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In Manicore, the state of Amazonas, Brazil where the deforestation of tropical rainforests has been a problem,
successional agroforestry (SAF) has been introduced with the aim of achieving both forest conservation and improving
farmers' income. The actual effect of SAF, however, has not been verified yet due to the lack of economic income data.
Therefore, in this study, in order to analyze the impact of SAF on the household economy, monthly data on agricultural
income, non-agricultural income, agricultural expenditure (hiring workforce and purchase of agricultural products), food
purchase expenditure, self-consumption of crops on the land, and planting were collected through a year from April 2018
to March 2019.

From our analyses so far, the following findings are observed.

e The difference of the average annual agricultural income between SAF farmers and non-SAF farmers is nearly
twice with 10,308 real and 5,091 real respectively. Besides, the difference of the standard deviations is more
than twice with 9,203 and 4,024, respectively. It means that the gap of agricultural income within SAF farmers
is much larger than within NON-SAF.

e Looking at each month, the annual averages of percentage of farmers with zero monthly income from
agriculture are 10% and 24% for SAF farmers and non-SAF farmers respectively. In addition, it is found that
non-SAF farmers had 2 months a year when about 38% of farmers had no income from agriculture. Possibly,
SAF can contribute to stabilization of agricultural income through a year.

e Regarding the types of crops sold, 53 types are confirmed in all target farmers. There is a significant difference
between SAF farmers and NON-SAF farmers in the average number of crop types to sell, 5.4 and 3.4
respectively. However, there is no significant difference between the income groups. There seems to be no
relationship between the number of crop types to sell and income.

e There is no significant difference in labor cost between SAF farmers and non-SAF farmers, but there is a
significant difference in the comparison between the upper income group and the lower income group among
SAF farmers. We also find significant differences in the number of family member, the possession of
agricultural machines (electric mowers and chainsaws), and the experience of agricultural finance in the past. It
could mean that for the purpose of increasing agricultural income by introducing SAF, assistance on securing or
reducing labor force would be effective.

Currently, we are analyzing the unit price for sell, possible combination for mitigating the damage of climate risk or price
fluctuation risk. The analysis will be carried out by March 2020, and it will be shared with local agricultural bureaus and
farmers aiming for a more effective intervention in the future.




