Ydyenble 3anucku UHctutyTta Appuku PAH 2025 Tom 11 Ne 3(72)

Research article

BEYOND YIELDS: STRUCTURAL FACTORS BEHIND
THE GREEN REVOLUTION’S LIMITED IMPACT IN AFRICA

© 2025 L. Kayongo

KAYONGO Lynet, PhD (History), Tutorial Fellow, Education Arts and Social Science
Department, Zetech University, Nairobi, Kenya. ORCID: 0000-0001-9590-4800. E-mail: lynet.
kayongo@zetech.ac.ke

Abstract. The Green Revolution in Africa has been mainly driven by international agencies
such as the Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO), the Yara Foundation, and the International
Fund for Agricultural Development (IFAD). Despite the billions of dollars invested the success of
the movement in Africa has been limited. This paper critically examines why the Green
Revolution model promoted by the Alliance for the Green Revolution in Africa (AGRA) has had
limited impact in Africa, arguing that the movement’s reliance on increased crop yields as a
solution for poverty and hunger is overly simplistic and overlooks local conditions in Africa that
make difficult for the Green Revolution to duplicate the successes of the Green Revolution in
Asia and Latin America. It advocates for a paradigm shift toward ecologically sustainable and
locally driven agricultural reforms that prioritize smallholder farmers and protects Africa's food
sovereignty. The paper uses historical analysis to critique the adverse ecological, social, and
economic consequences of borrowed, externally driven agricultural models that overlook the
unique challenges of African farming systems, such as low irrigation potential, dependence on
mono-cultures, and inadequate attention to local diets and practices. It highlights the
disproportionate benefits that the green revolution in Africa is accruing to medium-scale male
farmers, while increasing gendered inequalities in food production and distribution.
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INTRODUCTION
At the time of independence, many African countries were largely food secure. Over the

past four decades, however, this situation has deteriorated. The continent has shifted from
being an exporter of basic food staples to relying heavily on food imports and international
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food aid [Djurfeldt et al. 2005]. According to NEPAD', several African countries are
currently food insecure and are unable to feed their growing populations. As a result, food
security remains a pressing concern across the continent. In response to this challenge,
African heads of state and government adopted the Comprehensive Africa Agricultural
Development Programme (CAADP) as a framework for promoting agricultural growth, food
security, and rural development. CAADP set a target of achieving a 6% annual growth rate in
agricultural production in order to meet the first UN’s Millennium Development Goal of
halving poverty and hunger by 2015 [Bationo et al. 2011].

The term “Green Revolution” was coined in 1968 by William Gaud, then Director of
the United States Agency for International Development (USAID), to describe an
agricultural strategy that dramatically increased wheat, maize, and rice production in
India and Southeast Asia. This strategy relied on a technology package that included
inorganic fertilizers, herbicides, insecticides, laboratory-developed hybrid seeds,
mechanization, and large-scale irrigation projects.

The Rockefeller Foundation played a central role in promoting this technological
model, which became the foundation for international agricultural development aid at the
time. Despite its serious ecological, social, and economic consequences, the Asian green
revolution is still widely praised by its proponents for producing abundant and affordable
food for the world’s poor [Dafio 2007].

This paper is organized into two main sections. The first section provides the
historical context of the green revolution in Africa; it contrasts the success of the green
revolution in Asia with its limited impact in Africa and addresses some of the initial
concerns with the trajectory of the green revolution in Africa. The second section
examines the political economy of African agriculture and the structural factors that have
led to the limited success of the green revolution in Africa, suggesting a paradigm shift
that puts the needs of the African farmer at the centre of the green revolution movement
in Africa.

THE HISTORICAL CONTEXT OF THE GREEN REVOLUTION IN AFRICA

The movement to create a green revolution in Africa was an adaptation of the green
revolution that had occurred earlier in Asian and Latin American nations and seemed to
have bypassed Africa. According to Swedish researcher Goran Djurfeldt, the Asian green
revolution was a state-led, market-mediated, and smallholder-focused approach to
increasing food grain production beginning in the 1960s [Djurfeldt et al. 2005].
Agricultural technology development was not only central to this strategy but also one of
its intended outcomes. Inspired by these perceived successes, international actors sought
to implement a similar model in Africa, adjusting it to fit the continent’s environmental
and socio-economic conditions.

Proponents of the green revolution in Asia and Latin America argue that its
achievements outweighed the negative consequences of its policies. In many Asian and
Latin American countries that adopted the new technology packages, record harvests

! NEPAD (the New Partnership for Africa’s Development), a socio-economic flagship program adopted by the
African Union and later integrated into the AU Development Program (NEPAD-AUDA).
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were reported. Between 1960 and 1985, total food production in the developing world
had more than doubled. For example, rice production in Indonesia increased by 275%
between 1966 and 2000, largely due to the adoption of high-yield varieties. Similarly,
Chile recorded a sustained growth in maize yields of approximately 200 kg/ha per year
after 1964—the highest for any cereal at the time. By the 1990s, approximately 75% of
Asia’s rice and nearly half of the wheat grown across Latin America and Asia came from
improved varieties. These transformations were achieved with only a 4% increase in net
cropped area, leading many to celebrate the Green Revolution as a model for doubling
food supply without drastically expanding farmland [Patel 2013: 6]. The Table 1 shows
how the Green Revolution in Asia led to increased growth rates in agricultural land in
different Asian countries.

Table 1. Indicators of input use during the Green Revolution in Asia

Country Irrigated Area (% of Fertilizer (kg/ha) Annual growth rate
agricultural area) (%,1967-1982)
1970 1995 1970 1995 in in
agricultural | agricultural
work force land area
Bangladesh 11.6 37.6 15.7 135.5 1.07 0.05
China 37.2 37.0 43.0 346.1 1.92 0.03
India 18.4 31.8 13.7 81.9 1.59 0.19
Indonesia 15.0 15.2 9.2 84.7 1.41 0.00
Malaysia 5.9 4.5 43.6 148.6 0.57 1.03
Myanmar 8.0 15.4 2.1 16.9 1.93 -0.21
Nepal 5.9 29.8 2.7 31.6 1.82 1.56
Pakistan 67.0 79.6 14.6 116.1 2.41 0.33
Philippines 11.0 16.6 28.9 63.4 1.90 1.72
South Korea 51.5 60.8 251.7 486.7 -0.07 -0.38
Sri Lanka 24.6 29.2 55.5 106.0 1.69 -0.05
Thailand 14.2 22.7 5.9 76.5 2.17 2.52
Vietnam 16.0 29.6 50.7 2143 1.58 0.54
TOTAL 25.2 33.2 23.9 171.1 1.76 0.28

Source: [Rosegrant, Hazell 2000]

It is important to note that as much as the green revolution had stabilized the food
crisis in Asia, it was not without its share of problems. Several early studies on the impact
of the Green Revolution concluded that the rural poor did not receive their fair share of
the generated benefits. According to some of this early research, in most cases the large
farmers adopted the new yield-increasing technology, leaving small farmers unaffected or
worse off because the green revolution resulted in (a) downward pressures on the prices
of the commaodities they produced, (b) upward pressures on the prices of the inputs they
purchased, (c) efforts by large farmers to either increase rents to tenants or force the
tenants off the land, and (d) attempts by large farmers to increase land holdings by
purchasing smaller farms, thus forcing small farmers into landlessness [Peter, Hazell
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1985]. For example, the green revolution contributed to the depletion of water resources
and widespread farmer indebtedness, as smallholders struggled to afford the required
inputs. After an initial period of increased productivity, yields often declined due to soil
degradation and overreliance on chemical fertilizers [Wise 2020].

The argument for a green revolution for Africa was inspired by the perceived success
of the green revolution in Asia and Latin America. Many viewed it as an obvious solution
to end the perennial hunger in Africa. Unfortunately, it did not have the same success in
Sub-Saharan Africa, because the proponents of the Green Revolution in Africa failed to
take into account local conditions in Africa, drastically different from the conditions that
had made the revolution have its perceived success in Asia and Latin America [Bazuin,
Azadi, Witlox 2011].

One of the earliest and most vocal proponents of this initiative was Gordon Conway,
whose book “The Doubly Green Revolution: Food for All in the 21st Century” made a
case for adapting the strategies used in Asia to the African context. Conway argued that
the green revolution had improved food access for the world’s poorest populations and
believed Africa could achieve similar gains. However, he emphasized that any such
efforts must be ecologically sound, sustainable, and socially equitable [Conway 1997].
The same sentiments were echoed by former UN Secretary-General Kofi Annan, who
called for a “uniquely African Green Revolution” during a speech delivered at a high-
level event on Innovative Approaches to Meeting the Hunger Millennium Development
Goal in Africa: “Africa’s Green Revolution: A Call to Action” in July 2004 [Dafio
2007]. The idea of a Green Revolution for Africa also got the attention of international
actors like the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation and the Rockefeller foundation, who
have played a significant role in the adoption and funding of the green revolution in
Africa.

It can be said that the movement for the green revolution in Africa was based on a
technocratic approach driven by external narratives that emphasized productivity and
modernization but overlooked the social and political complexities of African agriculture,
land systems, and the interests of smallholder farmers.

The Alliance for a Green Revolution in Africa (AGRA) was launched in 2006 by the
Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation, with substantial financial backing from Warren
Buffet and the Rockefeller Foundation. AGRA partnered with African governments to
promote the production and distribution of high-yield commercial seeds suited to the
continent’s diverse soils and climates. The initiative also supported the supply of
inorganic fertilizers and other commercial inputs to small-scale farmers, primarily
through government programs and intermediary organizations [Wise 2020].

Another key actor in the green revolution movement in Africa was the Yara
Foundation, the philanthropic arm of Yara International, a major fertilizer manufacturer.
Established in 2005, the foundation’s flagship initiative, the Yara Prize for a Green
Revolution in Africa, recognizes African individuals or organizations that have made
significant efforts to increase food production. However, the prize has attracted criticism
for allegedly serving as a vehicle for advancing Yara’s commercial interests. In 2005, for

2 Secretary-General calls for ‘Uniquely African Green Revolution’ in 21% Century, to end continent’s Plague of
Hunger, in Addis-Ababa Remarks. UN. 06.07.2004. https://press.un.org/en/2004/sgsm9405.doc.htm (accessed:
10.09.2025)

82



Ydyenble 3anucku UHctutyTta Appuku PAH 2025 Tom 11 Ne 3(72)

instance, the foundation awarded the prize to Ethiopian Prime Minister Meles Zenawi.
Within three months of the award, Yara International secured fertilizer supply contracts
with the Ethiopian government worth approximately twelve million euros [Dafio 2007].

From the onset, there was the concern that AGRA was trying to impose Western
ideas and technologies on African farmers without consulting the farmers on what was
going to work for the African environment. While some governments embraced AGRA’s
approach enthusiastically, others raised early concerns. Groups like the Alliance for Food
Sovereignty in Africa (AFSA) warned African governments about the loss of food
sovereignty that would result from the adoption of the green revolution policies:
according to them, African communities would lose the ability to freely choose which
crops that they wanted to grow since large firms would dominate local markets [Wise
2020]. AFSA also argued that food sovereignty in Africa would require addressing
unequal land distribution and rejecting genetically modified organisms (GMOSs), which
carried the risk of placing seed control—and thus food systems—under the power of
multinational corporations [Moseley 2017].

AGRA'’s own national-level data offers little evidence that the program has
meaningfully benefited large numbers of poor farmers in Africa. Instead, most of the
benefits appear to accrue to medium-scale farmers, predominantly male, who have better
access to land and credit facilities, as well as established links to commercial markets.
Meanwhile, the majority of farmers in sub-Saharan Africa engage in small-scale
agriculture, and most of them are women who live in the rural areas. Most of these
women cannot afford to purchase the fertilizers promoted by AGRA, and this has made
the adoption of the green revolution technologies progress unevenly in most parts of
Africa [Dawson, Martin, Sikor 2016]. This pattern undermines the initiative’s stated goal
of reducing poverty, especially given the disproportionate levels of poverty among
women and their central role in ensuring household food security [Wise 2020].

In our opinion, there is a fundamental contradiction at the heart of the Green
Revolution’s rhetoric. While proponents publicly endorse “sustainable intensification,” a
strategy aimed at increasing productivity on existing farmland to minimize environmental
impact, they often promote extensification, or the expansion of agriculture into new
lands. This practice increases greenhouse gas emissions and places additional pressure on
land and water resources, directly conflicting with national and donor commitments to
climate mitigation. These contradictions are further confounded by the fact that industrial
agriculture was unsuited to the climate, soils, and demands of emerging countries [Wise
2020].

Various green revolution initiatives also encourage farmers to plant monocultures.
Over time, such single-cropping depletes soils, and while inorganic fertilizer temporarily
boosts yields, it also can gradually undermine soil fertility, increasing its acidity. As a
result, yields can plateau, initially increasing with inorganic fertilizer and commercial
seeds but flattening out and even declining in the absence of increased fertilizer
applications. Because most smallholders cannot afford unsubsidized fertilizers, they often
lose what short-term gains they saw from the subsidized green revolution technology
package. According to existing research, the Green Revolution’s idea to promote the
adoption of monocultures, especially with crops like maize, frequently involves the use of
high-yielding varieties and chemical fertilizers to maximize output; however, such
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actions are not sustainable long-term, as they make Africa’s food system more vulnerable
to climate change, diseases, and pests [Santpoort 2020].

According to Kenyan researcher Joy Asiema, the African environment is generally
characterized by a number of serious impediments for agriculture, such as infertile soils,
severe insect and disease issues, and a lack of water in many places. The Green
Revolution’s adoption of a narrow genetic base variety and monoculture practices
significantly raises the risk of crops being destroyed by pests and diseases. The adoption
of high-yielding dwarf rice varieties promoted by the green revolution has been hampered
by water management issues. Irrigation is only used on about 3 to 5% of Africa’s
agricultural land, compared to 20% of India’s agriculture. Only two imported rice types
out of 2,000 tested performed as well as indigenous varieties after ten years of testing.
Furthermore, some of the new types were not well received by the locals, who preferred
the traditional varieties [Asiema 1994]. The same sentiments have been echoed by Roelf
Voortman, an ecologist from the Netherlands, who has argued that Africa lacks the
extensive flat alluvial plains found in Asia that make irrigation both feasible and efficient.
As a result, the future of African agriculture will largely depend on improving
productivity under rainfed conditions, rather than replicating irrigation-intensive models
[Voortman 2013].

The green revolution in Africa has been focused on three main crops: maize, rice,
and wheat. However, this emphasis on a narrow set of staple crops has been widely
criticized. Kenyan scholar Joy Asiema contends that the green revolution’s focus on rice,
maize, and wheat ignored the traditional African diet, which is largely composed of
millet, sorghum, and tuber crops such as cassava, yams, and sweet potatoes [Asiema
1994]. The failure to invest in improving these indigenous crops reflects a broader
disconnect between imported agricultural models and local food systems.

The historical context of the green revolution in Africa indicates the ambitions and
trajectories that led to the viewing of the Green Revolution in Africa as a purely
technological exercise. However, to fully recognize the reasons for the limited success of
the green revolution in Africa and understand why it has failed to achieve its intended
objectives, it is imperative to look at the political economy under which the green
revolution in Africa has unfolded.

THE POLITICAL ECONOMY OF ADVANCMENT
OF EXTERNALLY-DRIVEN FOOD SECURITY MODELS IN AFRICA

As Elenita Daro, a researcher who specializes in the impact of climate change and
agriculture in developing countries, argues, the principal architects of the New Green
Revolution for Africa have largely been non-African actors. African institutions, such as
NEPAD/AUDA and the African Union on the whole, have often played supportive roles,
lending regional credibility to externally driven agendas [Dafio 2007]. NEPAD, originally
established to chart Africa’s renewal, has identified agriculture as a strategic sector for
achieving growth and sustainability. Within this framework, the Comprehensive Africa
Agricultural Development Programme (CAADP) was launched to coordinate agricultural
policies, attract investment, and promote productivity. CAADP emphasizes the need for
strong agricultural innovation systems and investor confidence. To reinforce this vision,
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the Framework for African Agricultural Productivity (FAAP) was developed to
harmonize internal and external interventions in the sector [Vercillo et al. 2015].

Building on these continental initiatives, AGRA has emerged as a leading vehicle for
promoting the Green Revolution in Africa. Yet AGRA is not the only actor influencing
African food systems. Countries such as Russia, China, and the United States have also
played significant roles through investments, food aid, fertilizer exports, and the
manufacture and supply of hybrid seeds. While these global interventions differ in form
from AGRA’s donor-driven approach, they encounter similar structural constraints,
although a detailed examination of them lies beyond the primary scope of this paper.

The Green Revolution is grounded in the assumption that increasing crop yields will
eventually eliminate hunger in Africa. However, critics argue that this assumption is
overly simplistic and ignores the structural roots of food insecurity. Many researchers
contend that hunger in Africa is not primarily caused by insufficient food production but
by poverty and inequality. People go hungry not because food is unavailable but because
they are too poor to access it. In many cases, rural Africans who once fed their
communities are now abandoning farming due to rising input costs, lack of credit, and
unfair market conditions. Africa’s farmers have the capacity to produce more food but are
systematically excluded from the economic structures that would make food production
viable [Holt-Giménez, Altieri, Rosset 2006]. The Green Revolution has failed to deliver
on its promise of ending hunger in Africa, the AGRA model of high-input agriculture has
not benefited the small-scale African farmer, and in the cases where it has reached the
small farmer in Sub-Saharan Africa, it has been unable to boost productivity or incomes®.

The proponents of the green revolution in Africa anticipated that the revolution
would lead to agricultural growth through encouraging better access to mechanized farm
inputs and agricultural support from government agencies. Countries such as Ghana,
which had a comparative advantage in terms of a strong history of commercial
agriculture, were seen as the perfect example of countries where the Green Revolution
would lead to positive outcomes for the rural poor [Frankema 2014]. And initially, the
green revolution in Ghana did seem to be having positive results as the government, in
conjunction with AGRA and international donors, provided high-yielding seeds and farm
inputs to farmers, which increased agricultural production. However, the positive results
did not last for long, as the hybrid varieties that had been introduced became unpopular
with small-scale rural farmers, who claimed that the inputs were too expensive for the
rural households to afford long-term and that the chemical fertilizers that were meant to
boost agricultural production were only viable to be used during one planting season,
making them too expensive for most rural farmers [Boafo, Lyons 2021].

The same situation was witnessed in Rwanda, where the benefits of the Green
Revolution seemed to have been accrued by wealthy large-scale farmers rather than the
small-scale farmers who were the target of the programs. Just like in Ghana, the adoption
of the green revolution technologies in Rwanda was initially perceived as successful.
However, long-term studies indicate that they did not yield the anticipated positive results
of alleviating poverty and hunger among the rural poor farmers. The majority of the

® Malkan S. Gates’ failing Green Revolution in Africa. The Ecologist. 14.08.2020. https://theecologist.org/
2020/aug/14/gates-failing-green-revolution-africa (accessed: 10.09.2025)
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small-scale farmers in Rwanda were unable to participate in schemes to improve land
management or diversification of crops due to the cost of the inputs, and the programs
seemed to have benefited almost exclusively the wealthy landowners who were able to
take advantage of their economic position to acquire more land from small-scale farmers
forced to sell their land to finance household expenses [Dawson, Martin, Sikor 2016].

One of the differences between the Asian green revolution and the African green
revolution led by AGRA and its international donors is that the hybrid seeds marketed by
AGRA were developed and privatized by corporate breeders, unlike in Asia, where the
seeds were developed for the public domain [Thompson 2012]. AGRA and its
collaborators have been unable to convince the small-scale African farmer of the value of
purchasing hybrid seeds that the farmers deem to be too expensive considering their one-
time use. The hybrid seeds in Africa are mostly sold as a package deal, whereby the
farmer is required to purchase the hybrid seeds, chemical fertilizers, and pesticides as one
package. Furthermore, the hybrid seeds are protected and patented by international
companies, which require the farmers to sign licensing agreements when buying the
genetically modified hybrid seeds—the agreements making it illegal for farmers to either
share the seeds among themselves or save the seeds for their own future use [Fischer
2021].

Farmers are also not allowed to use the fertilizers that they purchase as part of the
hybrid seed package on the local varieties of crops that they grow traditionally. For
example, a study done on the use of genetically modified seeds in Yala, Western Kenya,
shows that the package that the farmers get includes fertilizers, the hybrid seeds, and the
pesticides. The farmers are then required to only use the fertilizers and pesticides on the
hybrid seeds, even though the local farmers have indicated that if the fertilizers could be
used on certain local varieties of maize, they could produce better outputs. Nevertheless,
the donors who give the farmers loans to purchase the packages, such as the One Acre
Fund, refuse to acknowledge the benefits of allowing farmers to experiment with the use
of their fertilizers on non-GMO maize varieties [Hebinck, Kiaka 2024].

Despite the green revolution’s disappointing outcomes in Africa, valuable lessons
can still be drawn for the continent from the experiences of Asia and Latin America. For
example, Asiema emphasizes that technological solutions in agriculture can help address
food insecurity in developing countries but only as part of a long-term process. Success
requires more than importing new technologies; it demands investment in local capacity,
including agricultural research, policy analysis, and institutional development [Asiema
1994]. These foundations allow countries not only to adapt foreign technologies to local
contexts but also to generate innovations of their own.

It may indeed be the case that Africa needs its own version of a green revolution.
However, this revolution must be ecologically sustainable and socially inclusive. Most
importantly, it must prioritize the needs of smallholder farmers, who play a central role in
feeding the continent. As was noted by some researchers, for the green revolution to
achieve its intended objectives in Africa, African governments must invest more in
agricultural extension services that promote bi-directional learning between scientists and
farmers in Africa [Otsuka et al. 2024]. This paradigm shift would ensure that African
agriculture provides a viable and dignified livelihood for farmers and empowers local
communities.
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CONCLUSION

While this paper has argued that the Green Revolution in Africa has largely failed to
deliver on its promises, there remains a path forward. The significant resources already
invested in agricultural transformation can still be redirected toward more inclusive,
ecologically sound, and locally grounded strategies. The success of the revolution does
not lie in increasing the farmers’ access to fertilizers or hybrid seeds but rather in
addressing the deeper structural factors that shape African agriculture. At the moment the
ecological constraints, such as fragile soils, monoculture vulnerabilities, and dependency
on foreign interventions, continue to undermine the effectiveness of the green revolution
in Africa. These dynamics highlight the inadequacy of depending on increased yields
alone to mitigate the effects of food insecurity in Africa.

To realize the goal of a food-secure Africa, a genuine paradigm shift is needed. The
shift requires the transformation of the green revolution from being a technology-led
intervention pushed by international donors to a movement that prioritizes the needs of
the small rural African farmer. African farmers should not just be seen as the passive
recipients of the benefits of the green revolution—they should be involved as the agents
of the revolution and the drivers of the movement to create a more food-secure Africa.
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cenbckoxossiictBeHHOro pa3utusi (M®CP). Hecmorps Ha MMIIMapabl 10JUIapOB WHBECTULIUH,
yCcIex 3TOro ABMXKEHHS B AdpHKe oKazalcsi OrpaHHMYeHHbIM. B naHHON cTaThe KpUTHYECKHU
AHAJIM3UPYETCS OrPAHUYEHHOE BIUAHHE MOJAEIH <«3€JIE€HOH pEBOJIONUU», TPOABUTAEMOMU
AnpsHcoM 3a 3eneHyio peBomouuto B Adpuke (AGRA). VYTBepknmaercs, dYTo cTaBka Ha
MOBBIILIEHUE YPOXKAHHOCTH KaK Ha peueHue npodieMbl OEJHOCTH U TOJIofa SBIsETCA Ype3MEPHO
YIPOLICHHBIM MOJAX0I0M, KOTOPbII HE yYHUTHIBAE€T MECTHBIE YCIOBHS B AdpHKe, 3aTPYAHSIOLINE
MOBTOPEHHE YCIEXOB «3eleHOod peBomouun» B Asum u JlatmHckoil Amepuke. B craTbe
Npeaiaraercs MepPEeOCMBICINTh MOAXOM K CEIbCKOMY XO3SHCTBY, COCpPEIOTOYMBIINCH Ha
9KOJOTUYECKH YCTOWYMBBIX MHUIMATHBAX, KOTOpbIe OyIyT OCYIIECTBIATHCS HA MECTHOM YpOBHE.
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OTH pe(l)OpMH HOJIKHBI B ICPBYIO OYCPCAb YUUTBIBATHL HHTCPCCHI MCIIKUX (bepMepOB " 3alluM1IaThb
HpOZ[OBOJ'ILCTBCHHLIfI CYBCPCHUTCT A(l)pI/IKI/I I/ICHOHLSyﬂ I/ICTOPH"IGCKI/Iﬁ aHalin3, CTaTbia
KpPUTHUKYCT 3aMMCTBOBAHHBLIC CCIIBCKOXO03SHCTBCHHBIC MOJCIH, TMPOABHUIaCMbIC BHCIIHUMHU
CHJIaMH, 3a UX HCTATHBHBIC DKOJOTHMYCCKHUEC, COUMAJIBHBIC U DKOHOMHUYCCKHUEC ITOCICACTBUA. OTH
MOJCIN HC YYUTBIBAKOT YHUKAJIBHBIC 0COOEHHOCTH a(pr/IKaHCKI/IX arpapHbIX CHUCTCM, TAKHUC KakK
HU3KHHN MOTCHIOHAJl OpOLICHUA, MOHOKynLTypHLII;’I XapakTep U HEAOCTATOYHOC BHUMAHHUC K
MCCTHBIM TpaAULUAM IMUTAHUA U MCTOAAM BCACHUSA CCIbLCKOI'0 X035icTBA. KpOMe TOro, B CTarbeC
06pamaeTc51 BHHUMaHHUEC Ha TO, 4YTO «3CJICHad pcCBOJIIOLHUA» B A(l)pI/IKe MPpUHOCUT
HCTIPOMOPLIHOHAJIBHO 6OJ'II>H.IYIO BbBIT'OAY CpEaAHUM Q)epMepaM—MquHHaM, OAHOBPCMCHHO
ycyry6n51;1 TCHACPHOC HEPABCHCTBO B MPOU3BOACTBC U PACIIPCACICHUU TPOAOBOJILCTBU.
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