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ABSTRACT

The article discusses the process of agroindugatan of the family agroindustry
production in northern gaucho with focus on Medidigh Uruguay territory in Rio Grande
do Sul (RS). The aim is to discuss the so-caltdlily farm in this place from its historical
process of emergence and establishment, potelesaldnd current problems such as
legislation, production of raw material, incomengeation, produced products etc. The study
concludes that the family agroindustry constitutes important strategy of social
reproduction and rural development as it is resipmdor the settlement of families in the
field, the diversification of productive activitiesx rural properties, families’ income
generation among other roles.
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Introduction

The territory of Medium High Uruguay (RS) is a tyai region colonized by European

immigrants, in particular Italian, German and Rugliamong others. It is a recently colonized
region if compared to the others in Rio Grande df &8s these colonies were established
from 1925 on while the constitution of the Land Goission in Palmeira das Missdes in

1917, which was responsible for land demarcatidms Teature allowed the north of Rio

Grande do Sul to develop productive systems with ghredominance of the logic of the

family farm as a social form of production and labo

The development of the family farm in this terntavent through various stages from which
we can distinguish three quite different momentsaddnization. The first one comprised the
forests’ tameness and the start of agriculturaviiels developed almost exclusively for the
families’ own consumption. The second one inclugedre market integration and the
beginning of the productive specialization procéssn 1935 to 1969. And, finally, the

period from 1960 to early 1990s is marked by ingetie family farm commaoditization and
its continuous economic and social impoverishment.

Therefore, until mid-1990s, the family farm reprotian of this territory was clearly based
on commercial relations leading it to a growinggflity. Due to the growing dependency on
external inputs and technologies, the small prgpees obliged to turn itself almost totally
to the market of these factors of production. Caftgr the 1990s was there a modest, though
continuous, movement of economic and productiverdification within the rural families of
the territory. We can notice the start of family@gdustries and other productive activities,
services, non-agricultural activities and othersciidevelop in the rural area.

In this article, we understand the family agroirtdpss a strategy of social reproduction
within the great empirical universe of what waslezhifamily farm as from the 1990s. By
definition, the family farm has multiple reproduaistrategies. Here, we are only concerned
with the agroindustrialization of primary productiand the role played by the family
agroindustrial businesses in the larger processui@ development. Therefore, our main
focus is the strategies of rural families aroursddagroindustry throughout the chain iof
natura and processed products with the analysis of aspetdated to the production of raw
material, product processing and manufacturing, etc

The family agroindustry we refer to in this articie one of the strategies of social
reproduction of the family farm in Medium High Uuuay of Rio Grande do Sul. By family
agroindustry we mean an activity of production gfieultural products and their consequent
transformation in several kinds of food byprodumtsurring, in the process, the aggregation
of value to the final product. Moreover, it is wogtointing out that, in these activities, there
is great relevance of work and management by the family nucleus, which grants senses
and meanings to the strategies adopted.

As defined by Mior (2005), the rural family farmasform of organization in which the rural
family produces, processes and/or transforms gats @agricultural and/or cattle production
aiming particularly at the changing of value prattut accomplished in commercialization.
While food processing and transformation often ogaan the farmers’ kitchens, the rural
family farm constitutes a new space and a new kantheconomic business (IDEM: 191). It
is worth noticing that the family farm referred ito this research deals strictly with food
production and processing even though there amwvacbmments on other types of farms,
which are less represented here.



The research which resulted in the data here pmeseis called ‘Characterization and
Analysis of Family Agroindustries in the Region ldigh Uruguay’ and was conducted in
2006 and 2007, with database collection from JanteaDecember 2005. It results from an
institutional partnership between Santa Maria Fadddniversity (UFSM- Frederico
WestphalenCampu$ and Integrated Regional University of High Uruguand Missions
(URI- Frederico Westphale@ampu$. This research is distinguished in particular itsy
innovative and pioneering character as, accordinmdquiries, except for Pelegrini (2003)
localized study and the sample study of Markoski @alegaro (2006)no relevant research
or analysis (in a territorial scope) had ever beenducted about family farms in this
northern part of thegaucho territory. The database included 106 family agiastries
investigated by means of a questionnaire with oped closed questions in the 30
municipalities which belong to High Uruguay Deveiognt Council Region (Codemat).

On the whole, the ‘Characterization and Analysigamily Agroindustries in High Uruguay’

(CAAF) research made an attempt to identify andyaeathe family agroindustries of the
territory of High Uruguay in search of explaininiget potential and constraining factors
involved in the agroindustrialization process. M@articularly, the research aimed at: a)
registering the existing family agroindustries High Uruguay (active and inactive ones); b)
creating a family agroindustry data base availdbtedevelopment institutions and social
actors; c) analyzing the potential factors of depelent of family agroindustries in the
territory; d) determining the constraining factaifsthe family agroindustrialization process:
and e) pointing out possible alternatites process of agroindustrialization strengthening

In order to reach these goals, the approach imntdtg contains a critical, reflexive and
dialectic sociological analysis of the social pssas explained in the light of what some
‘rural-world’ scholars currently call ‘critical sawlogy’. That is, a way of approaching and
conducting the analysis of social, economic anducall processes among others taking into
account their multiple aspects embodied in its axalion, making use of both basic
theoretical concepts such as the notion of prdotigplanation and learning in the research
field. Therefore, the result is an analysis whishsometimes able to deal with a plausible
explanation of the phenomena by means of theoteticeepts and sometimes making use of
practical categories of analysis.

The study is divided into five parts. First, we g@et a brief background of the development
of agriculture and the family farm in the territo§econd, we provide a definition for family
agroindustry within the empirical context of the &R research. Third, we explain the
methods and material used in the research andeidast two sections we approach the
agroindustrialization process in the territory.

Background and description of Medium High Uruguay

Geographically seated in the north of the statRiofGrande do Sul, Medium High Uruguay
has a relief of irregular surfaces and altimeteangjes ranging from 400 to 800m (PIRAN,
2001). These relief forms do not allow full mechmtion of the agricultural surface,
occurring mainly in the properties located in tregtést areas due to a less rough relief and a
better soil quality as well. As far as High Urugusggetal cover is concerned, Piran (2001)

! Pellegrini study (2003) was conducted in the mipaiity of Palmitinho-RS whereas Markoski and Calex
(2006) conducted their research in the territorHafh Uruguay with a sample of 13 agroindustriezutih not

all of them are family ones.

2 The CAAF research (2006) was supported by Fundacdordpafo a Pesquisa do Estado do Rio Grande do
Sul (Fapergs), through Edital Pr6-Coredes n. 0@B2tb which we acknowledge the available resources



states that it presents two distinct aspects: enntbrth, the predominance of the subtropical
forest intermingled with araucaria and, in the boatrural vegetation sometimes trimmed by
the penetration of the subtropical forest.

According to IBGE, in 2000, the micro region of &eeico Westphalen had a total population
of 184,762 inhabitants, being 45.3% urban and 5473 By using a similar spatial cut,
Statistics and Economy Foundation (FEE) of Rio @eamlo Sul shows that Corede
(Regional Development Council) of Medium High Uragu had, in 2004, a 32.9
inhabitants/krA demographic density, 12.7% illiteracy rate and2B3l.year-old life
expectancy at birth (for 2000). Recent studies stimwHigh Uruguay can be considered one
of the most depressed areas of the gaucha econgevgraphy. Based on 2002
socioeconomic data, FEE shows that Medium High UaygCorede was last in relation to
the others, presenting low indexes of income, atiait and education and good health
indexes.

The description and timeline of the family farmthe territory can be set in three distinct
stages, as we shall see next.

Genesis and metamorphosis of the family farms gihRliruguay

High Uruguay is regarded as a region of recent nipétion where the so-called “new
colonies” established as from the first decadethef1d" century. The demarcation of the
new properties by the private colonization compaumgensified and encouraged the arrival
of populations descended from Italian, German avigiPimmigrants, among others.

The family farmers were called ‘colonists’ untilcemtly (in fact, this nickname still
predominates in common sense today) due to theHatthe family farm of High Uruguay
had its origins in the larger colonization proce$she north of Rio Grande do Sul. The
colonization took place from 1900 and intensified the following decades due to the
availability of the properties to be occupied, Whicontinued until the middle of the 20
century. From the 1970s on, the techno-producting socioeconomic changes resulted in a
considerable decrease in the rural families’ autoyyahe social reproduction became more
and more subordinate to and dependent on comméridialand there was also a social and
productive differentiation among the family farmers

Stage 1: The occupation of theterritory and the first productive activities (1900-35)

This first stage includes the arrival of the farnaed his family who settle themselves in
purchased lots. The lot demarcation, which invdyialas not more than the dimension of a
‘colony’ (around 24 acres), was made from natumaidbrs, such as rivers, stretching in
straight line until higher areas, watersheds ancetimg the borders of the other lot.

According to Ruckertet al (1999), in some regions of High Uruguay where the
municipalities of Trés Palmeiras and Ronda Altassmated, the dimension of the lots sold to

% The 2000 Demographic Census data show that 81f@#e @opulation of the state of Estado do Rio @ean
do Sul was urban and 18.4% was rural, a consideiabfuality compared with the universe researdterd.
By observing the data published by IBGE, we cansimter that the micro region of Frederico Westphaie
the second “more rural” in relation to the othecrairegions in no Rio Grande do Sul. The first posiis held
by the micro region of Restinga Seca, where 57.2% @ population was considered rural and 42,8%ewer
considered urban.

* These data were collected at www.fee.tche.br avigilon June 6 2005. Coredes are the 24 regigpismfing
and development of the state of Rio Grande do Sul.

® See Schneider and Waquil (2001).



the colonists have not been more than 15 acreg 4820, which turned out an important
economic-productive constraint in relation to thstalled culture systems.

Due to the hostile natural environment, the firshg to do was to cut down the forest, build
the first installments and develop the first cudtuproviding for the needs of the family
members. The farmers carried with them some anjnsalsh as cows, pigs and horses for
transportation, corn, potato and pumpkin seedsthadhecessary tools to start productive
practices.

In this stage, the productive system installedni@ydolonists could be described asgihstem

of primitive land rotation as defined by Waibel (1949). It was based onf#iieng and
burning of trees which would serve for the cultuodscorn, black beans and manioc and
where the farmer used tools such as axes, sichts@es. The productive surplus was used
in pig breeding by selling live animals or sub-prot, such as fat, which were exchanged by
essential commodities not produced in the propstigh as salt, sugar, coal oil, coffee, etc.

In this period, the farmers preferably producedtfair self-consumption but also sold some
products to the growing local market at the timmetdrms of self-consumption production,
one may distinguish products such as corn, beseweirorice, pork, fowl and manioc
(GAZOLLA, 2004). At that time, they already had @ewvant production of some typical
household products, transformed by the family fasogh as salami, cream, cheese, bread,
crackers, tutti-frutti and brown sugar. Therefasdat we shall evidence further on, the habit
of transforming food by the colonists is part oeithcultural and historical background,
which was reproduced and preserved through thergigmes of farmers in the territory.

Stage 2: The beginning of specialization and tleesiase in market relations (1935-1960)

From the 1930s, the family farms of High Uruguayrevalready characterized by the
establishment of an increasing and differentiateatgss in relation to the former period,

which, however, did not result in great changethensystem of cutting and burning with the
commercialization of the agricultural surplus. Theriod can be seen as the one in which
productive specialization became common practicergthe farmers, particularly in the

case of corn production, which would serve as ffwydoig breeding then with commercial

objectives. The increase of cultivated areas in phgperties resulted from the need to
commercialize larger amounts of production andittueease of market relations and the
demographic expulsion of the surplus populationjctvimoved towards the agricultural

border for other states like Santa Catarina andriZar

In this stage, the rotation system of improved lavas developed. With the increase of
productivity, retail stores emerged buying the piitbn originated from the small rural

properties which, besides subsistence, increasegrbduction aimed at the commerce. It
consolidated then pig breeding as one of the fiestes of productive specialization which
would increase in the following decades though daseother activities.

It is worth pointing out that in this stage therasathe consolidation of important consuming
markets of regionally produced products, such asF&#ulo, which consumed an important
part of fat production and other pork products. Tthprovement of the transport system and
commercial channels was essential for the condaiaf a family-based agriculture which
was more and more guided by market circuits tongtieen its strategies of social
reproduction. Likewise, it consolidated the sitaai of social and productive differentiation
among the farmers also due to the availability doms to the new commercial channefs.
the end of this stage, there was the emergendeedirst production cooperatives and cereal



commerce of High Uruguay, creating important owtfichannels for the consolidation of the
standard of the agricultural development in thattey.

In this stage, the family farm was still turned handicraft production and established in
family units to provide domestic groups with foatides for its nutritional self-provision. Its
development in market terms was almost incipienhot for the direct sale of some of its
products in rural retail storeqyddegas or strict sales for some friends or urban residelt

is worth pointing out, however, that the large eéend food agroindustry, such as pork, fowl
and tobacco, started in this period in the teryitand that, from this time on, it started
integrating the farmers.

Stage 3: Modernization and farm ‘soyacization’ (098D)

From the 1960s, to cope with the process of digisibthe properties, impoverishment of soill
fertility and closing of the state agricultural der, among other aspects, the agriculture of
the region found in the cultivation system spezation a real chance of increasing its market
insertion. This gradually resulted in the emergeoca family farm turned to a set of few
products (soya, corn and wheat) pointing at a gngwspecialization of the market-based
productive activities even more identified with thempetition by means of indexes of
growing productivity demanding more and more the wf inputs and industrialized
products.

The main characteristic of this stage was the dhtetion of the soya culture, symbol of the
modernization of northern gaucho agriculture. Thgasmonoculture caused an increase in
the consumption of industrialized products (fex@l, pesticides, fungicides etc.), the
commoditization of production relations, as put Byoeg (1990; 1992), a growing
dependency on international markets in relationtite setting of prices of agricultural
products and the search for association for thatiore of commercialization channels among
other aspects.

Other authors (CONTERATO, 2004; GAZOLLA, 2004) ctis process the “soyacization”
of agriculture. This happens until the moment wheeshwe shall see later, local initiatives
emerge in the region to cope with the problems dabg the regional family farm. In

situations like that, political action, through tbeganization and mobilization of the family
farmers, became an important means of social litgibh High Uruguay in face of an

adverse regional economic-productive context. Fbe tsuccess’ of the so-called
‘soyacization’ we must refer to the role played thg cooperatives of production which
emerged and were consolidated in the region froen 1860s. Initially fomenting wheat
production, these cooperatives became a safe flmnrel for the farmers for their growing
soya production.

Nowadays, the process of “soyacization” of agrithas been losing strength due to the
low price of the oil in the international markethds, the territory started to go through a
continuous, but slow and gradual, process of difieaion of economic and productive
activities. Besides the activities already mergmhnsome others gained importance, such as
fruit growing, viticulture and milk production arafgregation value by means of the start
and strengthening of several food chains of thalyafarms. In the 1990s, the family farms
grew in number and diversified their activities emaged by the good prices of their
products, the large acceptance and acknowledgeaifeiie products linked to the family
farm’s historical traditions by the consumers (OEIRRA et al, 1999; MIOR, 2005) and the



existing public policies in that decade (AgricuéiliState Program, Agroindustry Pronaf,
resources from MDA Rural Territories Program, reses from Mercosul Great Border etc.).

A brief conceptualization of the family agroindustry

A brief theoretical delimitation about the meanioigfamily agroindustry in this article is
needed to better explain the empirical object &f thsearch. So, besides the authors’
definitions which conducted research on the subjeetwill try to state some aspects which
contextualize and define the meaning of agroindhlstation in family farm production.

According to Prezotto (2001), the family agroindystis a transformation and/or
improvement unit of agricultural products produdeg family farmers. Run by the own
farmers, the family farm is constituted of adequastallments and tools of the traditional
non-industrial scale production, that is, largecaggtustries. Therefore, we understand family
agroindustry as a strategy of social reproductitthiovthe large empirical universe of what
was called family farm from the 1990s.

Therefore, the family agroindustry referred tohistanalysis is one of the strategies of social
reproduction of the family farm in Medium High Umugy of Rio Grande do Sul. It is an
activity of production of agricultural products Wwitts consequent transformation in food by
products of various kinds and occurring, in thisqass, the aggregation value to the final
product. Moreover, it is worth pointing out thabbr and management of the own family
nucleus have great relevance in the businesseferdag sense, meanings and strategies to
be used in this activity.

As for Mior (2005: 191), the rural family agroinduss a form of organization in which the
rural family grows, processes and/or transformd péiits agricultural production aiming
particularly at producing the change value accosheld in commercialization. While food
processing and transformation usually happen irfalraers’ kitchens, the rural family farm
is a new space and a new social and economic lsss{Hi2EM: 191).

We worked with this concept adapting it to theitery of the study which, understanding
agroindustry as family, main elements were theofuilhg:

* Itis understood ‘family’ imagroindustry of an individual family, a group ofrzers
and a group of farmers associated in networks opetives which have, in their
own way of living, working and managing, the famagy of running s business;

* The enterprise has to produce most of its raw naterthe own rural property. This
raw material should be used in food processing @@ sometimes and in small
amounts, be purchased from other farmers closbkeio properties, relatives or third
parties but not in high proportions;

* In regard to the labor force used in the busingsshould be mostly from the own
family, that is, the tasks in the activities, mag@gnt, commercialization and daily
work should be accomplished by people from the &bakl group in question.
However, there may be some work force hired outdideagroindustrial units as long
as in small number;

e The rural family is the one whose kinship and bldmhds among its members are
historical, hereditary and that the process ofa®industry work and management is
performed by the own members of the household gasupwhole.



Investigative techniques and procedures

The research “Characterization and Analysis of BarAgroindustries in High Uruguay
Region” (CAAF) aimed at studying the process of ifgmagroindustrialization in this
territory. The demand arose out of actions of Higflnguay Development Council Region
(Codemau), identified by the Management CommittéeQuoalification of Agroindustrial
Chains. Thus, a research group was formed witharekers from two teaching and research
institutions - Santa Maria Federal University (UFRSKrederico WestphaleGampu$ and
Integrated Regional University of High Uruguay avissions (URI- Frederico Westphalen
Campu3 — and also with the collaboration of ASCAR/Ematirough the regional
agroindustry technical assistants and municipatedst

There were meetings with the institutions and fasmeepresentatives of the main
agroindustry chains to delimit the stages of treeaech. The group defined the method and
aims of the research and the needs, in the begintonidentify and register the existing
family agroindustries under Codemau range, as showigure 1.

Figure 1: Site of Coredes of Rio Grande do Sul with focusramicipalities which comprise
Codemau

Codemau Municipalities
01- Alpestre

02- Ametista do Sul

03- Boa Vista das Missdes
04- Caicara

05- Cerro Grande

06- Cristal do Sul

07- Dois Irmaos das MissGes
08- Engenho Velho

09- Erval Seco

10- Frederico Westphalen
11- Gramado dos Loureiros
12- Irai

13- Jaboticaba

14- Lajeado do Bugre

15- Liberato Salzano

16- Nonoai

17- Novo Tiradentes

18- Palmitinho

19- Pinhal

20- Pinheirinho do Vale
21- Planalto

22- Rio dos indios

23- Rodeio Bonito

24- Sagrada Familia

25- Seberi

26- Taquarugu do Sul

27- Trés Palmeiras

28- Trindade do Sul

29- Vicente Dutra
30-Vista Alegre
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ALTO DO JACUI <
CAMPANHA
CENTRAL
CENTRO-SUL
FRONTEIRA NOROESTE
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HORTENSIAS
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MEDIO ALTO URUGUAIL
0- MISSOES
1- NORDEST
2- NOROESTE COLONIAL
3- NORTE
4- PARANHANA
5- PRODUGCAO
6- SERRA
7- SUL
8- VALE DO CAl
9- VALE DO RIO DOS SINOS
0- VALE RIO PARDO
21- VALE DO TAQUARI
22- METROPOLITANG -
23- ALTO DA SERRA DO BOTUCARAI gg
24- UACUI-CENTRO ¥

Source: Codemau (2006).

Nodadasdasd0ONGRREN S

By choosing the whole survey of family agroindiesrallowed us a more concrete analysis
of the reality as well as the elaboration of a dadse of the family agroindustries in the
territory® Also, a survey and analyses of existing studiesewmade for theoretical
deepening with the amount of information collectedavoid redundancies of research and
studies.

Next, a previous survey was conducted in the nurob&mily agroindustries linked to the
institutions of technical assistance and rural esitsn of each Codemau municipality. In this
stage, it was also observed the information refgrto inactive family agroindustries, that is,
the ones which agroindustrialized and commercidlipeoducts for some time and do not
process any product nowadaygh the aim of analyzing the real reasons whichdenthe
agroindustrialization process impossible to cau’o

A semi-structured questionnaire framework was coteth with the thirty Codemau
municipalities, consisting of open-ended and closgeestions with a combination of
guantitative and qualitative information. The qim®taire consisted of four sets of
questions: (a) the first one asked about the ifieation data of the agroindustries; (b) the
second one asked about production and income; lfe) third one asked about
commercialization and market and; (d) the last abeut the process of agroindustrial
business management. The questionnaire numberea4€&rched agroindustry units.

® At first, the choice was for a complete surveytaf agroindustries. However, the survey was comdict the
municipalities based on information provided by i&ghure Secretariats and/or Emater. Thus it issitiibs that
there are some mistakes, as it is the case of aeagroindustries in some municipalities which wers

included in the research.

" The information about inactive agroindustrieséydnd the scope of this article since this is hetrnain focus
of the analysis conducted here.



The design of the questionnaire was also made ghrele research group which took into
consideration the information needs of each insity either potential or constraining
elements of the family agroindustry process. Thestjannaires were conducted to each
owner of the agroindustry units by researchers tuthnicians from Emater municipal
offices. This direct contact with the farmers waportant as the research dealt with people
from various levels of education and also to keegp $ame interpretive approach at the
moment of applying the questionnaires.

The next step was building a data base and thegsasaif the information collected during
the research thus allowing an integral interpretatiof the reality of family
agroindustrialization. These primary data, added the information collected from
development agents of each municipality duringatiministration of the questionnaires and
the bibliographic review of available studies irdayut of the territory, were considered in the
guantitative-qualitative analysis and the explamatiof the social processes around
agroindustrialization. Some of the findings will peesented next.

Agroindustrialization and the social reproduction d the family farm

In the first part of this section, we present aggahapproach about the situation of the family
agroindustries in the territory of Medium High Uuay. The family agroindustries are
described based on relevant data, such as hidtorigan, situation as to sanitary legislation,
agroindustrial unit lifespan, main productive clsaetic., in order to make the reader familiar
with these businesses situation.

The historical origin of the family agroindustry

The territory of Medium High Uruguay is marked kg European colonization origin. It
stands out as the last border to be colonizeddrstate while the colonist come from several
areas of Rio Grande do Sul. Thus, they brought whthmselves the practice of the
transformation of colonial products aiming at thienprovement, conservation and storage.
During the historical process, this practice ohsfarmation and/or improvement was seen in
a different way as, from that moment on, the begimf a new alternative of diversification
of small rural properties. Nevertheless, the tramsétion and implementation of new
technologies derived from the modernization of agture put the family farm in threatening
situations. Some kind of dependency was createdelation to the large corporations’
disseminators of modernity.

When the industrial revolution eliminated the hamaftlc manufacturing of the colonists’
working tools and they had to turn to the markebuy the products they did not produce any
longer, it started a process of transformationhef technical-productive basis of agriculture
and also the predominance of the capital over ¢newdtural activities. At first, it was the
predominance of commercial capital and later itabee agroindustrial capital. We can say
that the transformation consolidated the Green Ré&weno in the 1960s and 1970s and
completed itself with the current globalizationesfonomies (ALTMANN, 1979). However,
the farmer was not deprived of the transformatioactice of its products let alone the
production for its self-consumption. So the agrostdalization practice resulted from a
cultural process lived by these families and pasggdn from one generation to another, as
shown in Table 1.

The data show that 33.02% of interviewed agrointkshave their origins from the family’s
history, that is, their constitution is bound te tknowledge inherited and persisted from one
generation to another in the interior of the faamilgroup. This is what Woortmann and



Woortmann (1997) called transmission of “the boflkrmowledge” which occurs among the
family farmers in Brazil. These data corroboratéhvather studies conducted in Rio Grande
do Sul and Santa Catarina (RELATORIO DE ESTUDO ESRE, 2002; MIOR, 2005;
OLIVEIRA et. al, 1999) which also found a significant humber ofnilg agroindustries
originating from the farmers’ historical traditiom®d knowledge. The ratio of 29.25% of
agroindustries have their origin in different fornmgtegrating the owner’s own interests (the
leader of the family group) and the wish to take pathe municipal commercialization fairs
of the products of the family farm which alreadysted in the municipalities as a strategy of
access to this kind of local market.

Table 1: The historical origin of the family agroindustries

How agroindustries started Number of Percentage

agroindustries (%)

By the historial origin of the family who alread

worked with this activity 35 33.02
By other forms 31 29.25
By incentive of entities or institutions (STR, Em|

Sebrae, NGOs, etc.) 25 23.58
By governmental incentive (programs, |dsid

investments etc. 10 9.43
By an association or cooperative (the family which

started later) 5 4.72
Total 106 100
Other forms (specification)

By the owner’s interest 30 28.30
By the existence of municipal markets 1 0.94
Total 31 29.25

Source CAAF research (2006)

On the other hand, 23.58% of agroindustries waatedethrough incentive on the part of
entities or institutions linked to the family farmuch as syndicates, Emater, NGOs, etc.,
showing the relevance of these development sociarsin the rural area and technical
assistance, as shown in Santdosl (2006) in the case of Mercosul Great Border. Meegp
the action of associations and cooperatives anédrgawental incentive (public policies) also



contributed to 4.72% and 9.43% respectiVeBccording to Pelegrini (2003), the incentive
for the creation of small family agroindustriesstearch for aggregating value to agricultural
products is a way of providing the region with s@donomic development. This is a
development process based on the already existieghatives in the rural area where
practically each unit of family production is a eotial agroindustry, resulting in a

considerate increase in the Gross Added Value (V&) consequently, increasing the rural
families’ income.

The productive chains of the agroindustries

In this paper, we could analyze the reality of thk production systems involving the

agroindustrialization of the family farm’s product¥herefore, in the analysis of each

agroindustry productive chain we could point outickhproducts were more developed by
agroindustry in the territory. As shown in Table72.55% of the studied agroindustries
belong to the vegetal production chain, being mafsthem (46.23%) sugar cane and
byproducts, fruits and byproducts (11.32%) and feg®ins of vegetables, cereals, manioc
and byproducts, medicinal plants gmatongao This confirms with other studies conducted in
the territory (GAZOLLA, 2004; CONTERATO, 2004) wimshowed the great importance of
vegetal production to agricultural development.

It is worth pointing out the share of the chaimugat and byproducts with only 5.66%, which
may be explained by a more difficulty in complyimgth sanitation legalization of these
kinds of businesses if compared with other chaih® meat chain, mainly pork and fowl, is
dominated by large food corporations in the teryitwhich makes these initiatives made by
the family farmers limited by the strategies of thege agroindustries. The data show an
opposite situation from other studies conductedRio Grande do Sul (RELATORIO DE
ESTUDO ESPECIAL, 2002) where the chain of meat agydproducts were second in
relevance, only behind the sugar cane chain

8 Most of the agroindustries were said to be createthe last five or eight years in the territomyhich
coincides with the existence of the Family Agroistly Program of Rio Grande do Sul, in force fron®8%o
2002. This program brought many benefits to newiadustrial businesses, such as the prospectsafding,
the production sale with the so-called Producemic®, some tax exemptions and quality standardhef t
products (known as ‘Gaucho Flavor’).

? It is worth pointing out that that study was cocitd by sample research in some regions of the atat not
only one region belonging to a Corede, as it isctee of this research. And, also, in northern ®&&ed in the
research of the Agriculture Secretariat. And alsothe north region of RS included in the reseas€hhe
Secretariat of Agriculture of RS comprised only kieroregion of Erechim.



Table 2: Numbers of family agroindustries and theirrespective chains

Agroindustry chains Number of family Percentage (%)
agroindustries
Sugar cane and byproducts 49 46,23
Fruits and byproducts 12 11,32
Bakery and pastry products 9 8,49
Milk and dairy products 7 6,60
Meat and byproducts 6 5,66
Vegetables and byproducts 5 4,72
Other chains 18 16,98
Total 106 100
Other chains (specifications)
Porongo 7 6,60
Honey and byproducts 3 2,83
Cereals 2 1,90
Manioc and byproducts 2 1,89
Medicinal plants 2 1,89
Mining 1 0,94
Soup 1 0,94
Total 18 16,98

Source CAAF research (2006).

Thus, agroindustries usually operate in informalityausing problems to the
commercialization of their products. In some ca#igs, also results in the closing of most of
agroindustry units by inspection. With this limitat due to the lack of public policies which
encourage the de-burocratization of the contrdiesysthe agroindustries do not grow and do
not take advantage of new markets and commerdi@iizahannels. It is also clear the
presence of chains other than in the food ared) ascstone extraction (0.94%) and soap
production (0.94%).



The process of legalization of the agroindustries

The process of legalization requires the agroingiustkeep documents and working licenses
updated for the stat@&his system involves environmental, legal and sayificenses with the
aim of conforming the agroindustries units to therent legislation so as to guarantee
hygiene and sanitation in food production, progegsand commercialization and also to
comply with the preservation of natural resourcEs,it is the case of the environmental
license. Among the researched agroindustries itpuasible to see that their owners find it
difficult to get information about this process. Asher studies had already pointed out
(RELATORIO DE ESTUDO ESPECIAL, 2002), legalizatianthe second main problem of
family agroindustries of Rio Grande do Sul. Thus,is also pointed out that these
agroindustries do not process in bulk, which makestotal legalization of the productive
unit unfeasible. Moreover, they face a lot of ddffity in accessing the formal market
channels due to the informality of their commeiizeed products.

According to Prezotto (2001), the implementationsofall rural agroindustries depends on
several factors, particularly the ones relatech&rtlegalization. In this case, many kinds of
licenses are needed related to both the legal frthe farmers’ organization and sanitary
and environmental issues. All these licenses foloset of laws which state for and guide the
process of legalization.

The situation of the researched agroindustriessiglalyed in Table 3. It shows that most of
agroindustries are informal (61.32%), which is worg because in this situation the main
problems are two-fold. On the one hand, the busesgsannot access new markets and
consolidate as an alternative to the families’ mecand, on the other hand, their products are
being commercialized outside the production ardaichivmay offer potential risks for the
consumers as there is no guarantee of their origiygiene and nutritional and
microbiological quality.

Table 3: Legalized family agroindustries on the saitation viewpoint

Status of family agroindustries as to sanitation Number of Percentual

legalization family (%)
agroindustries

Informality 65 61.32

Legalized on the state level (Health State Secattar 13 12.26

CISPOA etc.)

Transition process between informality and legéiltra 12 11.32

Have municipal inspection and legalization (SIM) 6 5.66

Legalized on the federal level (SIF, MAA etc.) 5 72,

Others 5 4.72

Total 106 100

Others (specifications)

Artisan’s licenses 5 4.72




Total 106 100

Source CAAF research (2006).

Besides the informal businesses, 11.32% are irsitr@an process between informality and
legalization, which confirms the difficulties facég the farmers in this process. By adding
these two percentages, we can say that 72.64%r rofndgstries are not legalized on the
sanitation viewpoint, which is very worrying, dendamg that the development institutions
and social actors of the territory mobilize thenassl in an attempt to reverse this
discouraging picture.

Moreover, 22.46% of agroindustries are legalizeddme state levels: state level (12.26%),
federal level (4.72%) and municipal level (5.66%d)ese businesses are legalized in different
state levels depending on the type of chain/agtithey belong to and the legislation and
technical rules of manufacturing each processedumtd® There are 4.72% of theorongo
productive chain which have artisan’s license aredexempt from any of these legislation as
they belong to a practice of the product’s handiienaprovement.

Agroindustrialization, production and income generdion

In this second part of the article, we will discaspects and registers related to production,
processed products and incomes generated by tbendgstries in the territory as a way to
explain the mainly economic and productive aspettie businesses. To do so, we analyze
some aspects of the agroindustries’ raw materiairtown production and purchase), the
origin of agroindustrial inputs and generated ineom

The origin of the raw material

It is important to know the origin of the raw ma#tiprocessed in the agroindustrial business
because, depending on whether it is bought oute&lenit or produced in its interior, we can
have an idea of the degree of contribution of thmily strategy to its production and so
know if the agroindustry really has a family chaea®r not. In relation to the origin of the
raw material bought by the researched agroindsstrie is worth pointing out their
potentiality since 45.30% declared that the rawemalt is totally produced in the rural
property (Table 4). This figure is important aslitows that the production of the own raw
material by the units is a factor that leads tortlaeitonomy in the face of the market
(purchase of raw material) and also to a stratégeaucing production costs. These figures
concur with other studies in the area (RELATORIO BSTUDO ESPECIAL, 2002;
MARKOSKI and CALEGARO, 2006) in which the own agndustry also produced most of
the raw materials, showing the relevance of thdlfalogic to this kind of business.

We can see that 28.30% of the agroindustries paechbetween 40% to 50% of the raw
material outside the property, which makes themamby dependent on the market but also
running the risk of not having a proper supplythie required amount and with raw material

1% Nowadays there is more flexibility on the level @dmmercialization and inspection of agriculturada
agroindustries with the implementation of the UsdfiSystem of Agriculture Health (SUASA).Wit thisssym,
there was a more weakening of the borders amondetteral, state and municipal levels of inspectoml
hygiene of the products, facilitating the operagiari legalization and the access to the marketbyfarmers
and owners of family agroindustries. For examplptaduct manufactured on the municipal level anitivhas

de Municipal Inspection Service (SIM) can now beanatercialized within the same state, which was not
accepted previously. For more details about SUAs®®, Presidéncia da Republica (2005).



of quality. It is also relevant the number of unibich purchase up to 10% of the raw
material from other rural properties (12.26%). @e tther hand, 8.49% and 5.66% of the
agroindustries purchase their raw material from 1@%20% and from 20% to 40%
respectively. Some agroindustrial units purchase glathe raw material outside the unit,
regardless of the percentage purchased, being %4of@he researched businesses purchase
some raw material outside the production unit. @tvecern with the purchase of raw material
is also recurring in other studies which soughgvaluate the potential of the family farms, as
in Santa Catarina (OLIVEIRAet al, 1999; BRDE, 2004) and Rio Grande do Sul
(RELATORIO DE ESTUDO ESPECIAL, 2002), this beingeonf the main problems the
small rural agroindustry sector is to face in te&tryears:

Table 4: The origin of the agroindustry raw materids

Number of Percentage
The origins of the raw material agroindustries (%)
All produced in the property 48 45.30
10% purchased outside the property 13 12.26
10 a 20% purchased outside the property 6 5.66
20 a 40% purchased outside the property 9 8.49
40 a 50% purchased outside the property 30 28.30
Total 106 100

Source CAAF research (2006).

This can be worrying in a strategy of agroindustogial reproduction in long term and also
in the cases in which the percentages purchasaiteuhe property are close to half of the
produced raw material. On the other hand, it maybeowvorrying in those cases in which the
purchases have low percentages — 10%, 20% or 38éaube in such cases there is not a
great dependency on the agroindustry in relationht supply of raw material. The raw
material of the family agroindustry in these casesometimes purchased by neighbors who
live next to the unities, relatives, friends anthestfarmers from the same community or
nearby communities. Then this is not a problem bgean most cases the prices of the raw
material is not arbitrated by the market but ratiwethe relations of friendship, partnership
and kinship among the families.

However, when a great part of the raw materialucipased outside the agroindustrial unit,
the family farmer gets into a dangerous marketcogn the viewpoint of its social

reproduction, since, as to Ploeg (1990; 1992), cbimmoditization is growing and so is its
social and economic dependency on the supplierghi$ncase, the farmer can start facing
several problems, such as the high cost of this meaterial, the loss of autonomy in the
productive and decisive process, the degradatiorawf material prices, the lack of raw

1 In the Relatério de Estudo Especial (2002: 15) enadRio Grande do Sul, when the agroindustries

were researched about their main problem, 68,9%efinterviewed answered that they were relatethéo
production of raw material.



material, the supply of inappropriate raw mate(i@ithout microbiological and nutritious
quality, without standardization, etc.).

Nevertheless, the greatest problem in this cagbesloss of the family logic of the the
farmer’s social reproduction because if he purchasest of the raw material to process and
produce food outside the productive unit, he, angbciological viewpoint, does not bear all
of the predominant traces of family’s work and ngeraent any more, which is what gives
its own sense and meaning. That is, the charattdredfamily agroindustry ceases to exist
and we can even call it a business, as in the assicltheory.

The non-production of raw material is a way for whk#His (2000) called the vulnerability of
the farmers’ autonomy and social reproduction, Whiappens when agroindustries weaken
their autonomy as long as they purchase the rawerrabfrom any unknown market, which
in turn is arbitrated by the real prices of produtt This represents a vulnerability the
strategies of the agroindustries’ social reprodurcgince they will depend on the market on
the one hand and, on the other hand, they do vet dnaarantee of supply and, in some cases,
they will also depend on the quality of the origifh the purchased raw material to be
processed in their businesses.

The origins of the inputs used in the agroindus$uiats

The origin of the inputs used in the agroindustrgesnportant to provide for the degree of
externalization in the family business, as refetiety Ploeg (1990; 1992% because this is
the degree of externalization of the productivecpss, in this case represented by the index
of the use of external inputs, which will reveaé tbegree of the commoditization of the
researched agroindustries. Thus a larger exteat@iz of the inputs purchased by the
agroindustries is directly proportional to a largmrel of commoditization of this unit for the
social and economic context and to a larger depayden their social reproduction in
relation to the exterior, that is, outside themttj.

Based on the data displayed in Table 5, we carnhsganost of the farmers purchase part of
the inputs outside the production unit and part preduced in the own establishment
(56.6%). If we also consider the percentage of 8%e businesses which purchase all the
raw material outside the property, most of reseadcagroindustries have a high level of
commoditization(Ploeg 1990;1992) because they purchase in theetmak market prices,
the necessary factors for the production and peitgsof elaborated and commercialized
food. This causes the vulnerability of many businessesesihey become dependent on the
market to accomplish the basic steps of food mantwrfismg, Likewise, social reproduction of
the agroindustries starts to be threatened bedhasmore commodified the family business
is, the bigger the chances of its losing the prodeautonomy, the capacity to face eventual
crises and the bigger the production costs andllenthe family domain over the process of
work and management of the own business.

12 According to Ploeg (1992: 170), “the externalizat is the [...] multiplication of commercial

relations. The tasks which were initially organizsti coordinated, under the farmer's command, maill be
coordinated through commercial interchange and lBama of a newly system established of technical-
administrative relations. This growing externaliaatnot only affects the production activities, falgo results

in a complete transformation of the reproductioncpss.”



Table 5: The origin of the inputs used in the agraidustrial units

The origin of the inputs Number of Percentage
agroindustries (%)

Partly purchased outside the production unit andlypa

used the own inputs 60 56.6

All purchased outside the production unit (extereal). 38 35.8

All produced in the family production unit 5 4.7

Purchase from neighbors and families near |the

agroindustries 2 1.9

Purchased from the association or cooperative dirtke

the agroindustry 1 0.9

Total 106 100

Source CAAF research (2006)

In a less significant process, 4.7% of the famdyoandustries produce all the inputs used in
the business, showing their autonomy in relationtheir productive process and food
manufacturing. These are cases of large artisaedbagroindustries since the production of
raw material production, their own agroindustrigbgment and machinery, the inputs used
in food processing and their own agroindustry peamibuilt by the family, showing a unique
control over the process of work and managertiehhis kind of situation is more common
in agroindustries of vegetal production becausdahmers have more handcrafted processes
andinputs in their system of food production and pesteg.

Some other 1.9% of the agroindustries declared thay purchase inputs with their
neighbors, which means that they still bear thigpevation character as a way to face the
difficulties during the agroindustrialization pr@se Only 0.9% of the agroindustries declared
that they purchase the inptditem the association and/or cooperative they betong

In the case of the agroindustrialization of the ifgrfarm production, it is common to find
higher levels of commoditization than the in theilg farm productive systems. The reason
is simple: in the agroindustrialization productiammost of the processes of food processing
and aggregation value of raw material, they usatiadd, chemical substances, enzymes,
nourishments, special salts, microorganisms, etassnot to allow the family farmer to have
its own manufacturing process because he does ang# the necessary knowledge and
techniques for such.

After this viewpoint, legislation states, in mamgses, that some of the mentioned substances
should be added food so as the product can comptly sanitation, hygiene and
microbiological stability rules and, as far as sfiedegislation is concerned, as is the case
for example, of some stuffed food like Italian salafrankfurters etc. Thus, family farmers

¥ In many cases it is widely known thereativity character some farmers have in relation to
agroindustrialization. There are cases in whichféinmer builds almost all his machines and equigmér the
processing of sugar cane byproducts (syrup, rumarsibrown sugar etc.), as found in the municipadit
Caicara. The most usual is to buy these equipman&fo Paulo, a large producer region, but theyoass-
dimensioned for the production scale of a familyoagdustry. Thus, the solution created by this farmwas to
create most of his machinery and equipments foptbeessing of sugar cane in his agroindustrid, keieping

a high level of autonomy of his productive procassl showing that, in some cases, it is possiblevdk
keeping internally in the property the resource=dua food production and processing.



are almost ‘obliged’ to commercializnd purchase these additives to produce and s#ll th
foods.

The incomes in the agroindustrialization process

A very relevant index in the viability and role tife family agroindustries refers to their
incomes, that is, the businesses’ annual gross retdincome¥. Table 6 shows the
entrepreneurships’ annual gross incomes. Most ef ahroindustrial units (41.5%) have
incomes from R$ 5.000,00 to R$ 15.000,00. Othe8%0of agroindustries have an annual
gross income from R$ 15.000,00 to R$30.000,00 &¥d &f the units have incomes inferior
to R$ 5.000,00. These are small businesses wiid fitoduction scale and which work food
processing in a very artisanal way. If we still add agroindustries which have up an annual
gross income of up to R$ 30.000,00,we can seerntwst of them, that is,79.3% of the
researched units are placed not beyond this lelivahoual gross income. This income is
considered a high one, which reaffrms that on theonomic viewpoint, the
agroindustrialization of family farm primary prodion is a viable and sustainable alternative
for the rural families of the territory.

Let us compare, for example, an agroindustry whiek an annual gross income R$
20.000,00. Considering that the average working beem of family farm in the region
numbers in four, according to previous researchdaoted in the territory (Research
AFDLP, 2003} and that the value of the minimum salary at theetof the research was R$
300,00, this family earns 66.66 minimum salariesygar. Or rather, considering the income
per family member, each member would earn 16.66muim salaries per year, that is, R$
5.000,00, which is considered a good income fordbeditions of social reproduction of
most units of family production in the territory,high are marked by a large social and
economic fragility.

Comparing this income with the AFDLP (2003) resbasmghich was also conducted in the
territory, we can have some interesting inferenteshe AFDLP research, the total income
per family unit researched was on the average of®$11,51 per year, which is considered
low for the total income, that is, the income df existing activities in the interior of the
productive unit® The annual gross income of the agroindustries,th@n other hand,
according to the example shown previously, is atnteice the amount, showing that the
family farm alone in a property is able to generat@e income than a traditional family unit
which produces, for example, cereals and agriceitommodities, as usual in the territory.
Table 6: The annual gross income of the agroinduses

14 According to Hoffmaret al. (1987), the gross income of a production unihisincome got from the sales of
animal and vegetal products, by a certain pricegnie-year time. That is, the income got only frtme
production originated from agricultugricto sensu On the other hand, the net income is the resfuthe
subtraction of all the productive costs of the e unit during the agrarian year, from the groxwome it
got. Itis worth saying, it is the resultant inaaifter discounting the production expenses.

> Research AFDLP means the research project callamily Agroindustry, Local Development and
Pluriactivity in RS: The Emergence of a New Ruydlitonducted in 2003. This project focused ont#reitory

of High Uruguay (RS) and so it is used for speaificnparative purposes in this article.

6 The definition of total income, by the AFDL resefar(2003) is the one composed by the totality &f th
incomes extracted in the production unit. By incemeere considered agricultural, retirement and @tiyn
incomes, from other sources, other jobs and noitdgrre incomes. It is also worth pointing out ttha the
concept of total income, the production costs dmeady discounted which, in the CAAF research (0@
income is declared, that is, the production costsewnot calculated and discounted from the annu@dsg
income. But even so, we have chosen to keep thepa&ason as a way to show the potential of income
generation that family agroindustry representdHerterritory.



Annual family gross income (R$) Number of Percentage
agroindustries (%)
Less than 5.00000 18 17.0
From 5.000,00 to 15.000,00 44 41.5
From 15.000,00 to 30.000,00 22 20.8
From 30.000,00 to 50.000,00 10 9.4
More than 50.000,00 12 11.3
Total 106 100

Source: CAAF research (2006)

Still, according to Table 6, 9.4% of agroindustriewe an annual gross income between R$
30.000,00 and R$ 50.000,00 and 11.3% have more R#r50.000,00 per year. These
agroindustrial units are very important and havéegbigh annual gross income on the
viewpoint of the conditions resulted from the sbegproduction of the family agriculture of
the territory as, according to the previous congmars, these units have a more comfortable
financial situation in economic terms. If an agohistrial unit gets an annual gross income of
R$ 50.000,00, for example, it will be earning ardW66.66 minimum salaries per year at the
time of the research, that is, R$ 12.500,00 forheaember of the agroindustrial unit,
considering the average number of four family memiper agroindustrial businéss

Table 7 shows the percentage relation betweendhmecomes declared by the famers of the
researched agroindustries and percentage theis groesmes. The net income is understood
as the one coming any from animal, vegetal or hualgetransformation production which
results in an agricultural productive process, rafiscounting the production costs of the
family business (GAZOLLA, 2006

Table 7: Percentage of the agroindustries’ net inaoe in relation to gross income

Percentage of the agroindustries’ net Number of Percentage
income in relation to gross income (%) agroindustries (%)
10 3 2.83
12 1 0.94
15 3 2.83
20 17 16.04

It is clear that, with this level of annual grassome, there should be not only the four familymmbers but
also some hired labor force working in the familysimess. However, even so, we have chosen to keep t
comparison as a way to show the role played byniteme in the family agroindustry.

18 |n the case of family agroindustries, the net ineds the one got after being discounted the faxedi variable
costs of production. The main fixed costs are:dbpreciation of the agroindustry’s premises, maehiand
equipments, the payment of insurance and taxeanding, investmentand permanent employees, etc. The
main variable costs are: the purchase of raw natdood additives, packaging, non-permanent wanicd,
energy, water, financing of expenses, etc.



25 13 2.83
30 19 17.92
35 3 2.83
40 11 10.38
50 26 24.53
55 1 0.94
60 7 6.60
65 1 0,94
70 5 4.72
75 1 0.94
80 2 1.89
85 1 0.94
90 1 0.94
95 1 0.94
Total 106 100

Source: CAAF research (2006).

In Table 7, we can see that 24.53% of the agrotnggshave a net income equivalent to 50%
of the gross income, that is, the agroindustrie®anet income which is equal to half of the
businesses’ gross income. On the other hand, 17d32Be agroindustries have a net income
of 30% of the gained gross income and 16% havd amoeme which is equal to 20% of the
gross income.

Few researched agroindustrial units have high msimes, that is, over 50% of the gained
gross income. Only 6.60% of the units have a rainme which is equal to 60% of the gained

gross income and 4.72% have a net income whiclgusle to 70% of the gained gross

income in the year. In short, 81.13% of the agrostdes researched have a net income
which may reach up to 50% of the gained gross ircddm the other hand, over 50% of the
gained gross income is equals to 18.87% of théweetne the units can reach.

On the viewpoint of rural administration and finemienanagement, most of the units are in a
comfortable financial situation as they are reaghiigh incomes (81.13% have net income
up to 50% of the gross income) after discountirgrttain production costs, which shows that
food production and processing and products basedamily farm are innovative and



profitable forms of social reproduction of agricukt in the territory? Thus, family
agroindustry is, on the viewpoint of income genergtjobs and maintenance of man in rural
spaces, a very important strategy of social reprtoii and should be one of the ‘pillars’ on
which any rural development program or project $thdoe based for this social section on
local or territorial level.

Final remarks

The first conclusion we can withdraw from the stuslyhat the agroindustrialization process
started with the process of colonization and dgwalent process of High Uruguay territory
(RS). The agroindustrialization of raw materialtbé family farm arises initially out of the
colonists’ knowledge and needs to feed themseludgpaeserve their products. This process
should be understood because besides bringing thiédmselves the knowledge and
techniques of the production of processed foodgcttenists also had nutritious needs based
on their own production and consumption of bothaturaand processed food.

What happens in other situations is the developnoémirocessed foods which could be
preserved for future consumption, as is the wedivim case of pork preservation in its own
fat. This was a very important aspect in the beginnihggroindustry though the process of
agroindustrialization of the family farm productidvad perhaps not been triggered if the
crisis of the development of productive patterithia territory had not worsened. Therefore, if
on the one hand the capitalist development of trecalture gave rise to the fragility and
impoverishment of the rural families, on the otlend, it made the farmers search for
alternatives, among them, agroindustrialization.t8e same social process created different
effects on the social actors embodied in it.

A growing concern should be with the developmend #me large number of informal
agroindustries. Informality, that is, businessealidg with processing and commercialization
of food products which are not licensed by conbwdlies, is one of the greatest problem of
this economic and productive activity in the temyt as shown in the research data. On the
one hand, the informality of any kind of activitgnvironmental, healthy, fiscal etc.) is a
constraining factor to the growth and expansiothefstrategy of the social reproduction of
family agriculture while, on the other hand, it esdies the lack of guarantee of quality to
consumers who buy the products and who can evezlajetealth conditions. Moreover, it is
crucial that the development social actors, foochriecians and political leaders of the
territory and outside it include in their commitmieagenda the aid to the process of
legalization so as family farmers have a suppod aneliable source of information about
what to do to legalize the agroindustries unitoatiog to the legislation.

Another problem faced by the agroindustries isl#o& of enough raw material for making
their products because the family group who workshe family farm is often small and
many times there is lack of work force in the unitkerefore, the family group cannot cope
with all the operations and processes involvedodfproduction even in those cases where
employees are hired. This happens because thendgstiial activity is, by definition, an
activity which demands a longer period of time andre skills and knowledge than the
practice of agriculture. Moreover, the family has wgork in several stages, from the
production and acquisition of the raw material, f@cessing of different elaborated

19 A MDA study (2007) shows that while a traditiomaiture of the territory, such as corn, soya, whetat, can
generate at most R$ 400,00 per ha, family farnfeuits and sugar cane can reach up to R$ 4.00@&06q



products to their commercialization and the manaagerof all property where the activity is
developed.

So, the production of the own raw material is quificult in the units, which makes them
search for different sources. The purchase of ratenal outside the agroindustrial units is
characterized as an externalization of the prodocprocess, as defined by Ploeg 1990;
1992), and make agroindustries over and over mapemtlent on this exogenous
phenomenon. Besides, the purchase of raw materéenthe units directly rise their
productive costs once family agroindustries, assunith low floating capital and small scale
of production, cannot afford, for example, a pracekraising the price of raw material by
their suppliers.

This is so much true that the high production cisstthe greatest problem faced by
agroindustries on the productive level. So, thege processes, externalization and high-
priced raw material bought outside the agroindaktrnits, in medium and long term, can
jeopardize the process of social reproduction efltbsinesses. However, the most important
is that, when the family farm buys a large amountaa material used in the manufacturing
of processed food, it becomes less and less ayfdanih, that is, it loses its family logic and
can be seen even as a business or industry whigh dmods to be changed, aggregating
value and reselling them differently.

Besides these problems, the family agroindustrya isery important strategy of social
reproduction for the rural families of the terrigpiparticularly on the economic, social and
productive viewpoint. On the economic and prodwtiviewpoint, this activity is
synonymous of exchange value and income and jolerggon for the territory and the
farmers who practice it. The CAAF research datagarge clear about that and show that the
activity has a huge potential of income generafmmthe families, much more than other
agriculture activities, for example, if comparedthe agriculture of cereal producers. This
confirms the family agroindustry as a consistermneenic and productive strategy of social
reproduction of the families and places it in thentce of the debate as a strategy of
sustainable development in medium and long ternthi@rural spaces of the territory.

On the other hand, by generating income, jobs aedpations for the rural population of the
territory, this activity helps to stop the intens@ratory flows from the mid-1970s with the

increase of the process of commoditization of faragriculture and its consequent social
fragility. Thus, agroindustry plays its very impamt social role to keep the man in the rural
space working, producing food and living with hasriily.

Still on the productive viewpoint, the research whahat the family agroindustry is a
potential resource of production of unprecedentestofs, scents, tastes and differential
products. Much of the food processes are so-calbedibgical, organic or agroecological as
they have, in many cases, all the productive psodessed on the non-utilization of
pesticides, chemical inputs and other productsvddrifrom the industry of agriculture
modernization. On the viewpoint of the preservatdriood naturalness and health benefits,
they are an invaluable source of wealth. Moreotee, research showed that 75 different
products were collected, made and processed amentOb agroindustries researched. This
confirms the great diversity of products that agitiore and family agroindustry can produce
and supply for the population of the territory, ypleg an important role within a larger



scheme of local development as, for example, hglpinguarantee food security for the
population who buys and eats their proddtts.
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