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Agricultura familiar en la Amazonia brasileña: Tendencias de los
distintos tipos de familias

Resumen:
Este trabajo propone una nueva tipología para analizar las tendencias entre las explotaciones agrícolas familiares y no familiares en la Amazonia
brasileña entre 2006 y 2015. Destacamos dos tendencias opuestas: un número decreciente de agricultores familiares vinculados a la producción
comercial; y un número creciente de agricultores familiares dedicados a la agricultura de subsistencia. Discutimos dos factores principales que
ayudan a explicar estas tendencias. En primer lugar, la legislación limita la renta total obtenida fuera de la explotación para poder acogerse
a las políticas públicas dirigidas a las explotaciones familiares. En segundo lugar, las explotaciones familiares que siguen siendo fuertemente
intensivas en mano de obra se han enfrentado a graves dificultades en un sector agrícola competitivo y dinámico que surgió en la Amazonia
brasileña.

Palabras clave: agricultura familiar, multiactividad, región Norte.

Introduction
Changes in the Brazilian economy have pronouncedly affected the rural society. The rural exodus of the 1970’s,
driven by the agricultural sector’s productive transformations, underwent a gradual decrease due to the relatively
advanced demographic transition and urbanization stage. Although the number of rural households has remained
relatively stable from 2004 to 2015, the number of people who left farming continued to grow (Garcia, 2014; Maia,
2014; Del Grossi, 2017).

The current dynamics of Brazilian rural areas is part of what has been called “new rurality”, which stands for
more significant economic, social, and cultural heterogeneity in rural areas. In this new rurality, the relations
between the countryside and the city are increasingly similar and intertwined, far from being homogeneous.
Moreover, differently from what many scholars have considered, these relations are more complementary than
antagonistic. Members of rural families would be occupied in the most diverse economic sectors, and no longer
just in agriculture, thus reinforcing the role of multiactivity in the diversification of income sources (Carneiro,
1998; Wanderley, 2000; Rodrigues, 2009).

These socio-economic changes are already noticeable in the Amazon biome, incorporated into the agribusiness
chain in the early 2000s. The expansion of the agricultural frontier would be contributing to the formation of
basically two scenarios. The first would be the growing number of family farms that combine farming and non-farm
activities (multiactivity) among their members as an alternative to diversify and strengthen the family income.
Multiactive families would be more frequent among the poorest rural families. The second scenario would be the
growth in the number of families in subsistence agriculture (Herrera et al., 2014; Vieira Filho et al., 2013).

The expansion of the agricultural frontier in the Amazon biome may have several impacts on family farming.
The modern agriculture may accentuate productive inequalities and heterogeneity among farmers. Buainain et al.
(2013), also contend that the intensive use of modern technologies in Brazilian agriculture has contributed, on the
one hand, to substantial gains in productivity and, on the other hand, to aggravate heterogeneities and inequalities
among rural farmers. This process results in an intense selectivity so that farms without technical and economic
conditions would be close to what the author calls the frontier of marginalization. Maia and Sakamoto (2014), also
indicate that technological and economic changes have increased the share of hired agricultural jobs and nonfarm
workers within family farms.
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Although multiactivity has a recognized role in strengthening family farming, the introduction of Act 11,
326/2006 (regulated by the Decree from 2017) – called the Family Farming Act – may impose limits on farming
families to become multiactive. One of the Family Farming Act requirements is that the amount of income earned
inside the farms is, at least, equal to the amount of income earned outside the farms (income from multiactivity).
For a share of family farmers, especially low-income family farmers that pursue multiactivity as a means of
overcoming family difficulties, this requirement may be unfeasible. When they become multiactive families,
whose income, in general, is higher than that derived from internal activities in the farm, they may become
ineligible regarding the income criterion.

The legal requirement of the Family Farming Act may also, to some extent, push a significant number of
farmers towards subsistence agriculture as a means to be eligible for accessing those public policies aimed at family
farming. According to Buainain and Dedecca (2010), subsistence agriculture is more intense among family farms
that benefit from social policies. One hypothesis is that cash transfers may increase the opportunity cost of working
in agriculture for family farmers.

The rural areas in the North of Brazil, where the Amazon biome prevails, have recently been impacted by
profound economic and social changes. Traditional activities and smallholder family farming began to compete
directly with commercial production, especially with the cultivation of grains on the southern border regions.
According to the Agricultural Census 2017, the North region has 580,613 farms, and 82.7% are family farmers.
Family farmers in the region also use diverse strategies for income generation, which, in most cases, are not
restricted to agricultural activities (Belik, 2015).

This study advances the discussion on the economic and social heterogeneity of the rural region of the North,
highlighting the need to rethink territorial and non-sectoral rural development policies that consider the diversity
of the Amazon region of Brazil. Schejtman and Berdegué (2004), highlighted that territorial diversity requires
public policies to abandon the idea of rural as synonymous with agricultural.

This article analyzes the occupational trends among rural agricultural families in the North region of Brazil
between 2006 and 2015. The North region is the most representative region of the Amazon biome in Brazil. Our
analyses highlight how the permanence of family farmers in rural activities aimed at supplying market demands
will face increasing difficulties in a context of higher competitiveness in agriculture and higher attractiveness of
hired farm and nonfarm jobs. We also emphasize how the Family Farm Law may have reduced the number of
family farms by imposing a minimum income from farm activities.

We use the microdata from the National Household Sample Survey [PNAD] of the Brazilian Institute of
Geography and Statistics [IBGE] to develop a typology of rural families dedicated to agricultural activities. This
typology allowed us to compare the characteristics of family farms with other types of non-family farms. The paper
has five sections, including this introduction. Section 2 presents the literature review on farming families and
pluriactivy, highlighting trends and prospects based on the legal definition. Section 3 describes the methodological
strategies used to classify the types of families. Section 4 presents the results, and section 5 discusses the main
findings. Finally, we present the final considerations of the study.
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Literature review

Agricultural households in family farming: trends
and prospects
An increasing number of rural members have left agriculture as the primary source of occupation and income,
which coincides with the emergence of nonfarm activities in rural areas. According to Del Grossi (1999), between
1981 and 1995, the non-agricultural economically active population showed strong growth. The number of people
occupied exclusively in agriculture decreased in all Brazilian regions. Since then, the more than proportional
increase in the number of persons employed in nonfarm activities contributed to the rural population’s relative
stabilization. Thus, numerous other activities emerged, being responsible for most jobs, especially in the regions
with more modern agriculture, which implies that it is no longer possible to consider the rural only from the
families and the agricultural activities.

The growth of the rural population employed in non-agricultural activities was initially observed in developed
regions (Anderson & Leiserson, 1978; Fuller, 1990; Arkleton Trust, 1992; Hill, 1999; Van Der Ploeg et al., 2000; Ellis
& Biggs, 2001; Terluin, 2003; Irwin et al., 2010; Chase, 2010; Zakeviciute, 2019). One main recommendation of
these studies is that public policies for rural areas would consider the diversity of activities in these areas, rather
than focusing exclusively on the farming activities (Ellis, 1998, 2000; Schejtman & Berdegué, 2004). This debate
was also present in Latin American countries (Grammont & Martinez Valle, 2009).

The configuration of such new dynamics has reflected, particularly, on the number of families residing in rural
areas and, consequently, in the rural exodus mitigation observed in the 1960s and 1970s. The number of rural
households grew significantly from the 1990s, due to the growth in non-farming and multiactive families and
non-occupied persons, with relative stabilization from 2004 to 2014 (Laurenti, 2014; Maia, 2014; Del Grossi, 2017).
However, the rural population occupied in agricultural activities exclusively continued to decrease throughout
this period.

According to Kageyama (2008), this new context formation closely relates to new rural roles. Among the new
functions we highlight: the productive function, which, previously restricted to agriculture, is integrated by a set of non-
agricultural activities, especially rural agro-industries, handicrafts, tourism, environmental conservation, which
become responsible for a significant share of employment in these areas; the population function, as the rural area
also becomes a place of residence for families not dedicated exclusively to agricultural activities; the environmental
function, which demands from rural families the preservation of the environment and forest assets and that, in many
cases, becomes an opportunity for occupation and income generation.

The rise of non-agricultural activities as a source of occupation and income has led to new lifestyles in rural
areas, reflected in the substantial economic, social, and cultural diversity. Many families started to combine
agricultural and non-agricultural activities among their members to diversify their occupation and income
portfolio, contributing to the emergence of multiactivity within rural families. Income diversification and
stabilization, in addition to the containment of the rural exodus, are pointed out as the main advantages of the
heterogeneity that came to develop in the rural environment, especially among the most impoverished family
farmers (Nascimento, 2009; Schneider, 2009; Escher et al., 2014).

Within family farming, these transformations have been visible through the different family types and groups
that emerge in the new rural landscape and the reproduction strategies adopted by family groups. Del Grossi (2017)
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shows that the number of families in family farming in Brazil, between 2004 and 2014, remained stable due to the
strong growth in the number of families dedicated to subsistence agriculture as compared to the reduction in the
number of families conducting commercial production. In regional terms, the Northeast Region saw the most
significant growth in families with activities focused on subsistence agriculture. Still, there was also a positive
evolution in the North and South regions of the country.

Grisa et al. (2010), define subsistence agriculture as a diversification strategy used by family units to guarantee
minimum conditions required for their socio-economic reproduction, especially regarding food autonomy. In
addition to its role in generating food and diversifying their livelihoods, the authors point out that subsistence
agriculture works as a kind of “non-monetary income” by enabling families to save resources producing goods in
the family unit instead of acquiring them in the (super)market.

According to Neder (2008), between 1995 and 2006, there was high participation of rural people in family
agriculture for subsistence, especially women, spouses, with few hours worked. The explanations for the growth
in subsistence agriculture among rural families are the most diverse. According to Buainain and Dedecca (2010),
besides income transfers, such as Bolsa Família and rural social security, the policies to incentivize family
production would generate a kind of “opportunity cost” of working in agriculture. Family members who benefit
from these policies and programs would be less willing to work in temporary and low-paid jobs.

Notwithstanding the authors above’ considerations on development conditions of subsistence agriculture,
Schneider and Cassol (2014) show that family farming in Brazil is quite diverse and heterogeneous. According to
the authors, family farming comprises at least three groups: the first group, highly specialized, has a large portion
of the revenues generated in the economic activities related to agriculture; the families in the second group have
multiple sources of income, mostly from nonfarm activities and pensions; in the third group, families obtain
revenues mainly from nonfarm activities and carry out sporadic agricultural activities.

Family farming is historically characterized by its internal diversification, especially concerning its economic
and productive aspects. Nonetheless, family farming still lacks yet specific policies for each segment. Multiactivity
has presumably a vital role in the lowest segment by providing the strengthening and diversification of income
sources. However, this group of more impoverished farmers would fundamentally depend on public policies that
value the diversity of family demands and potentialize farm and nonfarm activities (Kageyama, 2001; Mattei, 1999;
Schneider, 2009; Sacco dos Anjos, 2003; Nascimento, 2008; Cardoso, 2013; Delgado & Bergamasco, 2017).

Public policies and the Family Farming Act
Some authors argue that the model of agricultural development adopted in Brazil has fostered the large agricultural
properties, while leaving a large group of impoverished smallholder family farmers unattended by the public
policies (Grisa & Schneider, 2014). Nonetheless, the number of family farms in Brazil is still remarkable. At the
same time, this group requires more equitable and differentiated public policies, especially in the sense of valuing
the diversity and heterogeneity typical to their composition.

The creation of the National Program for Strengthening Family Farming [PRONAF] in 1995 reflects part of
the protagonism assumed by social movements and organizations in family farming in seeking a more inclusive
development model. The discussions that emerged in the academic and political spheres of that period, which
strongly emphasized the importance of family farming for the Brazilian economy, also contributed to critical
institutional changes (Delgado & Bergamasco, 2017).

According to Wanderley (2017), PRONAF represented, in fact, a significant advance for family farming in terms
of public policy. However, the institutional change did not mean structural changes from the model of agricultural
development based on large farms, nor did it have an equal reach for all farmers. The policies remain, according
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to the author, linked “to a model of agriculture with a certain degree of productivist rationality and participation
in the market […]” (p. 71).

From this same perspective, Aquino et al. (2018), reinforce that PRONAF, created to reach all family
farmers, regardless of their technical and economic condition, has frequently reproduced the same patterns of
modernization process in agriculture. As a result, there has been an intensification of inequality within family
farming itself, as one group has material conditions and a considerable standard of living. In contrast, another
segment has precarious survival conditions, making them dependent on public policies.

The core of the matter is that, over the years, while recognizing the heterogeneity of ways of life within
family farming itself, the various attempts to reduce inequalities by “including” the most varied types of family
farmers, such as PRONAF, were successful only in relative terms. That is because there is a clear tendency to
benefit the most dynamic and modern segment to the detriment of the more underdeveloped segment, thus
reproducing the same patterns observed in the agricultural modernization. With some frequency, one discusses if
the most impoverished family farming would result from the public policies that unintendedly weaken it instead
of strengthening it (Carneiro, 1997; Nascimento, 2008; Aquino & Schneider, 2011; Aquino et al., 2018).

Law 11, 326/2006, regulated by Decree 9,064/2017, establishes the foundations of the national policy for this
category of family farming. Nonetheless, the Law put into question the effectiveness of public policies to
include historically marginalized family farms. Besides excluding several farmers from the policies’ coverage, the
regulations mentioned above impose limits on family farming to become multiactive. The Law requires that at
least half of the family farm’s income comes from economic activities. The limitation of this criterion stems from
the fact that in intersectoral (and traditional) multiactivity, the revenue generated outside the family unit is higher
than that earned internally.

Accordingly, those not complying with this criterion (and with the other criteria) are considered as non-family
farmers and are, therefore, excluded from actions aimed at strengthening family farming. Many family farmers
will fall under this situation not because nonfarm income (or farm income generated at another farm) is necessarily
high, but because it the agricultural income generated by thes farmers is meager.

Possibly, the decreased number of family farms, from 4,300,000 to 3,900,000 units (presented by data from the
2017 Census of Agriculture) could be explained, in part, by the exclusion of many multiactive families with higher
nonfarm incomes than farm incomes. These families are classified as non-family farming because they do not
meet the Law’s criteria, thus being excluded from the public policy scope.

In a way, the definition provided by Act 11, 326/2006 does not match the diversity of the dynamics of Brazilian
agriculture in recent years, widely discussed in the literature, in which the various sources of occupation and
income would have a fundamental role in improving the families’ living conditions. According to Delgado and
Bergamasco (2017), the legal recognition of family farming strengthens this category that has been historically
excluded from public policies in Brazil. Still, it ignores a significant portion of new players that emerged from the
“new” Brazilian rurality, such as hired employees in nonfarm activities.

Material and methods

Data and variables
We use microdata from PNAD of the IBGE for the seven states from the North Region in Brazil: Acre, Amapá,
Amazonas, Pará, Rondônia, Roraima and Tocantins. We restricted our analysis to period 2006-2015 for two main
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reasons. First, our analysis starts in 2006, when the Family Farming Act came into force in Brazil (IBGE, 2015).
Second, PNAD (IBGE, 2015), introduced several methodological changes after 2015, which might compromise
our historical comparison.

We identified the types of families that meet (and others that do not) the criteria of Family Farming Act 11,326
dated July 24, 2006, regulated by Decree 9,064 dated May 31, 2017. The Family Farming Act defines the following
criteria for classifying the family farmer:

Art. 3 the UFPA [Agricultural Production Family Unit] and the family farming enterprise must comply with the following requirements:
I - having, in any capacity, an area of up to four fiscal modules;
II - using at least half of the family workforce in the production and income generation process;
III - earning at least half of the family income from economic activities in their farm or enterprise; and
IV - the farm or enterprise being strictly family-led.

PNAD, unfortunately, has no information about who manages the farm. However, we believe that it is unlikely
that a self-employed family will hire an administrator. As self-employed families correspond to practically 98% of
the total Family Farming (the rest are families of employers with up to two employees), we understand that the lack
of this information in the PNAD (enterprise management) does not preclude the investigation proposed here.

Thus, we defined the types of family farms based only on Criteria I, II, and III. Two essential precautions have
also become imperative concerning the incomes earned by the members of the family units:

1) We considered incomes from wages earned in agriculture by family members from the Family Farming group
(mostly self-employed, traditional multiactive families) as incomes obtained outside the farm; and

2) We observed that a significant portion of family units of self-employed rural workers, in addition to farm
activities, also pursue nonfarm activities (intersectoral multiactive families). However, this study’s database –
PNAD – does not allow us to know precisely the location of these (nonfarm) activities, whether in rural or urban
areas. However, it enables knowing whether or not the families carried out such activities within the rural farm.
For 2015, we found that about 14% of the people from self-employed rural families in the North region who pursued
nonfarm activities performed these activities “at the home where they lived” (code 3 of variable v9054). Therefore,
because they are from rural families developing this type of work at home, in this case, we consider that the
families obtained incomes from these activities within the farm. For the remaining 86% of the cases, we suppose
the respective gains as earned outside the farm.

We considered as family farming only (i) the extended families of employers with up to 2 employees, and (ii) the
self-employed families in which both family types met, simultaneously, the three previously mentioned criteria
(I, II, and III). The types of families are:

1) Non-family farms of employers have an employer in the family and hires any number of employees (one or more)
and that, also, either have their farms with more than four fiscal modules or, even having up to four fiscal modules,
do not meet at least one of the other two Criteria (II, III) of the Act of 2006 and Decree of 2017. Therefore, this
is a non-family type of family (or farm);

2) Non-family self-employed farms have no employer among its members and, besides, either has a farm with more
than four fiscal modules or, even having up to four fiscal modules, does not meet Criterion III of the 2006 Law/2017
Decree (Criterion II, on the workforce, is satisfied because this family group does not hire workforce). Therefore,
this type of family is not considered as family farming by the 2006 Law and the 2017 Decree;

3) Family farms are self-employed farmers or employers with up to two employees that comply with Criterion I,
of having up to 4 fiscal modules, and, also, simultaneously meet the Criteria II and III (workforce and income).
Family Farming is mostly composed of self-employed families, practically 98% of the total (the remaining 2%
corresponded to employers families with up to two employees).
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4) Family of employees are the family type with no employer or self-employed members, but they contain at least 
one person occupied as a hired farm employee. This group, therefore, is not classified as family farming.

We also subdivided the family farms (group 3) according to the type of activities they develop (farm, nonfarm, 
and multiactive):

a) Family farming with commercial production has at least one member occupied in agriculture, conducting one or 
more agricultural enterprises;

b) Family farming with subsistence agriculture are family farms with no member in the categories of employer, self-
employed, or hired agricultural worker, but they have with at least one member working in subsistence agriculture.

c) Agricultural families are those with at least one member working in farm activities, and no other member
engaged in nonfarm activities;

d) Non-agricultural families are with at least one member working in nonfarm activities, and no other member
engaged in farm activities;

e) Multiactive families (traditional or intersectoral): traditional multiactive families have at least one member working 
in the family farm (as self-employed or employer) and at least one other member working in another farm as a 
hired agricultural laborer; intersectoral multiactive families have at least one member at least one member working 
in the family farm (as self-employed or employer) and at least one other member working in a nonfarm activity 
(inside or outside the farm).

Empirical strategy
We use exponential functions to identify trends in the types of families. Initially, weassumed that expected 
population of each family type  k in the year t is given by:

Where Ykt  is the population of family type k in year t, φk is the expected value when t  = 0, and θ the annual 
growth rate of Yk  . Equation (1) can also be represented by:

Where ε is the random error not explained by the model. The average percentage rate of annual growth is 
given by ( eθ k t −1 )×100.

We introduced a binary variable       d  in equation (2), which assumes 0 between years 2006–2009 
and 1 between 2011–2015. This variable controls structural breaks in the annualgrowth trend due to 
changes in rural areas’ delimitation. The municipal government maymodify the urban perimeters in 
their respective municipalities, which consequentlychanges the number of rural residents. IBGE updates the 
rural areas in the DemographicCensuses, which, in our case, occurred in 2010. The equation will then be given by:



Francisco Diétima da Silva Bezerra, et al. Family Farming in the Brazilian Amazon: Trends for Diff...

Results and Discussion

Trends in family farming
The rural families in the Brazilian North Region, more recently incorporated into the agricultural frontier, have 
shown relevant structural changes. First, we highlight the remarkable increase (significant at 5%) in the number of 
families: 1.8% per year from 2006 to 2015 (table 1). Second, although the number of family farms remained nearly 
constant over the period of analysis (positive but insignificant growth rate of 1% per year), we found remarkable 
differences within the subgroups of family farms. For example, the number of family farms with market-oriented 
production showed a negative  growth rate (−0.8% per year), while group of linked to subsistence agriculture showed 
a relevant and significant increase  (12.1% per year) between 2006 and 2015.

TABLE 1.
Types of rural extended families engaged in agriculture, Northern Region, 1,000 families in 2006-2015

Source: own source based on the PNADs / IBGE Microdata (2015)
Note: Asterisks (**, *) express significance at 5% and 10%, respectively. The two
dashes (-) mean the types of families with less than 6 observations in the sample

On the one hand, this result may suggest that the expansion of the agricultural frontier in rural areas in the
Amazon (reflected in the increased total number of families under analysis in table 1) did not stimulate the growth
of commercial family farming, probably due to the intensification of competition in agricultural activity. On the
other hand, this result may suggest that the expansion of the frontier was associate with the growth of the most
vulnerable type of family farming, which is linked exclusively to the subsistence agriculture. Although these results
do not establish a cause-effect relationship, they indicate important and opposite trends for extreme groups of
family farms in the Brazilian Amazon.
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Table 1 also highlights divergent trends for the non-family farms of employers (group 1) and employees (group
4). On the one hand, the number of employer non-family farms grew at a positive and significant rate– 15.1% per
year (significant at 5%), – which may be associated with the expansion of the agricultural frontier in the Amazon.
On the other hand, the number of families of employees remained nearly constant. In other words, the expansion
of the agricultural frontier may have increased the number of farms, but based on the intensive use of labor-saving
technologies, which may explain the lack of a significant trend of growth in the families of agricultural employees.

Table 2 shows the trends for the relative participation of the family types. The family types with the most
significant relative gains were: families of employers (group 1, 13% per year), and family farming with subsistence
agriculture (group 3-B, 10% per year). While the former group (employers) represented a small share of the
population in 2015, approximately 1%, the latter group (subsistence agriculture) represented 11% of the total rural
families in the North region. The family farming linked to commercial production presented the most significant
loss (2.6% per year).

TABLE 2.
Relative participation (%) of the types of extended rural families in the overall

total of employed families in agriculture, Northern Region, 2006 to 2015

Source: own source based on the PNADs / IBGE Microdata (2015)
Note:  Asterisks (**, *) express significance at 5% and 10%, respectively. The two
dashes (-) mean the types of families with less than 6 observations in the sample

The results in tables 1 and 2 suggest that we had substantial changes in the composition of the types of families
during the expansion of the agricultural frontier in the Amazon. Moreover, this change – as it is worth emphasizing
in this article – is observed mainly within family farming, which, on the one hand, has become less focused on
commercial production and, on the other hand, has been more targeted to the subsistence agriculture.

Table 3 details the composition of self-employed families and family farming. While the non-familiar self-
employed families are mostly represented by pluriactivite families (91.9%, in 2015), the familiar self-employed
families are mostly characterized by the commercial production (87.3%, in 2015).
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TABLE 3.
Relative participation (%) of the types of extended rural families
in the total of each family type, Northern Region, 2006 to 2015

Source: own source based on the PNADs / IBGE Microdata (2015)
Note: Asterisks (**, *) express significance at 5% and 10%, respectively. The two
dashes (-) mean the types of families with less than 6 observations in the sample

Table 4 classifies family farms according to the size of the property/farm. In rural areas in the Amazon region,
both self-employed (non-family farming) and family farming families are concentrated in farms with a maximum
size of 10ha: in 2015, 68.8% of self-employed families and 68.6% of family farming families. One critical result is
that all the self-employed (non-family) families in farms with up to four fiscal modules are multiactive families,
especially in up to 100ha. Reiterating that, as pointed out in the Methodology section, for the case of self-employed
families (non-family farming) the range of 100ha and more does not have the limit of four fiscal modules, as it has
for Family Farming.
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TABLE 4.
Distribution (%) of rural households of family farming and non-familiar self-

employed farms, according to the land size, Northern Region, 2006-2015

Source: own source based on the PNADs / IBGE Microdata (2015)
Note: Asterisks (**, *) express significance at 5% and 10%, respectively. The two
dashes (-) mean the types of families with less than 6 observations in the sample

Another issue that may further aggravate family farming’s fragility, besides the limited availability of land
pointed out in previous comments, is the farmer’s land tenure condition. A joint analysis of tables 4 and 5 shows
that, in 2015, more than two thirds (68.6%) of family farmers (commercial and subsistence agriculture) in rural areas
in the North region had farms with a maximum of 10 hectares of area (table 4). Almost half (45.8%) of these family
farmers did not own these lands (table 5). When concerning families of family farms with commercial production,
the percentage of families that do not own the land dropped to 27%, which is still relatively high.
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TABLE 5.
Distribution (%) of rural households in family farming (commercial and self-

consumption), according to producer condition and area size range: Rural North, 2015

Source: own source based on the PNAD / IBGE Microdata

Discussion
We used the criteria of family farming defined by the 2006 Law (and the 2017 Decree). In this respect, the
trends could be different if the implications of the 2006 Law on family farming were different. For example, we
classified the group of self-employed families as non-family farming. This groups presented positive growth rates
in practically all family types (agriculture, 11.5% per year, and multiactive, 2.2% per year, as shown in table 1). As
a consequence of the requirements of the 2006 Law, not only family farming has reduced its contingent – loss of
97,000 families in 2015 (corresponding to self-employed families, non-family farming, as per the Law above) – but
also registered less dynamism (only 1.0% per year).

The implications of the criteria of the 2006 Law on the definition and classification of family farming –
concerning self-employed families (self-employed families correspond to the vast majority of family farming,
around 98.0%, as explained in the methodology section) – are associated with property size (criterion I) and
incomes obtained outside the farm (criterion III). Criterion III reflects directly in cases of (traditional and
intersectoral) multiactivity among self-employed families. We showed in table 3 that application of the 2006 Law’s
criteria implied in a remarkable difference in the composition of familiar and non-familiar families: the former
characterized by the commercial production, the later characterized by the self-subsistence.

Family strategies to seek alternative sources of income from work – nonfarm and hired farm labor – outside
the family farm, referred by the specialized literature as multiactive strategies (intersectoral and traditional,
respectively), are seen as a possible and vital way for family farming to face adverse economic conditions. However,
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the creation of the 2006 Law may result in unfeasible or limited adoption of multiactive strategies by self-employed
families intended to be classified in the family farming group, since the 2006 Law requires that the income obtained
from activities outside the farm be lower than the farm income.

The division of family farms according to the farm size (table 4) highlighted a concrete problem arising from the
imposition of a legal barrier to the family farming strategy of becoming multiactive. It is no coincidence that all
the self-employed families (non-family farming) in farms with up to four fiscal modules are multiactive families,
especially in up to 100 hectares, where multiactivity compensates for the difficulty of generating income exclusively
within the property. However, as previously mentioned, this strategy disqualifies thousands of families since it
reduces the family farming contingent through this legal route, opening the possibility of cuts in the budget of
policies aimed at this historically fragile social segment.

Therefore, many smallholder self-employed farmers may not be able to access any resources from public policies
due to the restrictions imposed by the Family Farming Act. The context of poor access to land, on the one hand, and
of limitations for adopting multiactivity, on the other hand, may hinder the capacity of a share of family farming to
produce for the market and, consequently, contribute to the growth of the share of farmers dedicated to subsistence
agriculture. Ciaian et al. (2018), also noted a strong correlation between land fragmentation (agrarian reform),
diversification of food production, self-consumption of food by subsistence farmers, and increased nutritional
security.

These elements show that the dynamics of this type of occupation in the region relates to aspects other than
the greater availability of land and high productivity of agriculture identified by Grisa et al. (2010), in the case of
Rio Grande do Sul. Low availability of land and the legal requirements are other elements that may be decisive
for increasing subsistence agriculture in the North Region. As Maia and Sakamoto (2014) pointed out in the
Brazilian Northeast case, subsistence agriculture probably relates to the low productivity of agriculture and laggard
employment of capital, land, and labor.

Some authors (Sacco dos Anjos et al., 2010; Buainain & Dedecca, 2010) point out that the increased number of
families conducting subsistence agriculture is associated with policies to strengthen family farming and income
transfer (such as Bolsa Família and rural retirement). These policies unintendedly raise the opportunity cost of
agriculture work because families may become ineligible for the cash transfers once they have any source of income.
Nevertheless, we believe that subsistence agriculture emerges, under these conditions, as a form of strategy for
the most impoverished farmers, lacking economic and financial resources, to deal with the process of intensifying
impoverishment.

Regarding the lack of economic and financial resources among family farmers, Crépon et al. (2011), highlighted
the importance of microfinance to raise the level of food self-consumption of low-income rural families. Iorga
& Toma (2013) also emphasized the importance of self-consumption in improving the income and consumption
structure of the low-income rural population. Ascione (2015), observed that self-consumption fulfills an essential
role in stabilizing income and reducing rural family costs.

We understand that the legal barrier (2006 Law and 2017 Decree) to multiactivity may push family farming
towards subsistence agriculture. With little land and, therefore, little access to credit lines for production,
multiactivity could be an alternative source of income to support part of the output. The use of multiactivity as
a possible source of financing for agricultural production, especially for small farmers, is pointed out by several
scholars (Mattei, 1999; Schneider, 2009; Nascimento, 2009; Escher et al., 2014) on the subject.

However, the legal barrier to multiactivity may remove the possibility of financing the production for the
market. Therefore, it may be foster the trend of an increasing part of family farming producing only for self-
consumption. This trend can be identified from the two distinct evolutions of family agriculture with commercial
production and family farming exclusively with subsistence agriculture in rural areas in the Amazon (tables 1 and
2).
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Final considerations
The article analyzed the trends of rural family types occupied in agriculture (especially family farming) in the
Brazilian Amazon, from 2006 to 2015. At the core of this analysis, the focus was on the potential effects of Act 11,
326/2006 (regulated by Decree 9,064 of 2017) on the dynamics of family farm types in family farming.

The number of rural families occupied in agriculture grew in the period analyzed. However, family groups
showed different dynamics. For example, the number of families of employers remained grew faster than the
number of families of employers. This result may point to the growth of labor-saving farms. Similar trend occurred
with family farming. The number of families of family farmers remained nearly constant. However, the number
of families of family farms dedicated to commercial production decreased while the number of subsistence
agriculture increased remarkably.

These results point to two fundamental issues. The first is that subsistence agriculture growth may be due
to policies to strengthen agriculture and income transfer (Bolsa Familia and rural retirement), increasing the
opportunity cost of the agricultural work. The second issue is that the expansion of the agricultural frontier to
the Amazon, based on intensive labor-saving technologies, may pose two challenges that end driving subsistence
agriculture: on the one hand, the insertion of families in the agricultural labor market, and on the other, the loss
of competitiveness of commercial production in family farming.

The difficulties of the most fragile segment of family farmers may intensify as the Family Farming Act
determines a series of criteria for a production unit to be considered as such. Among these criteria, at least half of
the rural family enterprise’s income needs to come from the family farm’s economic activities. Thus, family farms
with nonfarm activities may not be eligible for accessing the public policies aimed at family farming.

In this context, multiactivity, which is widely discussed as a viable strategy and alternative to overcome the
socio-economic difficulties of the most impoverished farming families, could be severely compromised. In case the
nonfarm income generated outside the farm by (intersectoral and traditional) multiactivity tends to be higher than
the farm income, these families will have difficulties to be eligible for public policies targeted to family farming.

Family farmers who exceed the income and area size limits established by the legislation are now considered non-
family farmers, which would explain the increasing trend of non-family self-employed farmers. It is not surprising
that these farmers (non-family self-employed farmers) are mostly multiactive, regardless of the farm size. On the
other hand, family farmers are concentrated in the smallest area range, conducting activities associated exclusively
with agriculture, mainly subsistence agriculture.

In general, the data suggest substantial heterogeneity in rural areas of the Brazilian Amazon. They are composed,
on the one hand, of a small group with technical and economic conditions to keep up with the productive
transformations and, on the other hand, of a large majority without resources and legally constrained, in the search
for viable alternatives for income generation, primarily with the diversification of income sources (multiactivity).

References

Anderson, D., & Leiserson, M. W. (1978). Rural Enterprise and Non-farm Employment. Work Bank Paper.

Aquino, J. R., Gazolla, M., & Schneider, S. (2018). Dualismo no Campo e Desigualdades Internas na Agricultura
Familiar Brasileira. Revista de Economia e Sociologia Rural, 56(1), 123-142. https://dx.doi.org/10.1590/1234-56781
806-94790560108

https://dx.doi.org/10.1590/1234-56781806-94790560108
https://dx.doi.org/10.1590/1234-56781806-94790560108


Cuadernos de Desarrollo Rural, Colombia, vol. 19, 2022

Aquino, J. R., & Schneider, S. (2011). 12 Anos da política de crédito do PRONAF no Brasil (1996-2008): Uma
reflexão crítica. Revista De Extensão e Estudos Rurais, 1(2), 309-347. https://periodicos.ufv.br/rever/article/vi
ew/3285

Arkleton Trust. (1992). Adaptation des menages agricoles en Europe Occidentale 1987-1991: Rapport final du programme de
recherche sur les structures et la pluriactivité des menages agricoles. Commission Européenne.

Ascione, E. (2015). La diffusione dell’autoconsumo nelle imprese agricole. Rivista di Economia Agraria, 60(2), 163-184.
https://doi.org/10.13128/REA-18005

Belik, W. (2015). A Heterogeneidade e suas implicações para as políticas públicas no rural brasileiro. Revista de
Economia e Sociologia Rural, 53(1), 9-30. https://doi.org/10.1590/1234-56781806-9479005301001

Buainain, A. M., Alves, E., Silveira, J. M., & Navarro, Z. (2013). Sete teses sobre o mundo rural brasileiro. Revista
de Política Agrícola, 22(2),105-121. https://ainfo.cnptia.embrapa.br/digital/bitstream/item/88488/1/SETE-T
ESES-SOBRE-O-MUNDO-RURAL-BRASILEIRO.pdf

Buainain, A. M., & Dedecca, C. S. (2010). Mudanças e reiteração da heterogeneidade do mercado de trabalho
agrícola. In: J. Gasques, J. Vieira Filho, & Z. Navarro. (Orgs.). A agricultura brasileira: desempenho, desafios e
perspectivas (pp. 123-156). IPEA.

Cardoso, J. G. (2013). Agricultura familiar, pluriatividade e políticas públicas na Região Nordeste e Sul do Brasil, nos anos 1990
e 2000: trajetórias e desafios [Tese de Doutorado, Universidade Federal de Uberlândia]. Universidade Federal
de Uberlândia. https://repositorio.ufu.br/handle/123456789/13451

Carneiro, M. J. (1997). Política Pública e Agricultura Familiar: uma leitura do PRONAF. Estudos Sociedade e
Agricultura, 5(1), 70-82. https://revistaesa.com./ojs/index.php/esa/article/view/106

Carneiro, M. J. (1998). Ruralidade: novas identidades em construção. Estudos Sociedade e Agricultura, 6(2), 53-75. ht
tps://revistaesa.com./ojs/index.php/esa/article/view/135

Chase, J. (2010). The place of pluriactivity in Brazil’s agrarian reform institutions. Journal of Rural Studies, 26(1),
85-93. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrurstud.2009.07.001

Ciaian, P. et al. (2018). Land fragmentation and production diversification: A case study from rural Albania. Land
Use Policy, 76, 589–599. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landusepol.2018.02.039

Crépon, B. et al (2011). Impact of microcredit in rural areas of Morocco: Evidence from a Randomized Evaluation.
Working paper. https://www.tcd.ie/Economics/assets/pdf/William%20Pariente.pdf

Decreto No. 9.064, de 31 de maio de 2017, Dispõe sobre a Unidade Familiar de Produção Agrária, institui o Cadastro
Nacional da Agricultura Familiar e regulamenta, [Presidência da República Secretaria-Geral Subchefia para
Assuntos Jurídicos] a Lei nº 11.326, de 24 de julho de 2006 (Br.). https://www.planalto.gov.br/ccivil_03/_at
o2015-2018/2017/decreto/d9064.htm

Del Grossi, M. E. (1999). Evolução das ocupações não agrícolas no meio rural brasileiro 1981-1995. [Tese de Doutorado,
Universidade Estadual de Campinas]. https://doi.org/10.47749/T/UNICAMP.1999.173846

Del Grossi, M. E. (2017). Agricultura familiar e a nova ruralidade entre 2004 a 2014. In R. S. Maluf, & G. Flexor,
(Orgs.). Questões agrárias, agrícolas e rurais: conjunturas e políticas públicas (1. ed.) (pp. 257-268). E-Papers.

Delgado, G. C., & Bergamasco, S. M. P. P. (2017). Agricultura familiar brasileira: desafios e perspectivas para o futuro.
MDA.

Ellis, F. (1998). Household Strategies and Rural Livelihood Diversification. Journal of Development Studies, 35(1), 1-38.
https://doi.org/10.1080/00220389808422553

Ellis, F. (2000). Rural livelihoods and diversity in developing countries. Oxford University Press.

https://periodicos.ufv.br/rever/article/view/3285
https://periodicos.ufv.br/rever/article/view/3285
https://doi.org/10.13128/REA-18005
https://doi.org/10.1590/1234-56781806-9479005301001
https://ainfo.cnptia.embrapa.br/digital/bitstream/item/88488/1/SETE-TESES-SOBRE-O-MUNDO-RURAL-BRASILEIRO.pdf
https://ainfo.cnptia.embrapa.br/digital/bitstream/item/88488/1/SETE-TESES-SOBRE-O-MUNDO-RURAL-BRASILEIRO.pdf
https://repositorio.ufu.br/handle/123456789/13451
https://revistaesa.com./ojs/index.php/esa/article/view/106
https://revistaesa.com./ojs/index.php/esa/article/view/135
https://revistaesa.com./ojs/index.php/esa/article/view/135
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrurstud.2009.07.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landusepol.2018.02.039
https://www.tcd.ie/Economics/assets/pdf/William%20Pariente.pdf
https://www.planalto.gov.br/ccivil_03/_ato2015-2018/2017/decreto/d9064.htm
https://www.planalto.gov.br/ccivil_03/_ato2015-2018/2017/decreto/d9064.htm
https://doi.org/10.47749/T/UNICAMP.1999.173846
https://doi.org/10.1080/00220389808422553


Francisco Diétima da Silva Bezerra, et al. Family Farming in the Brazilian Amazon: Trends for Diff...

Ellis, F., & Biggs, S. (2001). Evolving Themes in Rural Development 1950-200s. Development Policy Review, 19(4),
437-448, 2001. https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-7679.00143

Escher, F., Schneider, S., Scarton, L. M., & Conterato, M. C. (2014). Caracterização da pluriatividade e dos
plurirrendimentos da agricultura brasileira a partir do Censo Agropecuário 2006. Revista de Economia e
Sociologia Rural, 52(4), 643-668. https://doi.org/10.1590/S0103-20032014000400002

Fuller, A. M. (1990). From part-time farming to pluriactivity: a decade of change in Rural Europe. Journal of Rural
Studies, 6(4), 361-373. https://doi.org/10.1016/0743-0167(90)90049-E

Garcia, J. R. (2014). Trabalho rural: tendências em face das transformações em curso. In A. M. Buainain, E. Alves,
J. M. Silveira, & Z. Navarro, (Orgs.). O mundo rural no Brasil do século 21: a formação de um novo padrão agrário
e agrícola (pp. 559-589). Embrapa.

Grammont, H. C., & Martinez Valle, L. [Orgs.] (2009). La pluriactividad en el campo latinoamericano [Vol. 1]. Ed.
Flacso - Serie FORO.

Grisa, C., Gazolla, M., & Schneider, S. (2010). A “produção invisível” na agricultura familiar: autoconsumo,
segurança alimentar e políticas públicas de desenvolvimento rural. Revista Agroalimentaria, 16(31), 65-79. http
://ve.scielo.org/scielo.php?script=sci_arttext&pid=S1316-03542010000200005&lng=es&tlng=es

Grisa, C., & Schneider, S. (2014). Três gerações de políticas públicas para a agricultura familiar e formas de interação
entre sociedade e Estado no Brasil. Revista de Economia e Sociologia Rural, 52(1), 125-146. https://doi.org/10.159
0/S0103-20032014000600007

Herrera, J. A., Ramos, P., & Silva, J. U. B. (2014). Novas estratégias produtivas na Amazônia: estudo sobre os
produtores agropecuários familiares no sudoeste paraense. Revista de Economia e Sociologia Rural, 52(1), 223-242.
https://doi.org/10.1590/S0103-20032014000600012

Hill, B. (1999). Farm household incomes: perceptions and statistics. Journal of Rural Studies, 15(3), 345-358. https:/
/doi.org/10.1016/S0743-0167(98)00068-0

Instituto Brasileiro de Geografia e Estatística [IBGE] (2015). Microdados da Pesquisa Nacional por Amostra de
Domicílios. Rio de Janeiro: IBGE. https://www.ibge.gov.br/estatisticas/sociais/trabalho/19897-sintese-de-i
ndicadores-pnad2.html?=&t=microdados

Iorga A., & Toma E. (2013). Assessing self-consumption importance on the income in rural areas.
Scientific Papers Series Management, Economic Engineering in Agriculture and Rural Development, 13(2),
185-188. https://managementjournal.usamv.ro/index.php/scientific-papers/316-assessing-self-consumption-
importance-on-the-income-in-rural-areas

Irwin, E., Isserman, A., kilkenny, M., & Partridge, P. (2010). A century of research on rural development and
regional issues. American Journal of Agricultural Economics, 92(2), 522-553. https://doi.org/10.1093/ajae/aaq008

Kageyama, A. (2001). As múltiplas fontes de renda das famílias agrícolas brasileiras. Agricultura em São Paulo, 48(2),
57-69.

Kageyama, A. (2008). Desenvolvimento rural: conceitos e aplicações ao caso brasileiro. Editora da UFRGS.

Laurenti, A. C. (2014). Ocupação e renda na nova ruralidade brasileira: tendências de variação na ocupação e no rendimento
da população rural no período de 2001-2009. IAPAR.

Lei No. 11.326, de 24 de julho de 2006. Estabelece as diretrizes para a formulação da Política Nacional da Agricultura
Familiar e Empreendimentos Familiares Rurais. [Presidência da República Casa Civil Subchefia para Assuntos
Jurídicos]. (Br.) https://www.planalto.gov.br/ccivil_03/_ato2004-2006/2006/lei/l11326.htm

Maia, A. G. (2014). O esvaziamento demográfico rural. In A. M. Buainain, E. Alves, J. M. Silveira, & Z. Navarro.
(Orgs.), O mundo rural no Brasil do século 21: a formação de um novo padrão agrário e agrícola (pp. 1081-1099). Embrapa.

https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-7679.00143
https://doi.org/10.1590/S0103-20032014000400002
https://doi.org/10.1016/0743-0167(90)90049-E
http://ve.scielo.org/scielo.php?script=sci_arttext&pid=S1316-03542010000200005&lng=es&tlng=es
http://ve.scielo.org/scielo.php?script=sci_arttext&pid=S1316-03542010000200005&lng=es&tlng=es
https://doi.org/10.1590/S0103-20032014000600007
https://doi.org/10.1590/S0103-20032014000600007
https://doi.org/10.1590/S0103-20032014000600012
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0743-0167(98)00068-0
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0743-0167(98)00068-0
https://www.ibge.gov.br/estatisticas/sociais/trabalho/19897-sintese-de-indicadores-pnad2.html?=&t=microdados
https://www.ibge.gov.br/estatisticas/sociais/trabalho/19897-sintese-de-indicadores-pnad2.html?=&t=microdados
https://managementjournal.usamv.ro/index.php/scientific-papers/316-assessing-self-consumption-importance-on-the-income-in-rural-areas
https://managementjournal.usamv.ro/index.php/scientific-papers/316-assessing-self-consumption-importance-on-the-income-in-rural-areas
https://doi.org/10.1093/ajae/aaq008
https://www.planalto.gov.br/ccivil_03/_ato2004-2006/2006/lei/l11326.htm


Cuadernos de Desarrollo Rural, Colombia, vol. 19, 2022

Maia, A. G., & Sakamoto, C. S. (2014). A nova configuração do mercado de trabalho agrícola nordestino. In A.
M. Buainain, E. Alves, J. M. Silveira, & Z. Navarro (Orgs.), O mundo rural no Brasil do século 21: a formação
de um novo padrão agrário e agrícola (pp. 591-619). Embrapa.

Mattei, L. F. (1999). Pluriatividade e desenvolvimento rural no estado de Santa Catarina [Tese de Doutorado, Universidade
Estadual de Campinas], Universidades Estadual de Campinas.

Nascimento, C. A. (2008). Pluriatividade, pobreza rural e políticas públicas: uma análise comparada entre Brasil e União
Europeia. Banco do Nordeste do Brasil.

Nascimento, C. A. (2009). A pluriatividade das famílias rurais no Nordeste e no Sul do Brasil: pobreza rural e
políticas públicas. Economia e Sociedade, 18(2), 317-348. https://doi.org/10.1590/S0104-06182009000200004

Neder, H. D. (2008). Estrutura do mercado de trabalho agrícola no Brasil: uma análise descritiva da evolução de
suas categorias entre 1995 e 2006. In C. Miranda, B. Tiburcio (Orgs.). Emprego e trabalho na agricultura brasileira
(pp.156-181. IICA.

Rodrigues, V. L. G. S. (2009). Urbanização e ruralidade: os condomínios e os conselhos de desenvolvimento municipal. MDA.

Sacco dos Anjos, F. (2003). Agricultura familiar, pluriatividade e desenvolvimento rural no Sul do Brasil. EGUFPEL.

Sacco dos Anjos, F., Del Grossi, M. E., & Caldas, N. V. (2010). La seguridad alimentaria bajo otra mirada: análisis
sobre la evolución de la población brasileña ocupada en actividades de autoconsumo. Investigações Geográficos,
73, 103-118. http://www.scielo.org.mx/scielo.php?script=sci_arttext&pid=S0188-46112010000300008&lng=es&
tlng=es

Schejtman, A., & Berdegué, J. A. (2004). Desarollo territorial rural. Centro Latinoamericano para el Desarrollo Rural
– RIMISP.

Schneider, S. (2009). A pluriatividade na agricultura familiar (2. Ed). Editora da UFRGS.

Schneider, S., & Cassol, A. (2014). Diversidade e heterogeneidade da agricultura familiar no Brasil e algumas
implicações para políticas públicas. Cadernos de Ciência & Tecnologia, 31(2), 227-263. http://dx.doi.org/10.35977
/0104-1096.cct2014.v31.20857 https://ainfo.cnptia.embrapa.br/digital/bitstream/item/127344/1/Diversidade
-e-heterogeneidade.pdf

Terluin, I. J. (2003). Differences in economic development in rural regions of advanced countries: an overview
and critical analysis of theories. Journal of Rural Studies, 19(3), 327-344. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0743-0167(02
)00071-2

Van Der Ploeg, J. D., Renting, H., Brunori, G., Knickel, K., Mannion, J., Marsden, T., De Roest, K., Sevilla-
Guzmán, E., _& Ventura, F. (2000). Rural development: from practices and policies towards theory. Sociologia
Ruralis, 40(4), 391-408. https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-9523.00156

Vieira Filho, J. E. R., Santos, G. R., & Fornazier, A. (2013). Distribuição produtiva e tecnológica da agricultura brasileira
e sua heterogeneidade estrutural. CEPAL BRASIL/IPEA.

Wanderley, M. N. B. (2000). A emergência de uma nova ruralidade nas sociedades modernas avançadas: o “rural”
como espaço singular e ator coletivo. Estudos Sociedade e Agricultura, 2(8), 87-145. https://revistaesa.com/ojs/
index.php/esa/article/view/178

Wanderley, M. N. B. (2017). “Franja periférica”, “pobres do campo”, “camponeses”: dilema da inclusão social dos
pequenos agricultores familiares. In G. C. Delgado, & S. M. P. P. Bergamasco (Orgs.). Agricultura familiar
brasileira: desafios e perspectivas para o futuro (pp. 64-81). MDA.

Zakeviciute, R. (2019). Rural Livelihood Diversification: A Solution for Poverty in the Post-Soviet Rural Baltic
States? Sociologia Ruralis, 59(3), 560-580. https://doi.org/10.1111/soru.12259

https://doi.org/10.1590/S0104-06182009000200004
http://www.scielo.org.mx/scielo.php?script=sci_arttext&pid=S0188-46112010000300008&lng=es&tlng=es
http://www.scielo.org.mx/scielo.php?script=sci_arttext&pid=S0188-46112010000300008&lng=es&tlng=es
http://dx.doi.org/10.35977/0104-1096.cct2014.v31.20857
http://dx.doi.org/10.35977/0104-1096.cct2014.v31.20857
https://ainfo.cnptia.embrapa.br/digital/bitstream/item/127344/1/Diversidade-e-heterogeneidade.pdf
https://ainfo.cnptia.embrapa.br/digital/bitstream/item/127344/1/Diversidade-e-heterogeneidade.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0743-0167(02)00071-2
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0743-0167(02)00071-2
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-9523.00156
https://revistaesa.com/ojs/index.php/esa/article/view/178
https://revistaesa.com/ojs/index.php/esa/article/view/178
https://doi.org/10.1111/soru.12259


Francisco Diétima da Silva Bezerra, et al. Family Farming in the Brazilian Amazon: Trends for Diff...

Notes
* Research article

CC BY

https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/



