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ABSTRACT

(Family farmers in the 2006 agricultural census of8l: the legal context and options for their
identification). To delimit the family farm in the 2006 Agricutal Census, the Ministry of Agrarian
Development - MDA and Brazilian Institute of Geogghg and Statistics — IBGE, developed a
methodology to identify the agricultural establigimts registered in the census, according to the
concept established by Law 11,326 of July 24, 200&. paper presents the methodological steps used
and some results.
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RESUMO

(Agricultura familiar no censo agropecuario 2006n@rco legal e as opcdes para sua identificgcao
Visando delimitar a agricultura familiar no Censogrépecuario 2006, o Ministério do
Desenvolvimento Agrario (MDA) e o Instituto Brasitede Geografia e Estatistica (IBGE) elaboraram
metodologia para construcdo de uma variavel ideatilo os estabelecimentos agropecuarios
recenseados e que se ajustam ao conceito preasteim.11.326, de 24 de julho de 2006. O texto
apresenta os passos metodolégicos utilizados esatgsultados.
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Introduction

The accomplishment of the Agricultural Census 0d@8hed light for a better understanding of the
importance of Brazilian family farming, with its emurs and nuances. The perfecting of its design,
pointing out its potential and limitations, is fuardental to the efficiency of public policy

Based on a collaboration between the MDA and IBtB& 2006 Agricultural Census made possible the
filling of an important breach in official informianh for public policies on rural development: how
many farming families there are in the country, wehthey are located, and how and what do they
produce.

On July 24, 2006, Law n. 11.326 was sanctionedchvbstablishes the guidelines for formulating the
National Policy on Family Agriculture and Rural FanEEnterprises, providing the legal framework for
family agriculture and permitting its inclusion the official statistics. Various scientific worlksid
research groups have already conducted similarteffeith the results from previous agricultural
census, but a categorized conceptual limitatiofawiily farming was required which would attempt to
satisfy the legal statement of 2006. To accompgtiehdelimitation of family farming, the MDA and
IBGE worked in a mutual regime of collaboratiorartsforming the statements from Law n. 11.326
into algorithms.

Before touching on the definition of family farminig should be recalled that the 2006 Agricultural
Census was based on:

. the solutions suggested in the 2010 Global Admical Census Program (Programa del censo
agropecuario mundial 2010), elaborated by the FRoatlAgricultureOrganization of the United Nations
- FAO in 2007; the categories of the National Gfastion for Economic Activities (Classificacao
Nacional de Atividades Econémicas-CNAE 2.0), elabed by IBGE in 2007, in accordance with the
International Industrial Classification Standard fdl Economic Activities (Clasificacion Industrial
Internacional Uniforme de todas las Actividadesrifgnicas-ClIU) and the guidance of members from
the Advisory Committee of the 2006 Agricultural Gas (IBGE, 2009: 29).

For the execution of the Agricultural Census, thesiionnaires were substituted from paper to hand-
held computers, the Personal Digital Assistant-PDA&formation was also collected that was
georeferenced to the agricultural establishmentsyiging a basis for the formulation and the
evaluation of future public policies.

To present the delimitation of family farming acqaished by the 2006 Agricultural Census, this
article is divided into three sections. The fredates a brief evolution of the principle legalrfrework
surrounding the concept of family farming, while thecond section describes the criterion adopted fo
the limitation of family farming within the Agrictural Census. The last section presents the main
results of the delimitation of family farming in@rdance with the previously described criteria.

The evolution of thelegal framework related to family farming
Before presenting Law n. 11.326 it is best to reimemnthat the concepts closest to that of family

farming are not unprecedented in the Brazilianliéganework, it is therefore important to regisiesr
evolution over the last decades.



Law n. 4.504 from the 30th of November 1964, presidor the Land Statute, and utilizes the concept
of family property in the following terms:

Art. 4° For the purposes of this Law, it is detered that: (...) Il - "Family Property”, is the alr
property which is directly and personally operdtgdhe farmer and his family, absorbing all thaipdr
force, guaranteeing their sustenance, as well @slsand economic progress, with a fixed maximum
area per region and farming method, and eventhat haith the aid of a third party; (...).

In its 50th article, the Land Statute utilizes ttemcept of family property as one of the deterngnin
factors in the calculation of rural and fiscal mtesu The fiscal module, in its turn, is the defipi
element for the current legal classification ath®size of a property (small, medium, and lafge).

The Federal Constitution of 1988 protects smaklrproperty operated by the family from attachment
in order to pay the debts incurred by its prodwetactivity, and specifically provides the means to
finance its development (article 5°, item XXVI). urthermore, it makes them insusceptible to
expropriation for the purpose of agricultural refiom small and medium-sized rural properties, as
defined by law, so long as the proprietor does not own anotheri85).

As one may observe, the Land Statute and the Qatisti bind the familial character to property
ownership, not including producers with a precasioutemporary access to the property. This concept
of "family property"” remains unaltered in agrariagislation.

Nevertheless, when dealing with Social Securitg, @lonstitution used a differentiated form to idgnti
rural workers, of both sexes, who exercise thdivies within a "regime of family economy"; these
include the farmer, miner, and fisherman, the marofeproperty access aside (article 201, with
wording by Constitutional Amendment n. 20, of 1998)

Law n. 8.218, from the 24th of July 1991, which discusses thanHor Social Security Benefits,
innovated this characterization by defining thoseowvere specially ensured within the General
Regime, recognizing partners, sharecroppers amohterfishermen, and others:

Art. 11: Obligatorily, the following fiscal persose protected by Social Security: (...)

VII — as special policy holders: the farmer, partrsharecropper and tenant, prospector, fisherarah,
the like, who practice their activities, individlyabr in a regime of family economy, even with the
eventual aid of a third party, as well as with thespective spouses or companions, and childreweab
or equal to 14 (fourteen) years of age, as londpeg are proven to work within their respective ilgah
group.

§ 1° A regime of family economy comprehends anyvitgtin which the labor of family members is
indispensable for their own sustenance, and istipeat within conditions of mutual dependence and
collaboration, without the use of employees (fistsion of Law n. 8.213, July 24, 1991).

In 1995 the first legal framework appears for ruceddit directed specifically toward agricultural
families, with the creation of the Program for Gextimg Employment and Income in the Rural Sector

3 Article 4°of Law 8.629, 02/25/1993, defines thenall" property as an area between 1 and 4 fisaalules, and
the "medium" property has having more than 4 tofi¢al modules. Although the Law does not defihe tlarge"
property, this is usually obtained by exclusion.

4 Article 4° of Law n. 8.629 from February 25, B9@etermines the regulation of the constitutiopiavisions
relative to agrarian reform.

5 Later revised by Law n. 11.718 on the 20th @ieJ2008.



(Programa de Geracéo de Emprego e Renda do Setmr-RRROGER RURALY and of the National
Program for the Strengthening of Family FarmingofffPama Nacional de Fortalecimento da
Agricultura Familiar — PRONAF) The initial criteria for approval and applicati@mf resources
destined for PROGER RURAL defined their benefi@arin the following terms:

| - must be the proprietor, squatter, tenant, omes;

Il - must be executing the work in a direct andspaal manner, or with the aid of their family or,
furthermore, with the aid of a third party shouie activity require it;

[l - does not withhold any title, including in tHerm of lease, to an area that is greater than dosix
fiscal modules, according to the current legishatio

IV - at least 80% (eighty percent) of their incomast come from agricultural activity or the extiant

of vegetation;

V - proven, if representing a legal entity, to leplementable in their labor, pension, and fiscal
obligations and, if a physical person, through dueation of their contract, a reliability with Sati
Security;

VI - proven to reside on the land or nearby rummhmunity; and

VII - proven to have a gross annual income of ufR®48,000.00 (forty-eight thousand Reais), per
participant involved in the enterprise (CODEFAEsRIution n. 89 from August 4, 1995).

In the case of PRONAF, the original conditions atess were described as follows:

Art. 2°. Financing for the support of PRONAF is jgab to the following conditions:

| - the beneficiary: the farmer that simultaneousigets the following requirements, proven by the
declaration of aptitude that has been provided ... :

a) explores a piece of land in the role of proprietquatter, tenant, or partner;

b) does not maintain a permanent employee, thduglo¢casional aid of a third party is permittechas
resource when the seasonal nature of the agriatifiotivity requires it;

¢) does not withhold, by any title, an area gre#tan four fiscal modules, quantified in the cutren
legislation;

d) at least 80% (eighty percent) of their grossuahincome comes from farming or extraction;

e) resides on the property or in a nearby ruralroanity (Banco Central do Brasil, Resolution 2.191
made August 24, 1995).

The rural credit from PROGER RURAL and PRONAF mainéd the amplitude of the special policy
holders, meeting the needs of property holders @owtproperty holders (squatters, tenants, and
partners), and established two new limitationstiedato the size of the enterprise and to the bond
between income and the agricultural activity orastion. Initially, PRONAF did not permit the g

of permanent employees and PROGER RURAL coveredfiogaries with a larger property than the
beneficiaries of PRONAF (up to four fiscal modulesd six fiscal modules for ranchers). On an
institutional level, implantation of PRONAF was lftoked by a redistribution of competencies within
the ministries. Provisional Measure n. 1.911-1amfrOctober of 1999, transferred the responsikslitie
relative to promoting the sustainable developménh® "rural segment constituted by family farmers"
from the Ministry of Agriculture and Supply to tl@ffice of the Minister in Extraordinary State for
Land Policy. In its 12th edition, made November 2999, the Provisional Measure created the
Ministry of Land Policy and Agrarian Developmentfiwtwo areas of capacity: a) agrarian reform; b)
the promoting of the sustainable development oftina segment constituted by family farmers.

6 Resolution of the Deliberative Council of the Wk&r's Support Fund (Conselho Deliberativo do Fucido
Amparo ao Trabalhador) n. 89, August 4, 1995.
7 Resolution of the National Monetary Council (Gelho Monetario Nacional) 2.191 from 1995 (BACENQ3),

and Decree 1.946 made June 28, 1996, which waséatised by Law n. 11.326.



On January 14, 2000, another edition of the sanm¥istonal Measure instituted the Ministry of
Agricultural Development (MDA). On this same ocaasi Decree n.3.338 approved the Regimental
Structure of the body, which went on to contain Seeretariat of Family Farming with the power tp: a
formulate policies and guidelines concerning theettgpment of family farming; b) plan, coordinate,
supervise, promote, control, and evaluate the iesvrelated to the policy for the development of
family farming; c) supervise the execution of prgs and actions in the areas which promote the
development of family farmers, fishermen, rubb@pgrs, extractors, and aqua-cultural farmers; and d
promote the articulation of actions directed towtred rural development within the realm of family
farming, prioritizing its decentralized practicedamtegration with the states, municipalities, and
organized society, among other attributes. Eveonrbahere was a definition given by a specific law,
the family farmers were recognized in other legaims, for example Law n. 10.177 from 2001, which
handled the operations with resources from the f@atienal Funds for Financing the North,
Northeast, and Mid-West; Law n. 10.696, from 200Bich instituted the Program for the Acquisition
of Food destined for the procurement of agricultgods produced by this segment, and Resolution n.
3.234, made in 2004 (BACEN, 2004), from the NatlonBnetary Council, which constituted a
specific type within the Program for the Guaramtéé\gricultural Activity (Programa de Garantia da
Atividade Agropecuaria - PROACRO) to meet the nadfdke "pronaf producers".

In 2006 and 2009, the modern consolidation of thecept of the "family farmer" came to be with Law
n. 11.326. "Family farming" was thus defined:

Art. 3°. For the purposes of this Law, the famdyrher and the rural family enterprise are consitiéoe
be those which practice activities in the rural immment, simultaneously meeting the following
requisites:

| - does not withhold, by any title, an area gre#ttan 4 (four) fiscal modules;

Il - predominantly utilizes labor of their own famiwithin the economic activities of their establisent

or enterprise;

lIl - have a family income predominantly originatbg economic activities tied to the establishment o
enterprise itself;

IV - manages their establishment or enterprise thigir family.

§ 1° The provision made in paragraph | at the hefatlis Article, does not apply in the case of etu
condominium or other collective forms of propersg, long as the ideal fraction per landowner doés no
exceed 4 (four) fiscal modules.

§ 2° Beneficiaries of this Law are also:

| - foresters that simultaneously meet all thedieihg requisites set down at the head of this Agtic
cultivate native or exotic forests, and promoteghstainable management of those environments;

Il - aqua-cultural farmers that simultaneously malethe requisites set down at the head of thisckr
and explore hydraulic reservoirs with a total scefaf up to 2ha (two hectares) or occupy 50(E00
cubic meters) of water, when the exploration isdcmted in cages;

Il - extraction workers that simultaneously mde tequisites set down in paragraph I, Ill, andalv
the head of this Article and who are engaged inefig by hand within a rural environment, excluding
miners and diggers;

IV - fishermen who simultaneously meet the reqessiset down in paragraph |, II, 1ll, and IV at the
head of this Article, and are engaged in fisherjnagd.

§ 3° The National Monetary Council - CMN may esistbladditional criteria and conditions for the
access framework to credit lines destined for adftical families so as to contemplate the spetiéisi

of their different segments. (Included by Law n.QB3, from 2009).

§ 4° Lines of credit may be created which are méantooperatives and associations that meet the
minimum percentages of family farmers and benefited material, processed or commercialized,



arising from those farmers who are within theimfeawork of cooperatives or associates, as determined
by CMN. (Included by Law n. 12.058, from 2009).

It may be observed that there is a convergencedastvalterations in the standards that manage the
family farmer and those of the special policy holde the original wording of the social securigl,

the use of employees for business activities wagpaonitted; farmers were only permitted the use of
eventual third-party aid. However, PRONAF regulatient on to allow the hiring of up to two
permanent employees in 1996 for characterizatianasgricultural family and access to the progtam

After 2008, the Plan for Social Security Benefidopted concepts nearer to those of Law n. 11.326:

Art. 11. Obligatorily, the following fiscal persoase protected by Social Security: (...)

VII - as a special policy holder: the physical persvho resides on the rural property or in a neanbgl
community who, individually or in a regime of fapiéconomy, or even with the eventual aid of a third
party, is in the condition of: (Wording provided bgw n.11.718, from 2008);

a) farmer, as proprietor, user, possessor, squatiener or sharecropper, borrowing or tenant éym
who practices the following activity: (Included bgw n. 11.718, from 2008);

1. agricultural, in an area of up to 4 (four) ismodules; (Included by Law n.  11.718, from
2008);

2. rubber tapper or plant extractor who exerdbkes activities according to the terms in
section XllI at the head of Art. 2° of Law n. 9.98Bom July 18 of 2000, and who make these
activities their main livelihood; (Included by Law 11.718, from 2008);

b) fisherman or similar who makes fishing their ibadd profession or main livelihood; and (Includeg

Law n. 11.718, from 2008)

c) spouse or companion, as well as offspring almrvequal to 16 (sixteen) years of age, of the polic
holder described in items a and b of this sectidig are proven to work within their respective fmi
group. (Included by Law n. 11.718, from 2008).

§ 1° A regime of family economy comprehends anvigtin which the labor of the family members is
indispensable to the family unit's own subsistesmug socioeconomic development and is exercised in a
condition of mutual dependence and collaboratidthaut the use of permanent employees. (Wording
provided by Law n. 11.718, from 2008)

Bill n. 3.952, which resulted in Law n. 11.326, wagsented in 2004. In its justification, the augho
highlighted the significant representation of famfarmers among national producers and their
contribution to social and economic development, social inclusion within the country. According
to them, this occurred despite the fragile instial structure which attended to agricultural fissi
Therefore, it was necessary to approve a law tloatidvguarantee the legal foundations for permanent
public policies directed toward this group. lingportant to note that changes in the legal franrt&wo
regarding the concept of "family farming" occurrednultaneously at union debates and within
academic studies conducted on the topic. As anutategory, family farming has gone on to designate
certain situations that, until 1990, were viewedbabnging to "rural workers" in a generic sense or

8 Since Resolution 2.310 of the Brazilian CenBahk (Banco Central do Brasil -BACEN 1996) maddigust of

1996, farmers that hire up to two permanent emm@syare admitted into PRONAF. Currently, ResoluB®Bb9 from the
Brazilian Central Bank, made March 28 of 2008, mefi PRONAF beneficiaries as being those farmers whofarm a

piece of land in the condition of proprietor, sdqegttenant, partner, or lessee of the Nationagjfarm for Agrarian Reform
or PNRA (Programa Nacional de Reforma Agréaria): Reside on the property, or in a nearby locatidin: do not

withhold, by any title, an area greater than 4 r(fdiscal modules, quantified in accordance wita turrent legislation; IV -
obtain at least 70% (seventy percent) of their Rammicome through the agricultural and non-agtietdl exploitation of
the establishment; V - maintain family labor as gredominant form for the exploitation of the edisliment, utilizing

wage labor only on occasion, according to the sedsequirements of the agricultural activity, tiintaining of up to 2
(two) permanent employees being permitted.



more specifically, to "small producers”. On the dvaead, this category emerged to envelope a diyersit

of new social and political identities which werenstituted after the second half of the 1970s, and
which formed alliances with other segments, suckxasaction workers and fishermen. On the other

hand, with the formulation the family farmer's ownion organization, a greater differentiation was

established in relation to other "landless” segsientral wagers and employees, especially regard to
their demands for public policies (MEDEIROS, 1997).

The academic studies conducted during this peromdided on Brazilian family farming from the
standpoint of its development process which is waifjom other societies, even utilizing internaibn
comparative analysis. An effort was made to define segment based on the official data that was
available, especially from the Agricultural Censofs 1985 and 1996. Among the innumerable
published works are Kageyama and Bergamasco (19899a (1991), Abramovay (1992), Neves
(1992), Lamarche (1993), FAO/INCRA (1994), Veiga99h®), Abramovayet al. (1996) and
FAO/INCRA (1999).

The application of the concept of Law n. 11.326 in the Agricultural Census

To define family farmers in the Agricultural Censascording to Law n. 11.326, the method of
successive and complementary exclusions was uwtilite other words, for the establishment to be
classified as family farming, it must simultanegusleet all the conditions described below. It $tiou
be noted that the elaboration of the questionnapgdied by the Agricultural Census precedes the
sanctioning of Law n. 11.326, and for that reaswrd was an attempt to adapt the questionnaiteeto t
statement of law. Another important clarificatioancerns the research unit used in the Agricultural
Census: the agricultural establishment. The conoggamily farming is related to the family unit,
while that of the establishment is related to thapctive unit. Although the most frequent sitaatis
that in which the family is associated with onlyeogstablishment, there are cases with more than one
agricultural establishment. In this way, thera &mall super-estimatidhof the group belonging to the
category of family farming in this study, as it staters each establishment as a family unit.

The definition of the family farming group adoptdte following methodological procedures. The
Legal statement begins:

Art. 3°. For the purposes of this Law, the fam#yrher and the rural family enterprise are consitiéve
be those who practice activities in the rural emwinent, simultaneously fulfilling the following
requisites(...).

In a quick interpretation, not utilized in this wiothe first definition that could surface would taden
from the establishments located within the urbannpeters. It so happens that in the Portuguese
language and, therefore, in Brazilian legislatihrere exists an overlap between the terms "rurad’ a
"agricultural", as these terms are considered symowis. "Rural" expresses existence by agricultural
activities and livestock operations, just as thestexce of agricultural activities and livestock
operations characterizes rural areas. This defimits present in dictionaries of the Portuguese
language:

9 The National Survey by Household Sample (PeagNecional por Amostra de Domicilios — PNAD) of IBG
that does not utilize the census sector in itsriggvs, capturing all the areas of the declarapmints out that the
participation of farmers with more than one arkartgerprise was only 0.8% in 2007.



Rural: 1 Belonging or relative to the countryside, or egitural life; bucolic. 2 Pertaining to the
countryside. 3 Situated in the countryside. 4 Agtigal, bucolic, countryman, rustic. (Dicionario
Michaelis).

Rural: 1. relating to or characteristic of the countdgsi situated in the countryside; bucolic;
agricultural, rustic or whosoever engages in fagnpeasant farmer; farmer (Dicionario Houaiss).

As such, this work used the term "rural" as expésa Law n. 11.326, as a synonym for agriculture.
The agricultural establishments, that are the tegd unit of the Agricultural Census, provide gkac
this definition:

An agricultural establishment is every unit of protion dedicated, partially or as a whole, to
agricultural, forest, or aqua-cultural activitiesyjbordinated to a single administration: that of th
producer or of the manager. Apart from its siegal form, or its location within a rural or urbarea,
for production with the objective of subsistenod/ar trade, thus constituting itself as a regedeaunit.
(IBGE, Agricultural Census 2006: 40).

We then chose to use all the agricultural estalestts, interpreting "rural" as a synonym for
"agricultural”, not excluding those located withire perimeters of urban centers from the categbry o
family farming. This decision is also supported d\series of research, among them the Rurbano
Project® coordinated by the State University of Campinasi¢aimp), which evidence the limitation in
using the urban/rural criteria.

The perfect identification of rural with agriculadrwould be correct if the location of the ruraéas
was homogeneous and mono-active, which does comdspith the Brazil's reality. In truth, a
continuumoccurs in the passage of urban areas to areasavdthaller population density, in such a
way that it is not possible to distinguish exaatlyere the urban ends and the rural begins. Otlaer th
the difficulty of defining what is urban and what rural, even within the areas that are exclusively
rural where the population density is very low,réhés a significant part of the population that is
occupied with non-agricultural activities, with theotable presence of pluriactivity among rural
families.

Size of the establishment
Continuing the definition of Law n. 11.326:

| - does not withhold, by any title, an area grettian 4 (four) fiscal modules;

§ 1° The provision made in paragraph | at the hefatlis Article, does not apply in the case of etu
condominium or other collective forms of propeidg, long as the ideal fraction per landowner do¢és no
exceed 4 (four) fiscal modules.

The fiscal module is a measurement of the areaesgpd in hectares, fixed for each municipality by
the National Institute of Colonization and Agrari&eform (Instituto Nacional de Colonizagéo e
Reforma Agraria - INCRA), considering various fastprovided by the Land Statute:

Art. 50 - § 2°. The fiscal module of each Municipal expressed in hectares, will be determined by
taking under consideration the following factors:

a) the predominant type of farming in the Municigyall - horticulture; 1l - permanent culture; IH
temporary culture; IV - livestock; V - forestry;

10 For more information, see research projects fiicleo de Enconomia Agricola (NEA-Unicamp), Aahile at
http://www.eco.unicamp.br/pesquisa/NEA/pesquisalsamio/.



b) the income obtained by the predominant typeohing;

c¢) other forms of farming in the Municipality thathough they are not predominant; are expressive
terms of income or utilized area,;

d) the concept of "family property" (Law n. 4.50dgm November 30, 1964).

The agricultural establishment was not considersedfamily farming if the total area of the
establishment, or respective ideal fractions, vgeeater than four fiscal modules, as establishetien
Special Instructions of INCRA All the pieces of the establishment were taken @ccount when
computing the total area, including areas incorf@aranto the enterprise by lease, engaged or in a
partnership, and subtracting the areas being leasigdby engagement or partnership. In relatiothéo

area of the establishment, IBGE calls attentioadime cases of marginal occurrence, such as the case
of agricultural establishments with an area thatas continuous or located in more than one census
sector:

The areas that are not continuous, farmed by thwesproducer, were considered as a single
establishment, as long as they were situated wittlénrsame census sector, utilizing the same teahnic

resources (machines, agrarian implements and metrts, pack animals, etc.) and the same human
resources (the same personnel) and also, as lotigeyasvere subordinated to a single administration:

that of the producer or manager. (AGRICULTURAL CHNS2006: 41)

The establishment formed by non-continuous aredsvdnose areas are situated in distinct sectors, wil
receive the following treatment: each area willcbaesidered as an establishment. (AGRICULTURAL
CENSUS, MANUAL OF THE CENSUS: 24)

These cases did not have any type of treatmentlandefinitions adopted by IBGE were used for
identifying the agricultural establishments and mgkaccounts of their total area.

It is important to note that tin calculating theed@ fraction, the total area of the establishmeas w
divided by the number of producers that managecdest@blishment, men or women. Despite the use
of the term "proprietors”, this procedure was ukwdall forms of collective producers (proprietors,
tenants, partners, or occupants).

IBGE also collected data from the production uthitst did not depend on a specific area. Therefore,
the referenced date, the farmer/producer no loogeed that area; these include, for example, honey
farmers, river bed producers in the dry seasondumers in protected ranges or roadsides, charcoal
producers who owned the ovens and used firewoodegad by a third party, and the extraction,
collection, or picking of products that were acgdirfrom natural forests. The farmers in these
establishments were classified as "no area producer

Origin of the labor
Continuing Law n. 11.326:

Il - predominantly utilize their family's own labam the economic activities of their establishment
enterprise.

11 Available at http://www.incra.gov.br, Legislagdnstru¢des Especiais: n. 20 de 28/5/1980, rde235/3/1982, n.
27 de 06/5/1983, n. 29 de 08/2/1984, n. 32 de 2380, n. 39 de 05/1/1990, n. 33 de 29/1/1992, rd&26/8/1997, n. 01
de 14/12/2001, e n. 03 de 11/4/2005.



In order to establish the quantity of family andelli labor within the establishment, the concephef
"work unit" was used, which consists of the woflether a man or woman with 14 or more years of
age? during the agricultural year. For those youngentii4 years of age, half the work period was
taken into account. For the purpose of computirggseasonal fractions of labor, the agriculturarye
was considered to have 260 work days.

As such, the sum total of family work units (unidadde trabalho familiar - UTF) was obtained by
adding the number of people (both men and wometh faimily ties, and 14 or more years of age,
including the person who manages the establishneh@lf the number of people with family ties who
are younger than 14, plus the number of employeé&ariother conditior’® who are 14 or older, plus
half the number of employees in "another conditiath less than 14 years of age.

The total number of hired work units (UTC) was aixa by the sum of the number of permanent male
and female employees and their family who are Ia¥syer older, plus half the number of permanent
employees and their family who are younger tharyddrs of age, plus partner-employees and their
family members who are 14 or older, plus half thenber of partner-employees with family members
under 14, added to the result from dividing thesfpaid in 2006 by 260, and then added to the result
dividing the contract days by 260. Lastly, if tfaenily work unit (UTF) was smaller than the hired
work unit (UTC), then the agricultural establishmesas not considered family farming.

It should be noted that the term "predominant"pficaw n. 11326, was interpreted to mean the simple
majority of family labor over that of the hired vikborce. In PRONAF, however, there is e different

criteria: for the purposes of the framework, farsnanth up to two permanent employees may be
accepted.

Family income
Continuing Law n. 11.326:

Il - have a family income predominantly originateg economic activities tied to the establishment o
enterprise itself;

To define the group according to the statement @pone must estimate the income of the agricultural
establishment, considering the production valueushihe expenses incurred by the productive process,
as well as other family revenue. The value of és&ablishment's revenue was not used, rather the
production value provided by IBGE:

Total production value: obtained through the quatitie values of the total production of animals,
vegetables, and the added-value of agribusines&rRes of the agricultural activity: obtained freme
quantity of revenue made through the agricultucivay, from both animal and vegetable products.
(AGRICULTURAL CENSUS: 92).

12 Variable obtained according to the guidelinesommended by the Program for Generating Rural
Employment and Income (PROGER RURAL) of the Fed&aernment, which considers 1 work unit to be a
man or woman 14 years or older, and %2 a unit ta fman or woman younger than 14 years of age.

13 Refers to the residents, tenants, etc. ana tiwb® were not classified as employees, either peemt

or temporary, nor as partner-employees.



The main difference between the concepts aboveeiptoduction intended for personal consumption,
especially that which is meant to nourish the fgraihd which, evidently, should be calculated a$ par
of the family income, but is not included in théesarevenue of the agricultural establishmentthia
sense, the use of the total production value issmappropriate for calculating family income, be@us
it considers the produce that is intended for #eilfy's nourishment.

However, when using the total production value, mnmest keep in mind that part of the produce is also
intended for animal feed, especially the productidncorn and fodder. Therefore, a new derived
variable was created with the name "gross valuedpfsted production”, to avoid double counting the
value of produce intended for animal consumptiord the following intermediate operations being

carried out:

» Gross value of adjusted production: total produrcivalue, subtracted by the production value
of corn and fodder for animal consumption.

» Value of corn production for animal consumptiginthere was a record ajrain cornas a
seasonal crop and the quantity produced in 2006gneeter than the quantity sold in 2006, and
one of purposes of production was émnsumptionthen the "value of corn production for animal
consumption” was equal to the quantity produce®@06, minus the quantity sold in 2006,
multiplying the result by the average unit pricelod product.

* Value of fodder production for animal consumptifor those establishments where there was a
record of seasonal crop produce such as foddecuting, sugar cane, corn fodder, forage
sorghum, or fava beans, then the "value of foddeduyxtion" was obtained from the total that
was gathered from the quantity produced in 200Btraated by the quantity sold in 2006, and its
result multiplied by the average unit price of teepective product.

Other than the "gross value of adjusted productitm® other revenue that were not calculated in the
animal and vegetable production were taken intmwatt; identified here as "indirect agricultural
revenue”, such as revenue arising from rural toyrimineral exploitation,the provision of processing
services, non-agricultural activities, and thosagrbusiness. In the case of agribusiness reyé¢hen
were only taken into account if at least 70% of ther material used came from the establishment
itself.

Lastly, to calculate the enterprise's income, ttgisted production value was added to the indirect
agricultural revenue, and the total current expeneiof the establishment was derived.

To verify the predominance of the establishmenttoine, the following condition was stipulated
which should be satisfied in order to classify éiséablishment as a family farm:

Total Income of the Enterprise > Revenue from #raunerated activities of the producer outside
the establishment.

As such, if in 2006 the total revenue of the eniegpwas smaller than the quantitative revenue from
the remunerated activities of the producer outsodethe establishment, then the agricultural
establishment was not considered a family farm.muist be noted that the procedures above used
excessive zeal in the interpretation of the legatesnent, as even income from wages outside the
establishment might be interpreted as integralspaftthe family stratagem. Furthermore, income
outside of the establishment may be the result @irmunctive situation in the family, born from pro
failure, illnesses in the family, or others. Thago opted not to consider wages obtained outbiele t
establishments as following the same guidelinevigead by PRONAF, which stipulates that only



family income from the agricultural and non-agrtaual exploitation of the establishment should be
taken into consideratioh

A last important observation about the compositibthe family income: that which was not a resiilt o
the productive activity was not taken into accowften calculating of the family income, such as
revenue from disinvestment, donations, or voluntadr from family or friends. The revenue from
government transfers in the form of retirement &rEensions, or even social programs were also not
considered when calculating the family income,dweihg the same guidelines provided by PRONAF,
which does not consider social benefits and theiparincome derived from rural activities.

Management of the establishment
Continuing Law n. 11.326:
IV - manages their establishment or enterprise thidtir family.

The statement above is simpler to define within qoestionnaire and the method adopted was the
exclusion of agricultural establishments in which:

» The management of the establishment, in 2006,deas by an administrator. In other words, a
physical person responsible for managing the aljui@l establishment in the name of the
producer;

» The management of the establishment, in 2006,deag through a foreman or a person with

family ties, and who counted on employees (permiariemporary, or partner-employees) of 14
or more years of age;

» The legal state of the establishment was regdtas a cooperative, a corporation (or limited

liability), an institution of public utility, goverment (federal, state, or municipal) or in another
conditiont™.

Other groups
Continuing Law n. 11.326:

| - foresters who simultaneously meet all the failog requisites set down at the head of this aticl
cultivate native or exotic forests, and promoteghstainable management of those environments.

This item added a new condition for foresters, thlapromoting the "sustainable management" of
native or exotic forests. However, it is not pobksito verify this in the Agricultural Census of 200
Therefore, foresters were classified only by thevjmusly appointed questions.

Il - farmers that simultaneously meet all the regas set down at the head of this Article and @epl
hydraulic reservoirs with a total surface of ut@ (two hectares) or occupy 500¢800 cubic meters)
of water, when the exploration is conducted in sage

14 Resolution n. 3.559 from March 28, 2008 (BACEX08). This provision is also stated in the Deatian of
Aptitude-(DAP) to PRONAF, which is a mandatory domnt for all family farmers who intend to financethin
PRONAF, in which the participation of labor reverméside of the productive unit is one of the ciitdor gaining access
to the program.

15 Except for individual and condominium produgémssts or partnerships.



For farmers, establishments where the area ofttiest lakes, and dams were greater than two hectare
were eliminated. The areas with cages were nostesgid by the Agricultural Census.

Il - extractive workers who simultaneously meeg tlequirements made in items Il, lll, and IV at the
head of this article and practice this activity tgnd in the rural environment, excluding miners and
diggers.

The legal statement states that the limitationhaf &rea to four fiscal modules does not apply to
extractive workers, but the Agricultural Census dloet directly identify extraction laborers. To

identify this group of producers, establishmentsciisold the products from vegetable extraction in
2006 were selected, being that this sale was grélaém half the total revenue of the agricultural
activity. New conditions were added to the esthintients classified by these criteria in an atterapt t

define family farmers working in extraction. Thine, they were not considered as family farms if:

* on the establishment there were harvesters dnithrey of manual labor for the harvesting or thghu

a contractor (physical person), and the total nurobdays under contract were greater than 30, or

* there were temporary employees during the haraest the number of daily wages paid exceeded 30
days.

As for the miners and diggers, these were not daxbas such by the Agricultural Census of 2006.

IV - fishermen who simultaneously meet the reqessiset down in paragraph |, II, 1ll, and IV at the
head of this Article, and are engaged in fisherjnagd.

Fishermen were not recorded by the Agricultural Stenof 2006, and for that reason this statement
was not applied.

The next step in the methodology was to identify variables from the Agricultural Census data bank
and apply all the concepts described above.

Some results of the methodology

The described methodology was applied and procegmbrating the information that was already
available in the publication of IBGECenso Agropecudrio 2006 - Agricultura Familiar, iPeiros
Resultados'(IBGE, 2009). To illustrate the methodologicak thrincipal results are presented below.

Among the 5,175,489 agricultural establishmentsisteged in 2006 by IBGE, 4,367,902 were

classified as family farms according to the craefound in Law n. 11.326, representing 84% of
Brazilian agricultural establishments (Table 1)espite their numeric importance, they occupy aa are
of little more than 80 million ha, which is the é@glent to 24% of the area of the establishments.
However, the no family farming establishments, desgepresenting only 16% of the establishments,
occupy 76% of these establishment areas.



Table 1: Characterization of the agricultural establishragrgised on the classification of family
farming, according to Law n. 11.326. Brazil- 2006.

o family farming No family farming
Characteristics valor %) valor %)
Number of establishments 4,367,902 84% 807,587 16%
Area (millions of ha) 80.3 24% 249.7 76%
Labor (millions of people) 12.3 74% 4.2 26%
Value of production (billions of R$) 54.4 38% 89.5 62%
Revenue (billions of R$) 41.3 34% 80.5 66%

Source: elaborated by the authors based on thamafmn from the Agricultural Census of 2006

The disadvantage in the occupation of productiaesps due to the following fact: while the average
area of the family farm establishment is 18.37tha,industrial farms have an average area of 309.18
ha. Evidently, the average size of the establisttsneas limited by the adopted methodology of up to
four fiscal modules, but the size of the industestablishments reveals, once more, an unequal
distribution in the access to Brazilian lands.

Almost % of the occupied labor in the countrysisiéied to the family establishments, which represen
littte more than 12 million people, while the indii@l farms occupy only 4.2 million people. The
expressive occupation of workers by the family leisgaments highlights the importance of these
establishments in generating employment in the tgside.

Despite their occupying only 24% of the area, #mify establishments answer for 38% of the gross
production value and 34% of countryside revenudis Detter use of the area by family farming is
evident in Table 2: while family farming genera®$ 677/ha, no family farming generates only R$
358/ha. Family agricultural is also more intensiveoccupying the labor force: it occupies 15people
per 100 ha, while industrial farms occupy less ttvempeople per 100 ha.

Table 2: Indicators of productivity according to the cldigsition of family farming, Law n. 11.326.

Brazil-2006.
Indicator family farming No family farming
Value of production per area (R$/ ha) 677 358
People per area (people / 100 ha) 15.4 1.7

Source: elaborated by the authors based on infaemftom the Agricultural Census, 2006

The results from classifying the establishment®ating to Law n. 11.326 also confirm the importance
of family farming in guaranteeing nutritional seityir(Table 3), supplying the produce that is
characteristic to the internal consumer market: %8@f cassava production, 70% of the bean
production, 59% of the herd of pigs, 50% of thekof fowl, and 58% of milk production. The result
call attention to the strategic role of family fang for controlling inflation in the prices of food



Table 3: Participation of family farming in the productioh some products, according to the
classification of family farming, Law n. 11.326.r&&il, 2006.

culture family farming (%) No family farming (%)

Cassava 87 13
Beans 70 30
Corn 46 54
Coffee 38 62
Rice 34 66
Wheat 21 79
Soy 16 84
Milk 58 42
Fowl 50 50
Pigs 59 41
Cows 30 70

Source: elaborated by the authors based on infamftom the Agricultural Census, 2006.

The complete results of the classification of thgicultural establishments can be accessed on
“Sistema IBGE de Recuperacdo Automatica” (SIDRAWwaw.sidra.ibge.gov.br.

Final considerations

The construction of algorithms to define the fanfidyming group according to the statement of Law n.
11.326 innovated in an attempt to combine the ps&ag variables. This is because the Law was
drafted after the elaboration of the AgriculturabrSus questionnaire for 2006. The adopted
methodology is the only alternative for this defom. Its results have been shown to be consistedt
quite near to the results of previous inquirieghsas FAO/INCRA (1999).

With the definition of family farming in the Agrid¢wral Census of 2006, a new work agenda is
revealed that will deepen public policies on famfilyming, such as the use of the area, levels of
productivity and technology adopted, income, negctfedit, environment, and others.
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