Way Forward. In V. K. Hebsale Mallappa & M. Shirur (Eds.), Climate Change and Resilient Food 

Systems: Issues, Challenges, and Way Forward (pp. 1–34). Springer. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-981- 

33-4538-61 

23. Hidayah, R. N., Yusnita, R. T., & Lestari, S. P. (2022). The Effect of Raw Material Costs and Labor 

Productivity on Production Results (Case Study in the Dungus Tamiang Community). Journal of 

Indonesian Management (JIM), 2(2). https://doi.org/10.53697/jim.v2i2.684 

https://rsisinternational.org/journals/ijriss
https://rsisinternational.org/journals/ijriss
http://www.rsisinternational.org/
http://www.semanticscholar.org/paper/Fertilizer-Consumption-and-Agricultural-in-Ethiopia-
http://www.ilri.org/news/conservation-agriculture-techniques-
http://www.fao.org/fileadmin/templates/wsfs/docs/expert
http://www.fao.org/zimbabwe/fao-in-
http://www.fao.org/in-action/income-security-farmers-zimbabwe/en/
http://www.ers.usda.gov/amber-waves/2021/december/slowing-productivity-reduces-growth-in-


INTERNATIONAL JOURNAL OF RESEARCH AND INNOVATION IN SOCIAL SCIENCE (IJRISS) 

ISSN No. 2454-6186 | DOI: 10.47772/IJRISS |Volume VIII Issue III March 2024 

Page 2206 

www.rsisinternational.org 

 

 

 

 

24. Imahe, O. J., & Alabi, R. A. (2005). The determinants of agricultural productivity in Nigeria.  

25. (2020). Zimbabwe: Selected Issues. IMF Staff Country Reports, 2020(082). 

https://doi.org/10.5089/9781513537726.002.A005 

26. Kessides, C. (1996). A Review of Infrastructure’s Impact on Economic Development. In D. F. Batten 

& C. Karlsson (Eds.), Infrastructure and the Complexity of Economic Development (pp. 213–230). 

Springer. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-642-80266-912 

27. Khudoynazarovich, K. S. (2021). The role of agriculture in the country’s economy. Development 

Issues of Innovative Economy in the Agricultural Sector, 379–383. 

28. Knudsen, M. T., Halberg, N., Olesen, J. E., Byrne, J., Iyer, V., & Toly, N. (2006). Global trends in 

agriculture and food systems. In Global development of organic agriculture-challenges and prospects 

(pp. 1–48). CABI Publishing. 

29. Krugman, P. (1994). Defining & measuring productivity. The Age of Diminishing Expectations. 

30. Kumar, P., Mittal, S., & Hossain, M. (2008). Agricultural growth accounting and total factor 

productivity in South Asia: A review and policy implications. Agricultural Economics Research 

Review, 21(2), 145–172. 

31. Laine, M. (2020). Introduction to Dynamic Linear Models for Time Series Analysis. In J.-P. Montillet 

& M. S. Bos (Eds.), Geodetic Time Series Analysis in Earth Sciences (pp. 139–156). Springer 

International Publishing. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-21718-14 

32. Liu, J., Wang, M., Yang, L., Rahman, S., & Sriboonchitta, S. (2020). Agricultural productivity growth 

& its determinants in South and Southeast Asian countries. Sustainability, 12(12), 4981. 

33. Llanto, G. (2012, May 1). The Impact of Infrastructure on Agricultural Productivity. 

https://www.semanticscholar.org/paper/The-Impact-of-Infrastructure-on-Agricultural- 

Llanto/b08155fad86bf36d6279ad932cf5624800ba325d 

34. Maiyaki, A. A. (2010). Zimbabwe’s agricultural industry. African Journal of Business Management, 

4(19), 4159–4166. 

35. Malley, Z. J. U., Taeb, M., & Matsumoto, T. (2009). Agricultural productivity and environmental 

insecurity in the Usangu plain, Tanzania: Policy implications for sustainability of agriculture. 

Environment, Development and Sustainability, 11(1), 175–195. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10668-007- 

9103-6 

36. Molden, D., Vithanage, M., de Fraiture, C., Faures, J. M., Gordon, L., Molle, F., & Peden, D. (2011). 

4.21—Water Availability and Its Use in Agriculture. In P. Wilderer (Ed.), Treatise on Water Science 

(pp. 707–732). Elsevier. https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-444-53199-5.00108-1 

37. Mpala, T. A., & Simatele, M. D. (2024). Climate-smart agricultural practices among rural farmers in 

Masvingo district of Zimbabwe: Perspectives on the mitigation strategies to drought and water 

scarcity for improved crop production. Frontiers in Sustainable Food Systems, 7. 

https://doi.org/10.3389/fsufs.2023.1298908 

38. Muraya, B. W. (2017). Determinants of agricultural productivity in Kenya [PhD Thesis]. 

39. Murray, A. (2016). Partial versus total factor productivity measures: An assessment of their strengths 

and weaknesses. International Productivity Monitor, 31, 113. 

40. Musemwa, L., Mushunje, A., Muchenje, V., Aghdasi, F., & Zhou, L. (2013). Factors affecting 

efficiency of field crop production among resettled farmers in Zimbabwe. 2013 Fourth International 

Conference, September 22-25, 2013, Hammamet, Tunisia, Article 161443. 

https://ideas.repec.org//p/ags/aaae13/161443.html 

41. Mwangi, E. N., Chen, F., & Njoroge, D. M. (2020). Agricultural Imports, Agriculture Productivity 

and Economic Growth in sub-Saharan Africa: A Bootstrap Granger Noncausality Analysis in 

Heterogeneous Panels. 

42. Nicholson, W., & Snyder, C. (2008). Production functions. In Microeconomic Theory: Basic 

Principles and Extensions (10th ed., pp. 295–322). Thomson South-Western. 

43. Nin, A., Arndt, C., Hertel, T. W., & Preckel, P. V. (2003). Bridging the Gap between Partial and Total 

Factor Productivity Measures Using Directional Distance Functions. American Journal of Agricultural 

Economics, 85(4), 928–942. https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8276.00498 

https://rsisinternational.org/journals/ijriss
https://rsisinternational.org/journals/ijriss
http://www.rsisinternational.org/
http://www.semanticscholar.org/paper/The-Impact-of-Infrastructure-on-Agricultural-


INTERNATIONAL JOURNAL OF RESEARCH AND INNOVATION IN SOCIAL SCIENCE (IJRISS) 

ISSN No. 2454-6186 | DOI: 10.47772/IJRISS |Volume VIII Issue III March 2024 

Page 2207 

www.rsisinternational.org 

 

 

 

 

44. Nobre, F. F., Monteiro, A. B. S., Telles, P. R., & Williamson, G. D. (2001). Dynamic linear model 

and SARIMA: A comparison of their forecasting performance in epidemiology. Statistics in 

Medicine, 20(20), 3051–3069. 

45. O’Neill, A. (2021). Zimbabwe—Share of economic sectors in gross domestic product 2008-2018. 

Statista. https://www.statista.com/statistics/455310/share-of-economic-sectors-in-the-gdp-in- 

zimbabwe/. 

46. Ortega, C. B., & Lederman, D. (2004). Agricultural productivity and its determinants: Revisiting 

international experiences. Estudios de Economía, 31(2), 133–163. 

47. Owuor, J. (2019). Determinants of agricultural productivity in Kenya. Tegemeo Institute. 

48. Pasley, H. R., Cairns, J. E., Camberato, J. J., & Vyn, T. J. (2019). Nitrogen fertilizer rate increases 

plant uptake and soil availability of essential nutrients in continuous maize production in Kenya and 

Zimbabwe. Nutrient Cycling in Agroeco systems, 115(3), 373–389. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10705- 

019-10016-1 

49. Petris, G. (2010). An R package for DLMs. Journal of Statistical Software, 36(1), 1–16. 

50. Phillip, D., Nkonya, E., Pender, J., & Oni, O. A. (2009). Constraints to increasing agricultural 

productivity in Nigeria: A review. 

51. Qing-hua, L. (2011). Analysis on the Factors of Restricting Rural Economic Development. Journal of 

Xi’an University of Finance and Economics.https://www.semanticscholar.org/paper/Analysis-on-the- 

Factors-of-Restricting-Rural-Qing-hua/4a69b1988266cc8e65ca95f1851e97 fac668 f6db#citing-papers 

52. Rahman, S., & Anik, A. R. (2020). Productivity and efficiency impact of climate change and 

agroecology on Bangladesh agriculture. Land Use Policy, 94, 104507. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landusepol.2020.104507 

53. Reimers, M., & Klasen, S. (2013). Revisiting the role of education for agricultural productivity.  

American Journal of Agricultural Economics, 95(1), 131–152. 

54. Romeo, G. (2020). Chapter 6—Microeconomic theory in a static environment. In G. Romeo (Ed.), 

Elements of Numerical Mathematical Economics with Excel (pp. 295–382). Academic Press. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-12-817648-1.00006-2 

55. Rosenzweig, M. R., & Udry, C. (2014). Rainfall Forecasts, Weather, and Wages over the Agricultural 

Production Cycle. American Economic Review, 104(5), 278–283. 

https://doi.org/10.1257/aer.104.5.278 

56. Rufai, A. M., Salman, K. K., & Salawu, M. B. (2018). Input Utilization and Agricultural Labor 

Productivity: A Gender Analysis (A. Shimeles, A. Verdier-Chouchane, & A. Boly, Eds.; pp. 55–79). 

Springer International Publishing. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-76222-7_4 

57. Schreyer, P., & Pilat, D. (2001). Measuring productivity. OECD Economic Studies, 33(2), 127–170. 

58. Serraj, R., & Pingali, P. (2018). Agriculture & Food Systems to 2050: Global Trends, Challenges and 

Opportunities (Vol. 2). World Scientific. 

59. Sheng, Y., Zhao, S., Nossal, K., & Zhang, D. (2015). Productivity and farm size in Australian 

agriculture: Reinvestigating the returns to scale. Australian Journal of Agricultural and Resource 

Economics, 59(1), 16–38. 

60. Solow, R. M. (1957). Technical Change and the Aggregate Production Function. The Review of 

Economics and Statistics, 39(3), 312–320. https://doi.org/10.2307/1926047 

61. Subash, N., Singh, S. S., & Priya, N. (2011). Extreme rainfall indices and its impact on rice 

productivity—A case study over sub-humid climatic environment. Agricultural Water Management, 

98(9), 1373–1387. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.agwat.2011.04.003 

62. Straza, M. (2019, January 24). Economic Development: What it is, its Importance, and How to 

Facilitate in Your City. Straza Consulting. https://www.consultstraza.com/economic-development- 

what-it-is-its-importance-and-how-to-facilitate-in-your-city/ 

63. Teklu, E., & Hailemariam, T. (2009). Agronomic and Economic Efficiency of Manure and Urea 

Fertilizers Use on Vertisols in Ethiopian Highlands. Agricultural Sciences in China, 8(3), 352–360. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/S1671-2927(08)60219-9 

64. Urgessa, T. (2015). The determinants of agricultural productivity and rural household income in 

https://rsisinternational.org/journals/ijriss
https://rsisinternational.org/journals/ijriss
http://www.rsisinternational.org/
http://www.statista.com/statistics/455310/share-of-economic-sectors-in-the-gdp-in-
http://www.semanticscholar.org/paper/Analysis-on-the-
http://www.consultstraza.com/economic-development-


INTERNATIONAL JOURNAL OF RESEARCH AND INNOVATION IN SOCIAL SCIENCE (IJRISS) 

ISSN No. 2454-6186 | DOI: 10.47772/IJRISS |Volume VIII Issue III March 2024 

Page 2208 

www.rsisinternational.org 

 

 

 

 

Ethiopia. Ethiopian Journal of Economics, 24(2), 63–91. 

65. (2021). International Agricultural Productivity. Economic Research Service U.S. Department of 

Agriculture. https://www.ers.usda.gov/data-products/international-agricultural-productivity/ 

66. Vos, R., & Bellù, L. G. (2019). Chapter 2—Global Trends and Challenges to Food and Agriculture 

into the 21st Century. In C. Campanhola & S. Pandey (Eds.), Sustainable Food and Agriculture (pp. 

11–30). Academic Press. https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-12-812134-4.00002-9 

67. Wickramasinghe, G. U., Doojav, G.-O., Bayarjargal, A.-E., Cho, J., Isgut, A., Tateno, Y., Posso, A., 

Mohanty, B., Bhanumurthy, N. R., & Dastidar, A. G. (2017). Fostering productivity in the rural and 

agricultural sector for inclusive growth in Asia and the Pacific. Asia-Pacific Development Journal, 

24(2), 1–22. 

68. Wilkinson, N. (Ed.). (2005). Production theory. In Managerial Economics: A Problem-Solving 

Approach (pp. 175–211). Cambridge University Press. 

https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511810534.010 

69. Weiner, D., Moyo, S., Munslow, B., & O’Keefe, P. (1985). Land Use and Agricultural Productivity in 

Zimbabwe. The Journal of Modern African Studies, 23(2), 251–285. 

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0022278X00000173 

70. Wiebe, K. D., Schimmelpfennig, D. E., & Soule, M. J. (2001). Agricultural policy, investment and 

productivity in sub-Saharan Africa: A comparison of commercial and smallholder sectors in 

Zimbabwe and South Africa. FAO Economic and Social Development Paper, 123–144. 

71. World Bank. (2019). Zimbabwe Public Expenditure Review with a Focus on Agriculture (Public 

Expenditure Review). World Bank. https://doi.org/10.1596/32506 

72. Yan, H., Liu, J., Huang, H. Q., Tao, B., & Cao, M. (2009). Assessing the consequence of land use 

change on agricultural productivity in China. Global and Planetary Change, 67(1–2), 13–19. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gloplacha.2008.12.012 

73. ZimStat, & World Bank. (2019). Zimbabwe smallholder agricultural productivity survey 2017 report. 

Zimbabwe National Statistics Agency. 
 

 

https://rsisinternational.org/journals/ijriss
https://rsisinternational.org/journals/ijriss
http://www.rsisinternational.org/
http://www.ers.usda.gov/data-products/international-agricultural-productivity/

	Tsepeso Setoboli, Nothando Tshuma, Emmanuel Sibanda Department of Banking and Economic Sciences,
	ABSTRACT
	INTRODUCTION
	LITERATURE REVIEW
	Agricultural Labor Productivity
	Theory of Production
	Empirical Literature

	METHODOLOGY
	Data Collection and Sources
	Analysis

	RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
	Descriptive Statistics
	Productivity of Labor in Agriculture
	Determinants of Labor Productivity in Agriculture

	CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
	Conclusions
	Recommendations
	Further Study

	REFERENCES

