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Abstract : 
 Since the middle of the last century, several perspectives have addressed rural development 
from different viewpoints and productive aspects have prevailed. Vista that changes factors desire 
productive aspects have prevailed. Four general approaches rural, aspects productions that a great 
extent. That encompass these perspectives: the Technological, Sociological, generals a group is 
perspectives: The Technocratic, Sociological, Socio-Technocratic, and Political approaches. This paper 
aims Sociological, Socio-Technological and Political. The articular to put forward Food Sovereignty and 
its focus on the rights reflation to search outdoor sovereignty food, centered of rural inhabitants as a 
perspective of the political approach a population rural, therefore perspective to rural development. 
Despite the fact that food sovereignty Politics in the rural area. The integrates important topics such as 
the need of the food integrate aspects importance of rural inhabitants by society, it is necessary to 
identity through to increase the efficiency of agricultural processes. So the productivity of the crops was 
increased and could help developing rural areas to face their growing population’s needs. Its 
consummators postulates necessaries. 
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Introduction: 
 It started around 1960s and helped in increasing food production in the country. 
 The green revolution's primary aim was to introduce high-yielding varieties (HYVs) of cereals to 
alleviate poverty and malnutrition. 
 
Objective of Green Revolution: 
1) Short Term: The main short aim behind this revolution is to address India’s hunger crisis during the 

second Five Year Plan. 
2) Long Term: The long term goal of this revolution is to do modernization of agricultural practice in 

rural areas. This will lead to modernization of rural development, industrial development; 
infrastructure, raw material etc. 

3) Employment: Another main objective after this revolution is to provide employment to both 
agricultural and industrial workers. 
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4) Scientific Studies: Another objective is to produce strong plants which could withstand extreme 
climates and diseases. 

 
Method of Green Revolution: 
 The term ‘direct transfer’ is used to discriminate between methods of plant transformation that 
rely on the use of indirect methods and those that do not direct methods. Direct gene transfer method 
all rely on the delivery of large amounts of ‘naked’ DNA whilst the plant cell is transiently permeablised. 
One of the major disadvantages of the direct gene transfer methods is that they tend to lead to higher 
frequency of transgene rearrangement. Other, less reproductive method, such as laser mediated uptake 
of DNA, microinjection, ultrasound and inplanta exogenous application, have mainly been used for the 
analysis of transient gene expression. 
 
Data Base: 
1) The green revolution had led to a significant increase in production. The biggest beneficiary of the 

revolution of was wheat grain. The production in the first phase of the scheme was 55 million tons. 
2) Only in agricultural production not limited to, this revolution also increased per acre product. 
3) To meet the demand of growing population and for emergencies that production was enough to 

stock it. 
4) Tertiary industries like transport, irrigation, food processing, marketing etc. provided employment 

opportunities for workers due to green revolution. 
5) Farmers in rural area benefited greatly from the Green Revolution, prospering and increasing their 

incomes. 
 

Impact of Green Revolution in Rural Area: 
Average Yield per Hectare of Crops during 

1950-51 to 1999-2000 (Yield per hectare in kgs) 
Years Rice   Wheat Pulses 
1950-51  668  663  441  
1960-61  1.013  851  539  
1970-71  1.123  1.307  524  
1980-81  1.336  1.630  433  
1990-91  1.740  2.281  578  
1992-93  1.744  2.327  573  
1995-96  1.855  2.493  552  
1999-2000  1.968  2.778  635  
There were three basic elements: 
 
Expanding farming areas – Post-independence, India needed to expand its cultivable land to meet the 
rising demand. 
 
Double-cropping on the existing farm land – Since India had only one rainy season every year, 
farmers in the country practiced one crop season per year. However, the Green Revolution introduced 
huge irrigation projects to make water available for another crop. Hence, farmlands now had two crop 
seasons per year. 
 
Using better seeds – The Indian Council for Agricultural Research, which the British had established in 
1929, was reorganized in 1963 and 1975. The Council developed new strains of high yield variety seeds, 
mainly wheat and rice and also millet and corn. 
 In 1978-79, India produced a record grain output of 131 million tons. This catapulted India as 
one of the world’s biggest agricultural producers. 
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 From the time India gained independence in 1947 to 1979, farmlands recorded an improvement 
of 30% in their yield per unit land. 
 Another benefit of the Green Revolution was the increase in employment opportunities. 
Agricultural workers were in demand and so were industrial workers due to the creation of facilities 
like factories and hydroelectric power stations. 
 Over the years, there has been some criticism due to the extensive use of pesticides and 
fertilizers. Also, extensive irrigation projects have eventually led to soil degradation. Further, heavy 
dependence on a few major crops has reduced the biodiversity of farmers. 
 
Conclusion: 
1) The global crisis has led to a radical change in paradigm when defining priorities and public policies 

for rural development in the poorest countries. Virtually all the organizations working in 
agriculture, food and development aid are currently heavily engaged in these deliberations, notably 
in the African context, where strong population growth is threatening natural resources weakened 
by drought. 

2) The major strategic priorities defined by these recent initiatives for agricultural research and rural 
development consider that an increase in agricultural production is needed, but they have 
dismissed the models based on technological progress, intensification and ‘blind’ growth that 
guided the ‘green revolution’. These new priorities are intended to sustainably improve production, 
whilst remaining sympathetic to the human population and the environment. Consequently, the 
core objective for all rural development players in the African dry lands, particularly for research, is 
to organize, manage and support innovation systems that improve rural living conditions without 
damaging the environment. 

3) Improving the capacity of rural populations in poor countries to design innovations collectively and 
control their development has become a vital need on an African scale, and also a global scale. This 
great challenge will necessarily involve developing novel approaches and new technical learning 
and communication tools that will introduce new technologies, as well as local know-how, whilst 
respecting the cultural context. 

4) This renewed vision of the role of research for development grants a core role to ‘stakeholders’, to 
‘competencies’, to ‘dialogue’, and to the ‘sharing’ of knowledge and information. It is in this objective 
of accompanying stakeholders and developing competencies that research is awaited. The new face 
of research for development and food security presupposes that it will implement Tran’s 
disciplinary approaches combining the technical sciences with social and human sciences. Research 
should take a much greater part than it has so far in strengthening the competencies of all 
stakeholders in the rural world, seeking to increase their empowerment and ability to act. Our 
contribution to that objective stands out through an interchange of views involving recent, or 
ongoing, experiences in the field, presented and discussed by the people involved in those 
experiences, be they from the world of research, development, farmer organizations or civil society. 

5) As the global food, financial and environmental crisis takes hold – or maybe owing to it – we would 
seem to be moving towards a model arguing in favour of ‘true human development’, which, as Edgar 
Morin highlighted in Less set saviors necessaries a education due future, will involve joint 
development of individual autonomy, community participation and the feeling of belonging to the 
human race (Morin, 2000). 
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