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ABSTRACT. It is very important to increase input productivity in agriculture. This not only
enables feeding the growing population, but also reducing agricultural pressure on the envi-
ronment. The aim of the study is to determine the importance of TFP in comparison to the
significance of production inputs in the growth of agricultural output in new EU member states.
The analysis covered 2000-2016. Data available from the USDA on agriculture of the studied
countries was used. The method of Solow residuals was used in the study. It was found that,
in the studied countries, agricultural output decreased after political transformation and, since
2004, a further decrease of agricultural production was observed in five out of nine countries.
Only in the three Baltic states and Poland was there an increase in production. In all countries,
except Poland, a decrease in production intensity was observed. The area of agricultural land
in all countries except the Baltic states decreased similarly. In the analyzed period, the highest
increase in factor productivity was achieved in Lithuania (72%), Estonia (57%) and Latvia
(51%), while the lowest in Hungary (7%) and Poland (21%). In each of the analyzed coun-
tries, the increase in TFP resulted in either an increase in agricultural output or the decrease in
agricultural output was smaller than the decrease in the amount of inputs used. Technological
change plays a dominant role in achieving an increase in agricultural production and an increase
in the productivity of other inputs.

INTRODUCTION

Growth in agricultural productivity is one of the most important factors in ensuring
that there is and will be enough food for a growing world population. According to Keith
Fuglie et al. [2012] real food prices have fallen at a rate of 1% per year since 1900, and the
number of people in the World has increased from 1.7 to 7 billion over the same period.
Only in the short term, after 2000, was there some slowdown in the decline of food prices,
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which is not known to have continued in the long run. Thanks to technological progress,
the pressure to convert land into agricultural land is lower, and greenhouse gas emissions
from agriculture are also lower [ Villoria 2019].

The increase in production in agriculture can be achieved by using more land for
production, increasing the use of production inputs, and introducing technological progress.
In the last 20 years, the increase was mainly due to technological progress, and its role
increased in subsequent periods (see Figure 2). Agricultural economists studying the
determinants of agricultural production growth indicate two most important growth factors:
almost 70% of this growth results from increasing factor productivity, and only a smaller
part from increasing the amount of production inputs. The dominance of technological
changes in the increase in productivity results from spending on research and development
in agriculture for many decades [Gardner 2002, Ruttan 2002, Alston et al. 2011, Wang
et al. 2015]. It is also indicated that the increase in agricultural production in the USA
after 1950 was significantly correlated with the increase in TFP, while there is no visible
relationship between the level of use of production inputs and the volume of agricultural
production [Fuglie et al. 2017]. For developing countries, there is a significant gap in land
and labor productivity in agriculture, reaching several decades [USDA 2019]. For the
countries of the former Eastern Bloc, such delay has been estimated to be almost 30 years.

The set of factors that determine the possibility and speed of progress transmission and
then obtaining an increase in productivity in agriculture include economic and social factors,
as well as those related to the area structure of farms [Piwowar 2017]. Farms with lower
economic strength and small-scale production both face a barrier of lack of financial resources
for introducing progress, and the availability of appropriate machinery and technology for
small farms. In such farms, it is usually only biological progress which is neutral towards
the scale of production, but not mechanization or organizational progress [ Wicki 2016].

As the concentration of land on farms increases, the introduction of changes in
technology becomes faster [Esposti 2011, Du et al. 2018]. As a result, large farms achieve
higher factor productivity. In the first place, as a result of the mechanization of production
processes, labor productivity increases, followed by land and capital productivity [Kusz,
Misiak 2017, Parzonko 2018, Kisielinska 2019, Wicki 2019, Czyzewski et. al. 2020].
Productivity growth dynamics strongly depend not only on the area structure of farms in
a given country and the profitability of production, but also on the price relations between
individual inputs, as described by Yujiro Hayami and Vernon Ruttan [1969]. Therefore,
the subsectors of agriculture in which no more expensive input, e.g. labor, is required
and the production processes can be mechanized, there is higher profitability and faster
development [Wicka, Wicki 2016].

Achieving higher productivity in agriculture requires the appropriate professional
education of producers, because, in agriculture, it is necessary to deal with many issues
in various fields, e.g. plant diseases and animal nutrition. A new production technique
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is often associated with the introduction of complex changes, otherwise no increase in
production is achieved [Wicki, Dudek 2019] especially the importance of certified seed.
The following data have been used in research: inputs of artificial fertilizers per hectare,
consumption of pesticides per hectare, certified seeds per hectare and average soil quality.
All data were calculate for provinces level for each year in the period 2000-2017. The
patterns of source of productivity were investigated using two methods: interpretation
of estimated parameters in Cobb-Douglas production function and analysis of squared
semipartial correlations. The results from both methods applied in the research are similar.
The paper argues that the least ’pure impact” is connected with certified seeds, medium
impact to chemical originated inputs (fertilizers and pesticides. A significant productivity
gap may therefore be observed between countries or even individual regions in a given
country [Kisielinska 2019]. In more developed countries, biotechnology currently plays
the main role in creating productivity growth [Stevenson et al. 2013], in less developed
ones, mechanization progress is still of key significance [Pawlak 2010].

An important role in inducing changes in agricultural productivity is played by the state
policy regarding research on agriculture or investment support and the common agricultural
policy in the EU. Long-term investments in agricultural research and policy and institutional
reforms have enabled many developing and transition countries to improve their agricultural
productivity [Fuglie, Rada 2013]. Some investment directions, focus on environmental
protection, including the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions or the provision of other
public goods by agriculture, may limit the dynamics of agricultural production growth
[Danitowska 2015, Lenerts et al. 2017]. Similarly, changes in agriculture can be slowed down
by supporting small farms for social reasons or striving to reduce production surpluses, as
well as supporting the development of production directions with lower productivity, e.g.
traditional products or the production of certain biofuels [Rubins, Pilvere 2017, Wicki 2017].

The so-called new EU member states (NMS) were characterized by a lower level of
agricultural development after the political transformation in the 1990s, although it was
not identical in this group of countries. As part of the market economy, agriculture was
modernized in these countries, and agricultural production, after an initial large decline,
grew despite the reduction in input amounts [Takécs 2014, Wicki 2018]. In some countries,
up to 30% of agricultural land was excluded from use in the early 1990s.

It should be pointed out that the increase in agricultural productivity in the EU,
especially in new member states, may depend on the most supported directions of
agricultural policy in the EU, including those specifically planned in individual countries.
Subsidies for agriculture and RDP measures significantly increase the level of investments
in agriculture, including input-saving ones (e.g. labor-saving ones) [Mickiewicz, Pilvere
2017]. It was found for the entire EU that despite the high level of agricultural development
inthe EU-15 countries, TFP is still the basic factor influencing the size of agricultural output
[Barath, Fert6 2017]. In studies on single NMS concerning changes in agriculture after
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accession in 2004, it was found that thanks to the TFP increase, agricultural production
did not decrease significantly, although production inputs were significantly reduced
[Takéacs 2013, Cechura et al. 2015, Nowak 2017] dairy and pork—and assesses the period
after the accession of the Czech Republic to the EU (2004-2011). These results confirm
the long-term analysis of USDA [2019], which have shown that, in developed countries,
the level of inputs does not increase, and agricultural production increases only thanks to
the increase in TFP. In addition, it was found that, in the long run, the change in overall
productivity was, to a small extent, dependent on the current objectives of agricultural
policy, the priorities of which changed in the following decades, and the impact of the
weather was more pronounced [Fuglie et al. 2017]. Additionally, the achievement of higher
productivity of agriculture as a whole, in a given country, takes place slowly because the
system is very complex and not centrally coordinated, and the effects of implementation
of innovative solutions are not always known [Broring 2008].

Total factor productivity in measuring changes in agricultural productivity is considered
to be one of the better measures as it takes the total input of land, labor, capital and other
materials involved in agricultural production and compares them to the total amount of
crop and livestock production obtained. If total production increases faster than the inputs,
TFP improves (input productivity increases). The TFP index differs from such measures
of productivity as yield or value added per worker as it takes a wider range of inputs used
for production into account. For this reason, it is often used, with various modifications, in
productivity research at a country level [Moghaddasi, Pour 2016, Czyzewski, Majchrzak
2017, Jatowiecki 2018] as well as at a regional level [Rusielik 2014].

While productivity has been the major source of agricultural growth in developed
countries for at least half a century, the acceleration of global TFP growth since 1990
came about largely because of improved productivity performance in developing
countries and, to some extent, in the transition economies of the former Soviet Union
and Eastern Europe [USDA 2019]. For this reason, it was decided to investigate the
factors of changes in agricultural production in the former socialist bloc countries that
joined the EU in and after 2004. The agriculture of these countries was covered by the
CAP, so the conditions for agriculture did not differ significantly between countries. The
main intention of the article is to define the importance of TFP for agricultural output
growth in these countries.

MATERIAL AND METHODS

The aim of the study is to determine the significance of technological change (TFP) in
comparison to the significance of production inputs in the sources of growth of agricultural
output observed in 2000-2016 in the so-called new EU member states, i.e. in the pre-
accession period and after accession. The research tasks are as follows:
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1) determining the dynamics of agricultural output,

2) determining the change in the level of inputs,

3) determining the relative importance of land inputs, production intensity and TFP

in generating an increase in the level of agricultural production.

The analysis covered the period 2000-2016. Nine of the twelve countries that joined
the EU in 2004 and 2007 were included in the research. Slovenia, Malta and Cyprus
were omitted as countries that before 1991 were not included in the former Eastern Bloc
countries, and at the same time are characterized by significantly different agricultural
conditions.

Source data for analysis was obtained from the United States Department of Agriculture
(USDA) database, prepared on the basis of the data of FAO available at http://www.usda.
gov. The latest available data was used, i.e. as of November 2019.

The study used the approach to determining TFP as proposed by Keith Fuglie [2015].
Total factor productivity (TFP) is defined as the ratio of change in total output to total
inputs. If total output is Y and total inputs is X, TFP can be determined as follows:

TFP =Y/X @)
where: Y represents total production (output) and X represents total expenditures
(input).

Changes in TFP over time can be determined by comparing the rate of change in total
production with the rate of change in total input. Expressed as logarithms, the changes in
equation (1) over time can be written as:

dIn(TFP)  dIn(Y) dIn(X) )
dt =" dt -~ dt

which states that the rate of change in TFP is the difference between the rate of change
in aggregate output and aggregate input. It is also possible to focus on a particular
input, for example land (which is designated as X ), and all other inputs (Xj) decompose
growth into the component due to land expansion (extensifiaction) and after further
decompose yield growth into the share due to TFP and the share due to using other
inputs more intensively per unit of land (intensification).

X.
g(Y) = g(X1) + g(TFP) + 35, g (2) 3)

where: g — annual rate of growth in a variable and S; is a share of the j-th input.
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Figure 1 shows a graphical representation of the growth distribution described in
equation (3). The height of the bars indicates the growth rate of real production. The
increase in real production is first broken down into an increase resulting from an increase
in the expansion of the use of agricultural land (extensification) and an increase related to
intensification leading to an increase in yield per hectare (intensification).

Research & extension
Rural education
Resource quality
Infrastructure
Institutions

TFP growth

Yield growth

Input

. . . Resource endowments
intensification

Prices & costs

____________ Input policies
> Infrastructure

Exchange rates

Area growth Area growth Institutions

Real output growth

Figure 1. Agricultural growth comes from increasing the use of land and other resources
and/or from raising the productivity of those resources

Source: [Fuglie, Rada 2013]

RESEARCH RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Since the beginning of the 1970s, agricultural production in the World has increased
by over 2% annually. In the following decades, in creating production growth, an increase
in the importance of technological progress (TFP) was observed, and the importance of
increasing the area of arable land and increasing production intensity decreased. In the
years 1971-1990, the increase in TFP resulted from about 25% of the increase in factor
productivity, and after 2000 this share increased to almost 78% (Figure 2).

The size of agricultural production between the analyzed countries differed significantly
because the size of individual countries is different. In Poland, the value of agricultural
output in 2016 was 22.4 billion (constant USD 2004-2006), USD 10.1 billion in Romania,
USD 6.0 billion in Hungary, and USD 4.3 billion in the Czech Republic. In relatively
small Baltic countries it was: USD 0.7 billion in Estonia, USD 1.1 billion in Latvia, and
USD 2.4 billion in Lithuania. Changes in agricultural output in the analyzed countries
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Figure 2. Sources of growth in global agricultural output
Source: [USDA 2019]

after 2000 were different. There was a marked increase in production in five countries,
and only slight changes in the remaining four (Figure 3). After 2004, only in Poland and
the Baltic countries an increase in production was observed, and in 2016 it was higher by
8% in Poland and by 25 to even 50% in Baltic countries. In the same period, in Bulgaria,
the Czech Republic, Slovakia, Romania and Hungary, a decrease of several percent in
real agricultural production was observed.
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Figure 3. Total agricultural production between 2000 and 2016 (calculation based on prices
in constant USD 2004-2006), 2004 = 100

Source: own calculations
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The change in the volume of agricultural production resulted from both changes in
agricultural land area and production intensity measured by the level of inputs. Figure 4
shows changes in the level of production inputs in agriculture in the studied countries. The
level of outlays in agricultural production decreased more than the volume of production
in agriculture. In the years 2000-2016, the highest decrease in outlays was observed
in Lithuania — 25% and Estonia — more than 20%, and in other countries it was about
10%. Only in Latvia the outlays increased by 3% in this period. The area of agricultural
land used for production only increased in Latvia by as much as 30%. In Estonia and
Lithuania, an increase in the agricultural area has only been observed since 2004. This
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Figure 4. Aggregate inputs in agriculture between 2000 and 2016 (calculation based on
prices in constant USD 20042006), 2004 = 100

Source: own calculations

was due to the recovery of agriculture after the collapse of large-scale Soviet farms. In
other countries, there was a decline in the area of utilized agricultural land. The decrease
was as high as 20% in the Czech Republic, Slovakia, Poland and Lithuania, and in other
countries it was 10-15%.

Figure 5 shows the change in TFP in the analyzed period for agriculture in individual
countries. In 2016, the total level of TFP in each of the analyzed countries was higher
than in 2000. The cumulative increase was from 6% in Hungary to over 50% in the three
Baltic countries. In other countries it ranged between 20 and 30%. During the period
considered, some slowdown in TFP was observed in 2005-2012. A similar slowdown
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Figure 5. Total Factor Productivity in agriculture between 2000 and 2016, 2004 = 100

Source: own calculations

across the whole EU has also been reported in other studies [Barath, Fert6 2017, Cechura
et al. 2015]. In the period from 2004 in Romania, Slovakia and Hungary there was a
slight decrease in TFP, and in the following years there was a stagnation in this regard. It
should be emphasized that the dynamics of TFP changes does not mean that agriculture
in a given country is characterized by a high level of productivity [Takacs 2013], and
NMS has lower agricultural productivity than that observed in the EU-15 countries, they
are also diversified within the group.

In summary to the previous results, Figure 6 shows the structure of the impact of the
most important factors on changes in agricultural output in the studied countries for the
entire analyzed period (2000-2016). The change in production was decomposed into three
factors: land area, level of intensity of production (inputs) and TFP. It can be seen that the
total change of agricultural output resulted from the opposite influence of individual factors.

As mentioned above, there was a decline in agricultural output in the three analyzed
countries (The Czech Republic, Slovakia and Hungary). In the entire study group, average
annual growth of agricultural output ranged from -0.76% in Slovakia to 2.93% in Latvia.
The change in agricultural production was lower than the change in inputs of other
production factors. In most countries, except Poland, a decrease in the total intensity of
agricultural production was observed. The rate of decline of inputs was not high on average,
only in the three Baltic states was it above 1% per year. In each of the studied countries,
the level of employment and animal stock decreased, while the level of fertilization and
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Figure 6. Sources of growth in global agricultural output in percent annually, 2000-2016

Source: own calculations

machine inputs increased. The area of agricultural land used for agricultural production
decreased. Also, in this case, a reverse tendency was observed in the Baltic states.

In the years 2000-2016, the average annual growth of TFP was the highest in the Baltic
states and amounted to over 3%. The change in TFP below 1% per year was observed in
Slovakia, Romania and Hungary. In the remaining three countries, it ranged from 1.3%
to 1.7%. This means that despite different dynamics, in each of the surveyed countries,
there was a continuous increase in input efficiency.

The increase in factor productivity (TFP) did not fully compensate for the decrease in
land inputs and the decrease in intensity in the Czech Republic, Slovakia and Hungary. The
main reason for the decline in agricultural output in the first two countries was a reduction
in the area of land used, and in Hungary, an additional reduction in production intensity.
In Bulgaria, Poland and Romania, the average annual increase in TFP compensated for
the decrease in land inputs and, as a result, an increase in agricultural production was
observed. The situation was completely different in the Baltic states. Both TFP growth
and an increase in the area of agricultural land used were observed there. The reduction in
the intensity of production in these countries resulted from the substitution of labor with
capital, which brought an additional effect in the form of a high increase in productivity.

In each of the analyzed countries, TFP increased, which means that agriculture is
becoming more productive, production costs may decrease and, possibly, some of the



92 LUDWIK WICKI

environmental impacts of agriculture can be avoided. The impact of the TFP change
on the production volume in agriculture was large. On the other hand, the intensity
of production decreased, primarily labor inputs and animal stock. There was a clear
difference in land use. In all the Baltic countries, there was an increase in agricultural
land area (from 0.2% per year in Estonia to 1.6% in Latvia), and in other countries, the
area of agricultural land used decreased, even at a rate of more than 1% annually (in
the Czech Republic, Slovakia and Poland).

In each of the studied countries, a different structure of the impact of the researched
factors on changes in the size of agricultural output was observed. The observed
differences resulted from a different initial state of agriculture after the period of economic
transformation, including the depth of decline in agricultural production. An additional
factor influencing the observed results could be the different area structure of farms in
individual countries.

CONCLUSIONS

The role of technological progress in generating growth in global food production is
constantly increasing. In the years 1971-1990, in the World, an annual average of 2.2% of
increase in agricultural production was achieved, the share of technical progress in this
increase was about 25%. After 2000, production dynamics remained at a similar level, but
the contribution of the increase in factor productivity increased to over 70%. Currently,
TFP is the most important factor in the growth of agricultural production.

The results obtained for the surveyed countries show that we observe a positive trend
in TFP in agriculture in each of the surveyed countries. There are fluctuations in the
dynamics of TFP, but, in total, in the years 2000-2016, the average annual growth rate
ranged from 0.7% to even 3.4%. TFP is a significant source of agricultural production
growth in each of the NMS. In most of the analyzed countries, the increase in TFP more
than compensated for both the decrease in the area of agricultural land used in agricultural
production and the decrease in the consumption of other production inputs. However,
the obtained results do not fully confirm the assumption that the TFP increase in all
NMS is high enough to maintain the agricultural production volume, while reducing the
consumption of other factors. In the Czech Republic, Slovakia and Hungary the increase
in TFP did not compensate for the significant decline in agricultural land and agricultural
production decreased.

An optimal scale of production is not observed in these studies, but there is a supposition
that part of the TFP increase results from changes in the area structure of farms related
to the liquidation of smallest farms. In countries where such reserves related to changes
in agrarian structure exist, the future change in agricultural productivity may be higher.
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The increase in TFP shows that there was a significant factor productivity gap. Still,
productivity in agriculture in the studied countries is lower than that observed, for example,
in Western European countries [Barath, Fert6 2017], so further growth should be expected.

Technological change (measured by TFP) in the analyzed countries, as well as the
World, plays a dominant role in achieving an increase in agricultural production and an
increase in the efficiency of other inputs. In the analyzed countries, the decrease in the
amount of inputs in agriculture, which in the analyzed period was as high as 20%, was
more than compensated for by the introduction of technological progress, which increased
the productivity of production factors.

BIBLIOGRAPHY

Alston Julian, Matthew Andersen, Jennifer James, Philip Pardey. 2011. The economic returns
to U.S. Public Agricultural Research. American Journal of Agricultural Economics 93 (5):
1257-1277. DOI: 10.1093/ajac/aar044.

Barath Lajos, Imre Fert6. 2017. Productivity and convergence in European agriculture. Journal
of Agricultural Economics 68 (1): 228-248. DOI: 10.1111/1477-9552.12157.

Broring Stefanie. 2008. How systemic innovations require alterations along the entire value
chain-the case of animal derived functional foods. Journal of Chain and Network Science
8 (2): 107-119. DOL: 10.3920/JCNS2008.x093.

Cechura Lukas, Zdenka Kroupova, Tamara Rudinskaya. 2015. Factors determining TFP
changes in Czech agriculture. Agricultural Economics (Czech Republic) 61 (12): 543-551.
DOI: 10.17221/14/2015-AGRICECON.

Czyzewski Andrzej, Ryszard Kata, Anna Matuszczak. 2020. Wptyw wydatkow budzetowych
na zmiany strukturalne i dochody w rolnictwie w warunkach funkcjonowania w Polsce
instrumentow WPR (Impact of Budget Expenditures on Structural Changes and Income in
Agriculture under the Conditions of CAP Instruments Operated in Poland). Ekonomista
6: 781- 811.

Czyzewski Bazyli, Adam Majchrzak. 2017. Economic size of farms and adjustments of the
total factor productivity to the business cycle in Polish agriculture. Agricultural Economics
(Czech Republic) 63 (2): 93-102. DOI: 10.17221/240/2015-AGRICECON.

Danitowska Alina. 2015. Provision of public goods by agriculture in Poland. Economic Science

for Rural Development 37: 142-151.

Du Xindong, Xiaoke Zhang, Xiaobin Jin. 2018. Assessing the effectiveness of land con-
solidation for improving agricultural productivity in China. Land Use Policy 70: 360-367.
DOI: 10.1016/j.Jandusepol.2017.10.051.

Esposti Roberto. 2011. Convergence and divergence in regional agricultural productivity
growth: Evidence from Italian regions, 1951-2002. Agricultural Economics 42: 153-169.
DOI: 10.1111/.1574-0862.2010.00508.x.

Fuglie Keith. 2015. Accounting for Growth in Global Agriculture. Bio-Based and Applied
Economics 4 (3): 201-234. DOI: 10.13128/BAE-17151.



94 LUDWIK WICKI

Fuglie Keith, Matthew Clancy, Paul Heisey, James MacDonald. 2017. Research, productivity,
and output growth in U.S. agriculture. Journal of Agricultural and Applied Economics
49 (4): 514-554. DOI: 10.1017/aae.2017.13.

Fuglie Keith, Nicolas Rada. 2013. Growth in global agricultural productivity: An update. Eco-
nomic Research Service, USDA, https://www.ers.usda.gov/amber-waves/2013/november/
growth-in-global-agricultural-productivity-an-update.

Fuglie Keith, Sun Wang, V. Eldon Ball (eds.). 2012. Productivity growth in agriculture: An
international perspective. Wallingford, UK: CAB International.

Gardner Bruce. 2002. American agriculture in the twentieth century: How it flourished and what
it cost. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.

Hayami Yujiro, Vernon Ruttan. 1969. Factor prices and technical change in agricultural
development. The United States and Japan, 1880-1960. Staff Paper P69-19. St. Paul, MI:
University of Minnesota.

Jatowiecki Piotr. 2018. Productivity decomposition as a scientific method of Solow’s Paradox
studies on the example of Polish agri-food industry. Annals of the Polish Association of
Agricultural and Agribusiness Economists 20 (6): 96-103. DOIL: 10.5604/01.3001.0012.7738.

Kisielinska Joanna. 2019. Concentration of production factors and support and their productivity
in EU farms. Annals of the Polish Association of Agricultural and Agribusiness Economists
XXI (4): 204-214. DOI: 10.5604/01.3001.0013.5484.

Kusz Dariusz, Tomasz Misiak. 2017. Wptyw technicznego uzbrojenia pracy i postepu technicz-
nego na wydajnosc¢ pracy w rolnictwie (Influence of work technical equipment and technical
progres labour on efficiency in agriculture). Roczniki Naukowe SERiA XIX (2): 145-150.
DOI: 10.5604/01.3001.0010.1177.

Lenerts Arnis, Dina Popluga, Peteris Rivza. 2017. Selection of greenhouse gas emission-reducing
measures with analytical hierarchy process approach: a case study from Latvian crop produc-
tion sector. Economic Science For Rural Development 44: 267-273.

Mickiewicz Bartosz, Irina Pilvere. 2017. Shaping the common organisation of agricul-
tural markets in the new programming period (2014-2020). Economic Science For Rural
Development 45: 159-167.

Moghaddasi Reza, Amene Anoushe Pour. 2016. Energy consumption and total factor productivity
growth in Iranian Agriculture. Energy Reports 2: 218-220. DOI: 10.1016/j.egyr.2016.08.004.

Nowak Anna. 2017. Spatial differentiation of changes in the total productivity of agriculture
in Poland in the years 2005-2014. Annals of the Polish Association of Agricultural and
Agribusiness Economists XIX (1): 131-136. DOI: 10.5604/01.3001.0009.8353.

Parzonko Andrzej. 2018. Changes in productivity and profitability of work in dairy farms
from selected European Union countries in 2005-2015. Annals of the Polish Association of
Agricultural and Agribusiness Economists XX (6): 197-204. DOI: 10.5604/01.3001.0012.7761.

Pawlak Jan. 2010. Rola mechanizacji w rozwoju rolnictwa (Role of mechanization in the devel-
opment of agriculture). Roczniki Nauk Rolniczych. Seria G 97 (2): 165-175.

Piwowar Arkadiusz. 2017. Struktury rolne i produktywnosc rolnictwa w Grupie Wyszeh-
radzkiej (Agricultural structures and productivity of agriculture in the Visegrad Group).
Zeszyty Naukowe SGGW w Warszawie. Problemy Rolnictwa Swiatowego 17 (1): 152-160.
DOI: 10.22630/PRS.2017.17.1.14.



THE ROLE OF TECHNOLOGICAL PROGRESS IN AGRICULTURAL OUTPUT GROWTH... 95

Rubins Mareks, Irina Pilvere. 2017. Development of renewable energy policy in Latvia.
Economic Science for Rural Development 44: 281-291.

Rusielik Robert. 2014. Zmiany produktywnos$ci rolnictwa Polski po wstapieniu do Unii
Europejskiej —analiza z wykorzystaniem indeksow TFP Hicksa-Moorsteena (Productivity
change in Polish agriculture after eu access — analysis of using Hicks-Moorsteen TFP
index). Annals of the Polish Association of Agricultural and Agribusiness Economists
16 (4): 246-252.

Ruttan Vernon. 2002. Productivity growth in world agriculture: sources and constraints. Journal
of Economic Perspectives 16 (4): 161-184.

Stevenson James, Nelson Villoria, Derek Byerlee, Timothy Kelley, Mywish Maredia. 2013.
Green Revolution research saved an estimated 18 to 27 million hectares from being
brought into agricultural production. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences of
the United States of America 110 (21): 8363-8368.

Takéacs Istvan. 2013. Changes of labour productivity on farms in Central and Eastern Europe
countries after European Union accession. Annals of the Polish Association of Agricultural
and Agribusiness Economists 15 (5): 318-323.

Takacs Istvan. 2014. Change of labour productivity on farms in European Union member
countries (2004-2011). Annals of the Polish Association of Agricultural and Agribusiness
Economists 16 (2): 287-293. DOL: 10.22004/ag.econ.201804.

USDA. 2019. International agricultural productivity. Washington, DC, https://www.ers.usda.
gov/data-products/international-agricultural-productivity/.

Villoria Nelson. 2019. Consequences of agricultural total factor productivity growth for
the sustainability of global farming: accounting for direct and indirect land use effects.
Environmental Research Letters 14 (12): 125002. DOI: 10.1088/1748-9326/ab4{57.

Wang Sun, Paul Heisey, David Schimmelpfennig, Eldon Ball. 2015. Agricultural productivity
growth in the United States: measurement, trends, and drivers. Washington, DC: U.S.
Department of Agriculture, Economic Research Service, Economic Research Report No. 189.

Wicka Aleksandra, Ludwik Wicki. 2016. Bio-economy sector in Poland and its importance in
the economy. Economic Science for Rural Development 41: 219-228.

Wicki Ludwik. 2016. Wykorzystanie potencjalu plonowania zboz w produkcji rolniczej
w Polsce (The level of utilization of potential of yielding of cereals species in Poland).
Roczniki Naukowe SERiA XVIII (5): 267-273.

Wicki Ludwik. 2017. Food and Bioenergy — Evidence From Poland. Economic Science for
Rural Development 44: 299305.

Wicki Ludwik. 2018. The role of productivity growth in agricultural production development
in the Central and Eastern Europe countries after 1991. Economic Science for Rural
Development 47: 514-523. DOI: 10.22616/esrd.2018.060.

Wicki Ludwik. 2019. Size vs effectiveness of agricultural farms. Annals of the Polish
Association of Agricultural and Agribusiness Economists XXI (2): 285-296. DOI:
10.5604/01.3001.0013.2212.

Wicki Ludwik, Hanna Dudek. 2019. Factors influencing cereals yield in Polish agriculture.
Economia Agro-Alimentare 3: 793-806. DOI: 10.3280/ECAG2019-003012.



96 LUDWIK WICKI

kokok

ROLA POSTEPU TECHNOLOGICZNEGO WE WZROSCIE PRODUKCII
ROLNEJ W NOWYCH CZLONKOWSKICH KRAJACH
UNII EUROPEJSKIEJ

Stowa kluczowe: UE, wskaznik calkowitej produktywnosci, zmiana technologiczna,
substytucja ziemi, produktywnos¢ naktadow

ABSTRAKT

Wazrost produktywnosci naktadow wykorzystywanych w rolnictwie jest bardzo wazny.
Umozliwia to uzyskiwaé wyzszg produkcje, wyzywié rosnacg populacje ludnosci, a takze
zmniejszy¢ presj¢ rolnictwa na srodowisko. Celem pracy jest okreslenie znaczenia wzrostu
produktywnosci czynnikéw (TFP) dla zwigkszenia produkcji rolnej w nowych krajach
cztonkowskich UE na tle znaczenia naktadow produkcyjnych. Analiza objeto dane za lata
2000-2016. Materialy do badan pochodzity z bazy danych USDA. W badaniach wykorzystano
metode reszty Solowa. Ustalono, ze w badanych krajach produkcja rolna zmniejszyta si¢
bezposrednio po transformacji ustrojowej, a po 2004 roku w pigciu z dziewigciu krajow
zaobserwowano dalszy jej spadek. Tylko w trzech krajach battyckich i w Polsce nastapit wzrost
produkcji. We wszystkich krajach, poza Polska, obserwowano spadek intensywnosci produkcji.
Podobnie zmniejszyta si¢ powierzchnia uzytkéw rolnych we wszystkich krajach z wyjatkiem
krajow battyckich. W kazdym z analizowanych krajow odnotowano wzrost produktywnosci
czynnikoéw produkcji, najwyzszy na Litwie (72%), w Estonii (57%) i na Lotwie (51%), a
najnizszy na Wegrzech (7%) i w Polsce (21%). W kazdym z krajow wzrost TFP prowadzit do
wzrostu produkcji rolniczej, albo ograniczat jej spadek wynikajacy ze zmniejszenia zuzycia
naktadow. Zmiana technologiczna odgrywata dominujacg rolg w osigganiu wzrostu produkcji
rolnej i wzroscie produktywnosci innych naktadow.
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