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Riassunto: La comunicazione discute le motivazioni e i vantaggi della raccolta di informazioni sul reddito totale delle famiglie agricole nel corso di indagini rivolte all’agricoltura intesa come settore produttivo. Mentre l’attenzione agli aspetti tecnici della produzione può costituire un vantaggio nella stima del reddito aziendale agricolo e, per comparazione, delle altre fonti di reddito famigliare, il riferimento ad un universo di aziende permette anche una migliore rappresentazione statistica delle famiglie agricole, rispetto quanto sarebbe possibile con indagini rivolte a tutto il settore istituzionale delle famiglie. La raccolta congiunta di informazioni sul settore produttivo e sull’universo delle famiglie che operano in esso, potenzialmente permette una più corretta rappresentazione dei legami tra il settore agricolo ed il resto dell’economia nei modelli per l’analisi delle politiche.
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1. Introduction
In recent years a general consent has been reached about the need for a broader approach in studying rural economies. The study of rural places should consider a multiplicity of dimensions and perspectives, including economic, social and environmental issues (Castle, 1998). Agriculture and its growth are no longer perceived as the sole engine of rural development (Roberts, 2005; Ellis and Freeman, 2004). On the contrary, an increasing evidence both from developed and developing countries shows that the study of  rural development processes should focus on livelihood/well-being strategies of rural households, within a multi-sector vision of rural economies (Thompson, 2001; Ellis and Biggs, 2001). From this point of view the total income of households is a key concept in gathering information on rural areas aiming to relevance for policy analysis purposes (UNECE 2007).

Despite this loss of centrality in rural studies, many reasons suggest to still consider farming activities as a characterizing feature of rural. In less developed countries agriculture is the main sector of economic activity for rural people and a fundamental source of self-consumption. The increase of factor productivity in agriculture is still proposed as one of the fundamental drivers for rural development in poor economies, conditional to a balanced distribution in asset ownership and to the development of a non-agricultural rural based economic sector (Broca, 2003). Furthermore, both in developed and in developing economies, agriculture characterizes rural areas for its prevalent use of space. Farming remains the fundamental way for societies to perform the country stewardship function and the sign of the externalities associated to it strictly depends on the modalities adopted in the realization of production processes. A further, practical reason to give a specific attention to the role of agriculture is the fact that economic policies for rural areas are for the largest part still sector oriented, i.e. they are agricultural policies. 
For all these reasons the role of farming within income strategies of rural households still represents an interesting perspective in studying the nature and the evolution of linkages between agriculture and the rest of the economy in rural development. As a consequence the availability of reliable statistics and microeconomic information on income and wealth of agricultural households become a condition for good economic analysis and policy making. In this paper will be discussed the advisability to gather information on total household income within “industry oriented” surveys on agriculture.

The paper is organized as follows. In the next section is stressed the importance to study the role of farming as a part of livelihood and well-being strategies of households. The third section shortly discusses the representation of agricultural household sector within a social accounting framework. The last section is devoted to the “industry oriented” approach in surveying total income of agricultural households.

2. Income from farming as a part of household strategies
It has been correctly pointed out that a focus on agriculture is no longer perceived as suitable in studying rural development (UNECE, 2007). The increasing distance between “agricultural” and “rural” concepts of development can be measured along two dimensions: first, rural development is generally associated to a geographical dimension of the analysis, dealing with spatial differences in the economic system; second, rural development is more and more analysed within a multi-sector framework, where agriculture becomes only one component, whatever its importance, of the rural economy.

This evolution is quite obvious for developed countries, where agriculture is a minor part of the economy. Empirical analysis clearly shown that the ‘economic base’ of rural areas often lies beyond their borders, with an increasing role played by external sources of incomes (Roberts, 2005). Furthermore, to maintain a satisfying level of return from their assets, farmers often tend to differentiate their business integrating non agricultural activities (such as tourism or food processing) in the production unit. This increasing evidence brought some scholars to challenge the justification of agricultural policy as a preferential vector for “development” in rural areas, arguing that the latter more and more shows structural adjustment problems that are similar to those of the rest of the economy (Thomson, 2001). 
Also in developing economies, despite the larger share of agriculture in the composition of GDP, there is increasing evidence that farming not necessarily represents the main source of income for rural population. The proper perspective in the analysis and policy making for rural areas in poor economies should better rely on a “livelihood” concept that “… takes an open-ended view of the combination of assets and activities that turn out to constitute a viable livelihood strategy for the rural family (Ellis and Biggs, 2001: 445). According to Broca (2003) the diversification of the rural economy towards non agricultural, rural-based activities, is a necessary condition for keeping within rural areas the income growth due to gains in the productivity of agriculture. This implies not only a growth of non agricultural rural activities but also an increasing diversification within the livelihood strategies of farming families “… based on part-time farming supplemented by other activities and income sources” (Ellis and Biggs, 2001: 445).
A “livelihood” perspective in studying rural development processes helps also in understanding the way agricultural production activities are carried out. Indeed, the livelihood strategy affects the way production activities are managed by the family, according to its endowments of human capital, physical assets and access to market, public utilities and environmental resources, as well as its relation with factors and products markets (Pyatt, 2003). For example, empirical studies on east and southern Africa found an inverse relation between net farm income per hectare and the share of total household income from farming activities (Ellis and Freeman, 2004).
All these arguments strongly suggest to study family farming, either in developed or in developing contexts, as the expression of a well-being/livelihood strategy. Following on from this becomes necessary to include in the analysis the differentiated socio-economic goals pursued by households through farming.
3. Households strategies and social accounting framework
Statistics on total income and wealth of households involved in farming activities are an obvious answer to these analytical concerns. The “Wye Group Handbook” correctly recognises this point, listing good practices in approaching the measurement of agricultural household income and wealth (UNECE, 2007: 407 ff.).
An issue that it is worth to discuss here is the way the link between farming activities and the overall income strategy of the household may be represented in models. The reference to a Social Accounting Matrix (SAM) framework can help to highlight the point. SAMs are disaggregated, accounting representations of the circular flow in the economy. The ability of a SAM to represent the backward and forward linkages among the components of the economy strictly depends on the disaggregation of its accounts. Basically the economic system in a SAM is subdivided in two ways: a) classifying production activities according to some technical criteria (classification by industry of the production account); b) classifying institutions according to some socio-economic criteria (classification by sectors of the current account for institutions).
The identification of the group of agricultural households results from crossing an industry with a sector classification criterion. Indeed, the inclusion of a household in this specific partition of the households sector is determined by their involvement in a specific industry (agriculture).
The proper level to survey (and to represent in models) this structural linkage is the production unit. The agricultural holding can be seen as an observable socio-technical system working as an interface between the institutional goals (income strategies in the case of family farming) and the technical and economic features of the production process. On one side the way the factors are organized within the production unit (property rights on factors, technical relations in the use of factors) determines the actual distribution of income among people involved in production. On the other side the management form (relationship between entrepreneurship, land/capital ownership and labour supply) affects technical choices in production, according the socio-economic goals of the institution (Rocchi and Stefani 2005).
Besides this “observational” argument, strong theoretical reasons suggest to adopt the production unit as a proper level to survey agricultural households: insofar as non-separability between production and consumption decisions is assumed (De Janvry et al., 1991; Pyatt, 2003) models should explicitly represent the structural links between factor endowments, production activities and income distribution. In terms of social accounting this imply the possibility to cross institutional and technical criteria both in the classification of industries (farms by management form) and sectors (households by industry composition of total income: Rocchi, 2007).
4. Getting data on household income within an industry oriented survey on agriculture
The adoption of a livelihood/well-being perspective in studying rural development processes and the role of agriculture in the rural economy asks for a broader vision of family farming as a part of a general household strategy. The discussion above highlights the need to gather joint information on production units (structure, costs and revenues) and on institutions managing them. In the case of agriculture the largest part of farms are family managed both in developed and in developing economies: as a consequence information on households are essential to make surveys on agriculture suitable for policy analysis.
A logical answer could be to survey farming activities within multipurpose studies on household sector such as the Living Standard Measurement Surveys. (LSMS) However the “institutional oriented” approach in surveying agricultural households has shown some methodological shortcomings. A first general difficulty in surveying total households income within a LSMS concerns the elicitation of income from self-managed production activities, especially when a systematic bookkeeping is not carried out (McKay, 2000). LSMS show also peculiar problems with farming activities: the “agricultural” module has been rarely implemented and with quite mixed results when used in the analysis (Reardon and Glewwe, 2000). Besides practical problems in the implementation of an agricultural module within a multipurpose survey on household, such as the different recall period (end of cropping period) with respect to the other modules, a more general problem of statistical coverage in sampling should be taken into account. A sample optimized to correctly represent the households sector could be biased in representing the agricultural sub-sector (both in general and when only rural areas are considered). Moreover, the sub-sample of farming households is not likely to properly represent agriculture as an industry: for example a bias towards small (household managed) production units is likely to emerge (World Bank, 2008: 23).
An alternative approach that should be taken into consideration is the survey of household total income within an “industry oriented” survey. For instance supplementary survey on a sampling frame of holdings (FAO, 2005, chapter 10) to gather information on costs and revenues may be carried out during the periodical census, and possibly updated in the programme of agricultural surveys, at least for few, essential data. Moreover, among the supplementary items to survey, the standard methodology for the 2010 Census Programme includes also “whether holding is part of an agricultural household” (item 0701), recommended “… to identify what might be termed ‘genuine farmers’” (FAO, 2005: 103). A further possibility could be getting more detailed information on hired workers such as sex, age and position in the overall income strategies of the family (e.g. if the worker could be considered the reference person of his household or not).
At least three reasons can be suggested for gathering information on THI within and “industry oriented” survey, such as a census of agriculture or a periodical survey on structures and productions. First, the specific, technical focus on production processes that characterizes the industry oriented surveys is likely to support a more reliable estimate of mixed income from farming. Not surprisingly an ongoing research project in Sub-Saharan Africa, aiming to improve the quality of households-level data on agriculture within LSMS, explicitly recognizes the need for “… interviewer with more knowledge on agriculture” (World Bank, 2008: 21).

Second, a good estimate of mixed income from farming, grounded on detailed technical information on farming activities, could facilitate the valuation of the other sources of income on a comparative basis, all the more reason when farming is the major source of income of the household. Moreover, given that often the holding represents a major asset for the agricultural households, the technical focus of the (industry oriented) survey could represent a good basis for an assessment of the household’s wealth too.

Third, an appropriate statistical coverage of agriculture as an industry also ensures to gather a sample of “agricultural households” with desirable statistical properties, whatever the definition adopted. As a consequence data may be used for the analysis of income distribution and poverty issues both within the rural and the whole economy (Allanson and Rocchi, 2008).
An example of the proposed approach is the Farm Business Survey carried out by Istat in Italy (UNECE, 2007), a sample of holdings designed to represent agriculture both at the national and the regional level. The questionnaire includes also a module on the household composition, with questions on the level and the composition of total income, according to recommendations of FAO methodology (FAO, 2005: 103). The FBS sample can be used to estimate totals referred to agriculture as an industry (such as total production and intermediate costs) as well as figures on the distribution of agricultural income among different households groups (classified by income level and composition). According to these properties Rocchi (2007, 2009) used the FBS database to adapt a SAM of the Italian economy and to carry out a structural analysis of income distribution in the Italian agriculture.
All these arguments suggest listing among the “good practices” for the creation of an internationally agreed “systems for generating statistics on income and wealth for agricultural households” (UNECE, 2007: 406) the inclusion of a set of questions on total household incomes within questionnaires designed for “industry oriented” surveys on agriculture. Information on households income strategies are likely to increase the value of those referred to production processes, allowing the researcher to model the structural linkages between farming activities and income distribution in the whole economy. As a consequence, the representation of interdependencies of agriculture with the rest of the economy could be extended to forward linkages generated by final demand. Moreover, data on total household income composition could be valuable in classifying holdings by management types representing different socio-economic goals pursued through farming. Finally, information on household incomes may represent a complementary source for cross-validation of other surveys dedicated to household sector, such as LSMS.
Obviously information to gather should be carefully designed according to the purpose of the survey itself and the country-specific features of agriculture. Within a survey designed to support the estimation of economic accounts for agriculture, such as FBS in Italy, it will probably easier to get quantitative information on income level and composition; on the contrary within a survey on structures and productions it will be only possible to ask to respondent “…to provide an overall assessment of their agricultural production activities in relation to the … other sources of income” (FAO, 2005: 104).
Two final methodological tips should be taken into account in the implementation of the proposed approach.

· When the survey is designed only to gather data on structures and productions, the contextual implementation of an integrative (community-level) survey on markets and prices could support a standard estimation of mixed income from farming based on structural variables and to study trade margins in local (rural) markets (Reardon and Glewwe, 2000).
· Even when the gathered data on THI were of a qualitative, ordinal nature, the income concept (UNECE, 2007) should be harmonized with those adopted in surveys on the households sector. Also the questionnaire for revenues and costs of farming activities should allow calculating a residual mixed income coherent with the general definition used in the analysis of the economy-wide income distribution.
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