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ABSTRACT 
 

Deforestation is a prominent issue in the call for global environmental sustainability whose status 
transcends the realm of environmental studies and extends to the broader domains of public policy 
and popular concern. Deforestation issues are complex, and narratives provide the simple 
explanations needed by policymakers and the public. One of the most common narratives 
explaining deforestation places the blame on the rural poor. These narratives make facile 
connections between the poor who depend on the forests for their livelihood and the environmental 
degradation which is taking place in their immediate vicinity. They unite two major problems in a 
neat hermeneutic circle: the rural poor are caught in a vicious cycle of poverty and environmental 
degradation, where they are both the victims and the perpetrators. While rural poverty and 
deforestation are closely connected, the relationship is a complex one - contrary to what such 
simple narratives lead us to believe - and the causes of deforestation remain unclear. This article 
discusses the causes that explain why are narratives that place the blame for deforestation on the 
rural poor so pervasive and so persistent? 
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1. INTRODUCTION 
 
Deforestation is a prominent issue in the call for 
global environmental sustainability whose status 
transcends the realm of environmental studies 
and extends to the broader domains of public 
policy and popular concern [1]. Deforestation 
issues are complex, and narratives provide the 
simple explanations needed by policymakers and 
the public [2]. One of the most common 
narratives explaining deforestation places the 
blame on the rural poor [see 3,4,5,6,7,8]. These 
narratives make facile connections between the 
poor who depend on the forests for their 
livelihood and the environmental degradation 
which is taking place in their immediate vicinity 
[1; 9; 10; 11; 12; 13; 14;  ; 15; 16; 17; 18; 19; 20]. 
They unite two major problems in a neat 
hermeneutic circle: the rural poor are caught in a 
vicious cycle of poverty and environmental 
degradation, where they are both the victims and 
the perpetrators [21; 22; 23]. While rural poverty 
and deforestation are closely connected, the 
relationship is a complex one - contrary to what 
such simple narratives lead us to believe - and 
the causes of deforestation remain unclear 
[24,25]. 
 
Nonetheless, narratives that reinforce and 
perpetuate the connection between deforestation 
and rural poverty continue to exist [11,26,27,28]. 
They are an important concern because they 
influence policy prescriptions and legislation [29]. 
What are the reasons for their pervasiveness and 
persistence? Narratives are pervasive because 
they simplify complexities, are easy to 
communicate and have popular appeal. They are 
persistent because they are a useful political and 
policymaking tool, produced by underlying 
discourses of power and used by the powerful 
[30]. Once in place, they are difficult to dispel [2]. 
In short, deforestation narratives that blame the 
rural poor are pervasive and persistent because 
their features abet their use by those in power: 
they are maintained and perpetuated by the 
powerful against the powerless. 
 
To understand the nature of deforestation 
narratives that blame the rural poor it is fruitful to 
examine the processes, actors and constructs 
that underlie them. This essay will begin by 
defining and contextualizing deforestation 
narratives. It will then look at some of the 
complex discourses behind these narratives and 
identify how different actors, histories, socio-
economic and cultural factors are involved in 
framing and producing these narratives. Through 

this examination, features that explain why 
narratives that blame the rural poor for 
deforestation are both pervasive and persistent 
will be highlighted. This paper will then conclude 
by discussing the implications of narratives that 
blame the rural poor for deforestation (hereafter 
referred to as 'deforestation narratives'). 
 

2. LINKAGES BETWEEN LAND, FOREST 
AND POVERTY  

 
Deforestation narratives are but one kind of story 
in the long existence of land degradation 
narratives [31]. Three common themes can be 
identified in land degradation narratives that 
blame the poor: (1) they are neo-Malthusian, (2) 
they see the poor as technologically backward 
and ignorant, and (3) their livelihood practices as 
environmentally unsustainable [7,8,19,20,26,27, 
32,33,34,35]. 
 
Deforestation narratives are simplified stories 
that 'describe problems, identify and label their 
perpetrators, and justify proposed solutions' [30, 
p.7]. Thus the rural poor are identified as 
perpetrators of deforestation as they live nearest 
to the forest, and depend on its products and 
land for their livelihood [11,14,36]. In pre-
industrial Europe these were peasants, in China 
today they are ethnic minorities, in West Africa 
they are tribal villagers. While 'the rural poor' are 
actually diverse down to the individual, narratives 
homogenise a category out of a heterogeneous 
reality. As will be shown, what the 'rural poor' 
have in common is that they are marginalised, 
have little voice and political presence, and they 
are the ones at the end of a long chain who lose 
out to more powerful actors on land issues [30]. 
Even groundbreaking studies such as Fairhead 
and Leach's [30] in Kissidougou – which showed 
that the villagers living in island forests have not 
in fact degraded, but are reforesting the forest-
savannah landscape in which they live – do little 
to dispel the popular narrative that blames 
deforestation on the poor. 
 
In-depth studies such as this do, however, 
continue to challenge the perception that it is the 
rural poor who deforest [also see 
7,8,27,32,36,37]. In places where shifting 
cultivation is practised, it has been shown that it 
is not necessarily a land-degrading practice, and 
often the people who have lived on the land for 
generations know how to care for it better than 
the central government. Ganjanapan [36] relates 
the case of the Karen people in Thailand whose 
traditional beliefs and practices protected the 
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watershed, yet they were blamed for 
deforestation due to ethnic prejudice and official 
thinking 'based mainly on a set of myths about 
villagers' land and forest management which 
government officials have themselves created' 
[36, p.215]. 
 
Among the theorists who are critical of an overly 
simplistic generalizations that find poverty to 
propel deforestation, [10,11,14,27,32,38]  Nunan 
et al. [36] and Tajul and Subramaniam  2019 
[39],  offers three other possible relationships 
between poverty and the deforestation [also see 
7]. The similar relationship between poverty and 
deforestation also supported by many other 
researchers  and international research and 
development institutes [for e.g. for e.g. 10; 40; 
41; 42; 43; 44; 45; 46; 47. 48; 49; 50; 51; 52; 53; 
54; 55; 56; 57; 58; 59; 60; 61; 62; 63; 64; 65; 66; 
67]  as well. Through analyzing the above 
mentioned researcher’s postulations about these 
possible relationships between the poverty and 
deforestation, I will argue that the poverty-
deforestation relationship is highly complex and 
varied, alluding any straightforward 
generalizations about cause and effect.  In 
particular, I will contend that attention to local 
dynamics and human’s interaction with particular 
resources, such as land, forest and water, 
support the claim that multiple factors, including 
institutional and market failures, further mediate 
the poverty-environment nexus. Instead of poor 
being the primary actors leading to increased 
deforestation, one counter approach suggests 
that  other factors particularly power, greed and 
wealth, are responsible for deforestation in poor 
countries [7]. For example, some researcher 
such as Peprah P, 2017 [32]; Olinto P, 2013 [38], 
Nunan, 2002 [36]; Ahmed, 2014 [68]; 
Duraiappah (1998) [27], Boyce 1994 [67];  
describes this approach as one that views the 
exploitative practices of the rich as the primary 
factor forcing segments of the population into 
poverty, and in turn exacerbating deforestation 
[7]. This view both substantiates and complicates 
the theory that poor and poverty fuels 
deforestation, as it finds the key factors 
responsible for deforestation to be greed, power, 
greed and wealth, even as these dynamics 
themselves fuel the forms of poverty that 
jeopardize ecosystem sustainability. 
 
Citing the examples from poor countries on 
poverty-deforestation relationship Leach and 
Mearns (1995) [69], Reardon, Thomas and 
Stephen Vosti (1995) [70] and Myers and Kent 
(1995) [71] discusses how “downward spiral” is 

difficult to break in rural areas and how it affects 
the poverty-deforestation relations negatively 
with specific focus on market and institutional 
failure (Rai, 2019). Following the study of Leach  
and Mearns (1995) [69], Reardon, Thomas & 
Stephen Vosti (1995) [70] and Myers & Kent 
(1995) [71] Duraiappah [26; 27] postulates a 
second possible relationship, which highlights the 
links between institutional failure and markets’ 
dynamics with deforestation  [ also see 7; 27 ]. 
Specifically, institutional and/or market failures 
are hypothesized as the primary instigators of 
environmental degradation [27]. Here, 
understanding a clear distinction between market 
and institutional failure is very necessary when 
policy implications and instructions and 
regulations are addressed, as specific types of 
failures require unique prescriptions [27; 7]. In 
most of the conditions institutional failure is 
considered to delineate both mechanisms. In 
many cases the distinction between market and 
institutional failure is not always clear but it 
should be made very clear if policy analysis and 
prescriptions are primary objectives [27,7]. 
 
The third and final possible relationship that 
questions the conventional view is the conviction 
that deforestation is a key factor responsible for 
poverty. Mink, S (1993) [72];  Perrings, C. (1989) 
[73]  Boyce (1994) [67] , Baland, Jean-Marie & 
Jean-Philippe Platteau (1996) [74]; Broad R. 
(1994) [75],  are the supportive of this view and 
later Duraiappah (1998) [27] on the basis of their 
work discussed this third relationship in detail. 
According to this approach, if deforestation is 
caused by only exogenous poverty (or when 
other factors are responsible for poverty than the 
degradation of the environment) then the 
“poverty-induced deforestation” [5; 6; 76; 77] 
argument could be accepted and that would be 
ideal from the policy maker’s perspective to  
carry forward and follow the idea of 
environmental protection through poverty 
alleviation policies [27, page 2171]. However, if 
poverty is endogenous, or itself caused by 
deforestation, then a feedback loop is possible, 
where more deforestation leads to further 
endogenous poverty.  In the end, this 
theorization supports the “downward spiral” view 
[68; 78], demonstrating how deforestation 
reinforces each other.   
 
Although the majority of the literature that we 
discussed here in the above paragraphs show 
marginal groups adopting deforestation activities, 
very few freely chose these activities and many  
had left with no choices but to adopt 
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unsustainable practices of deforestation [27]. 
Economic conditions and increased 
vulnerabilities with regard to markets and 
institutions as well as the environment, often 
caused by the activities of elite and powerful 
section of the society, left marginal groups with 
very few other alternatives other than to adopt 
resource mining activities [27]. Thus, the possible 
link from poverty to deforestation is not so well 
established as the link from deforestation to 
poverty. From the above discussion, the poor 
can not blamed as the main culprit behind 
deforestation.  Rather, the poor in many cases 
are more aware about local land, forest, and 
water resources, as their lives and livelihoods are 
often more entangled and dependent on these 
resources. In fact, Broad,1994 (75) discussed, in 
some cases the poor are mobilizing to protest the 
high costs of deforestation that they are 
experiencing [3]. 

As many scholars illustrates, distinguishing      
the root causes and effect of the poverty-
deforestation relationship is critical for        
creating effective policy. For instance, the 
policies that are focused on eliminating 
endogenous poverty will have limited impact        
if the key forces causing deforestation               
are  still present [27]. In other instances, if      
deforestation is caused by only power,        
wealth and greed then the policy measure       
may be intricate by  rent-seeking activities          
by those who are  wealthy and powerful          
[27].  Thus, vested interests have the potential    
of     preventing the adoption of these solutions 
[27, page  2171]. A lack of discernment of       the     
root   causes and connections between defore-   
station and poverty could be one of   the   
reasons why most policies adderssing the 
relation between deforestation and             
poverty    issue   had limited success [27, page 
2172]. 

 
 

Box 1. Poor are in a unique position to conserve the natural resources 

 
Many scholars [for e.g.  Duraiappah (1998) [27], Scherr (2000) [79];  Forsyth et al (1998) [41]; 
Reardon and Vosti (1995) [70];  Cavendish (1999)  [22] indicate that economically disadvantaged 
populations often are in a very different and unique position to conserve resources, and often act 
to do so when institutional and market failures are absent. Research demonstrates the ways the 
poor are uniquely positioned to be stewards of the environment, and often act to preserve the 
environmental resources for which they depend on for sustenance and their livelihoods, 
sometimes even reviving degraded resources. For example, studies [80; 35; 81; 82; 83; 84; 85] 
have found a wide range of environmental outcomes under management by the poor and of 
welfare outcomes following environmental degradation. Researchers  [ 86; 87; 88; 89] reveal that 
poor farmers adopt resource-conserving practices nearly always because these also contribute 
to increased productivity or output stability and are economically viable in the farmers’ context of 
risk and resource constraints  [79]. Such dual-purpose technologies are essential to achieve 
poverty reduction  and environmental policy objectives [79, page 486].  Reardon and Vosti’s 
(1995) [108] concept of ‘conservation investment poverty’ highlights poor people’s limited 
capacity to mobilise critical cash, labour, machinery or other resources, even for highly profitable 
and effective investments. This is partly because of weak institutional development and poor 
functioning of factor markets in many poor rural areas [79]. 
 
A result of this new evidence of variability in poverty–environment interactions has been an 
emerging focus on “sustainable rural livelihoods” [79 page, 481].  Examinations of livelihood 
strategies [for e.g. 89; 90;  91;  92] have revealed that although the rural poor may have limited 
resources, they still have considerable capacity to adapt to environmental degradation, either by 
mitigating its effects on their livelihoods or by rehabilitating degraded resources [79, page 482]. A 
wide variety of coping mechanisms may be used to deal with environmental stress [79, page 
482]. Some of these responses imply further impoverishment (e.g. reducing consumption, 
depleting household, or moving),others may offset the welfare effects of resource degradation 
without improving the natural resource base (e.g. increasing off-farm employment, exploiting 
common property resources) [79]. Some strategies both improve natural resources and reduce 
household poverty by protecting and preserving the asset base, diversifying and improving on-
farm production systems, or taking out credit to invest in future production or resource protection 
[78; 79]. 

Source: [7]. 
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As we have already discussed when land 
becomes deforested, it may be 'the rural poor' 
who do the clearance – but they are seldom the 
real drivers of such actions [26; 27; 32;90; 91; 
92; 93; 94]. Nonetheless, narratives retain 
'general explanatory or descriptive power even 
after...the specific conventional wisdoms on 
which they are based are understood to be 
subject to serious qualification' [2, p. 288]. So 
what then is a narrative's relation to truth? This 
paper interprets narrative to be a representation 
of 'truth' insofar as truth is seen as 'a thing of this 
world... Each society has its regime of truth, its 
general politics of truth: that is, the types of 
discourse that it accepts and makes function as 
true' [95, p.131]. Interpreted as representations 
of truth, narratives can be seen as products of 
Foucault's 'discursive formations' or discourses. 
Post-structuralist modes of analysis such as 
political ecology, grounded in relativist and 
constructivist thinking [96], are a fruitful way to 
investigate the underlying processes, ideologies 
and constructs found in discourse. This essay 
now turns to look at some of these factors in 
order to explain why deforestation narratives that 
blame the rural poor are so pervasive and 
persistent. 
 
3. WHY DEFORESTATION NARRATIVES 

THAT BLAME THE RURAL POOR ARE 
SO PERVASIVE AND PERSISTENT? 

 
Narratives are pervasive because they often play 
on people's preconceptions and prejudices. In 
the case of national media in China, the Theory 
of Himalayan Environmental Degradation (THED 
) narrative is used as propaganda against 
minority ethnic groups. It strengthens what 
Blaikie and Muldavin [29] identify as discursive 
weapons of the state. The role of the media in 
spreading narratives is tremendous, and has 
been exploited by both government and 
conservation non-governmental organisations 
(NGOs) to garner support [97]. It has at times 
also been effectively used by the marginalised 
such as the Kayapo in the Amazon to spread 
counter-narratives, publicise their cause and gain 
international support [98]. 
 
Narratives are persistent because they are hard 
to get rid of. One reason Roe (1991) [2] gives for 
this is that they are universally applicable, yet 
have to be disproved on a case-by-case basis by 
new science, which often does not reduce the 
ambiguity for policymakers, as discussed above. 
Another reason narratives are so persistent is 
that they are products of underlying discourses of 

power whose structures remain the same, 
stacked against the poor who must depend on 
the forest for their livelihood. This can be seen in 
how both in Guinée and Madagascar, the 
transition from colonial to state government was 
not accompanied by change in forest politics 
from the point of the rural poor [97; 98; 99]. 
 
Deforestation narratives persist because the rural 
poor who are able to refute them, are not in a 
position of power to do so. Perceptions of what 
deforestation means or what constitutes it are 
culturally specific. While the colonial 
administrators in Madagascar saw tavy (shifting 
cultivation) as 'irrational', potentially tax-evasive 
and inconvenient for their administration, to the 
Malagasy it was 'culturally and materially the 
most significant' [99, p.157] work that confirmed 
their social identity and cosmology. When 
perceptions of what deforestation is differ and 
one definition is imposed, it is a political act of 
domination. Western perceptions of deforestation 
are now under question as new studies reveal 
that erstwhile 'primeval' jungles are in fact 
secondary growth, and show patterns of past 
human disturbance [100; 101]. New ecological 
models and palaeo-archaeological research at 
larger historical time scales emphasise forest 
resilience and question assumptions of 
irreversible crises that underlie deforestation 
narratives. However, deforestation narratives 
also persist because scientists who are able to 
refute them do so to a limited audience. This is 
not to say that deforestation is not a global 
problem, but that deforestation narratives (as will 
be seen below) can also be viewed as 
expressions of 'eco-anxiety', which also explains 
their persistence and pervasiveness. 
 
Narratives persist because they have a place in 
the human psyche. The myth of unspoiled 
Edenic wilderness is a force in the western 
psyche [101; 102] and conservation 
organisations regularly tap into this through their 
fundraising campaigns to prevent deforestation 
and to save 'pristine wildernesses'. In the case of 
human anxieties, narratives can also be said to 
be pervasive. Western fears of tropical 
deforestation and climate change have been 
recurrent over the past centuries. Records of 
concern over deforestation effects date from after 
1300 in the Canaries and Madeira, and the fear 
of human extinction from climate change was 
raised as early as 1858 [101]. Narratives harness 
on to these collective fears and give them an 
outlet [102]. 
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Another human anxiety such narratives draw on 
is the Malthusian view of population pressure 
exceeding environmental carrying capacity, 
leading to the 'collapse' of civilisation. The Easter 
Island narrative in Collapse: How Societies 
Choose to Fail or Succeed  [103] is a classic 
example of the lure that narratives hold. While 
global overpopulation is a valid concern, the 
effect of population growth and density on 
deforestation remains unclear: studies are to be 
found that both support and disprove this claim, 
and the direction of causality between population 
growth and deforestation or afforestation has yet 
to be established [104]. 
 
Deforestation narratives persist because they are 
'an integral facet of policymaking' [30] - a useful 
political and policymaking tool. Governments are 
the main actors in deforestation issues, and can 
have direct influence through forest clearance, or 
indirectly, through social and economic policies 
[93]. Blaikie and Muldavin [29] compellingly 
illustrate how governments use narratives to 
further their own aims, by examining how the 
Indian and Chinese governments continue to 
support the Theory of Himalayan Environmental 
Degradation (THED), 'one of the first grand 
environmental narratives to be comprehensively 
interrogated and, in large part, rejected' [29, 
p.522] in their domestic policy agendas. The 
THED narrative has all the essential drivers of a 
deforestation narrative: Neo-Malthusian 
population growth, backward agricultural 
practices and deforestation from fuel wood 
collection and clearing for agriculture. The 
narrative persists because it is perpetuated by 
the government to justify policies that restrict 
peoples' access to natural resources (such as 
forest policy or gazetting national parks), dam 
construction, or to relocate people. 
 
Those that are in power are able to maintain their 
authority through the science/policy interface, 
where knowledge produced perpetuates the 
narratives and maintains the status quo. The 
notion of a positivist science feeding into policy 
along a rational policymaking model has been 
called 'naïve' by Blaikie, who suggests a more 
realistic 'discursive process model'. This model 
accommodates the power and effect of 
deforestation narratives. In examining how 
governments create, propagate and use 
narratives to consolidate power, Blaikie and 
Muldavin [29] also examine how science and 
policy are cause, process and result of such 
narratives, and how science itself is socially 
constructed knowledge. Roe [2] explains why this 

may be so when he pointout that new information 
often brings about more ambiguities and 
uncertainties in relation to the simple narrative 
the policymaker was comfortable with, often 
without offering better options for action, so the 
attachment to the possibly incorrect but known 
view is in fact heightened. Policymakers also use 
narratives to justify their decisions, even when 
they have been proved erroneous, because there 
is much at stake behind the decision-making 
process – for instance, the existence of certain 
government ministries (such as for land 
registration in Kenya) relies on the perpetuation 
of a narrative [2]. 
 

4. LINKAGES BETWEEN FOREST 
POLICY AND POWER POLITICS 

 
Looking at the history of deforestation narratives 
raises the question of when did the implication of 
the rural poor in deforestation arise? As 
mentioned above, forest issues are tied to those 
of land control and power. The Norman 
conquerors in England were 'the first who 
consistently linked forest policy and power 
politics'. However, they did not blame the poor 
for deforestation. The use of the deforestation 
narrative as a political tool seems to have arisen 
by the 16th century in German and French forest 
policy, when it was necessary to justify that 
princely decrees were for the common good, and 
wood shortage was invoked [31, p.138]. When 
Grove writes about the colonial concern over 
deforestation, it is with reference to the 
deforestation practices of the colonial capitalist 
venture, and not to the rural poor. He notes from 
the minutes of a meeting at the Royal 
Geographical Society (London, March 1865) that 
with regard to Indian deforestation, a Colonel 
George Balfour contributed that 'Rainfall decline 
in India...was caused principally by the 
deforestation activities of the whole community, 
including European plantation owners' [101, 
p.13]. In Madagascar, Jarosz [99] observes that 
blame was not put on the rural poor until after 
World War II. As can be seen, the poor became 
implicated at different times in different places.  
 
Deforestation narratives are persistent and 
pervasive because they are useful and 
compelling. When a narrative becomes a 
'discursive pawn in “games of the state” [29, 
p.520] it is held on to as long as it is useful and 
expedient to achieving the state's aims, and not 
discarded simply because it has been shown to 
be scientifically dubious, as shown in the case of 
how Indian and Chinese governments have 
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adhered to THED. Along the same lines, 
deforestation narratives persist because they 
continue to be a rallying cry for international 
NGOs in the fight to save biodiversity. 
 
Forest policy by ruling powers from colonial 
government to national government to 
international governance can be seen as part of 
what some scholars calls a legibilitization 
process. This is process in which forest borders 
are delimited, common management is taken 
away from the people, state control is exercised, 
and forest land is zoned and protected for 
various uses. Whether these uses are for forestry 
or for conservation, the result is still the same, in 
that local people's rights and access are limited, 
and they are marginalised. Even in participatory 
approaches today, many of the poor remain 
disempowered in that the management methods 
are still imposed by central authority [30]. Ribot 
et al. explore case studies of forestry 
management decentralisation in Bolivia and 
Nicaragua, where ultimately the power remains 
with central government, and logging 
concessionaires are favoured over the rural 
people, who were then blamed for bad 
management [105]. It is a recurring scenario. 
 
Deforestation narratives persist because they 
garner international support and funding for 
developing countries and for conservation 
organizations [7; 8]. The Convention on 
Biological Diversity (CBD) in Rio in 1992 brought 
deforestation to global prominence. It was 
conceived in response to northern NGOs' 
concern over tropical deforestation (but was 
superseded by the issue of bioprospecting) [98]. 
As neoliberalism grew so did the power and 
reach of multilaterals in the international arena. 
The sustainable development discourse 
introduced by the Brundtland Commission 
enabled a dual environment-development 
agenda, and many development agencies such 
as the World Bank took on environmental 
prerogatives [94; 19; 20; 106]. With their funding 
packages came environmental conditions [107]. 
One way these played out at the administrative 
level in Guinée was that government officials 
responded by declaring needs in keeping with 
the narratives that pulled funding, rather than 
actual needs, thereby using and perpetuating the 
narratives. 

 
Socio-economic factors underlie narratives that 
blame deforestation on the rural poor. Fairhead 
and Leach (1996) [30] relate how during colonial 
rule in Guinée and Kissidougou, villagers were 

(wrongly) blamed for threatening the natural 
resources (such as wild rubber trees - on which 
'the colonial economy was heavily dependent') 
through their livelihood practices which were 
perceived to cause land degradation. In more 
recent years foreign loan packages, and the 
'greening of aid' (ibid.) meant that 'presenting a 
degrading or threatened environment has 
become an imperative to gain access to donors' 
funds'. And so the deforestation narrative was 
perpetuated by urban and educated officials who 
viewed the villagers as backward and incapable 
managers, and perpetuated this view by blaming 
them in order to access donor funding [30, p.267-
268]. 
 
The role of international conservation NGOs in 
perpetuating the deforestation narrative is 
significant, in keeping with the growing power of 
conservation science and conservation NGOs 
[108]. In the past decades conservation 
organisations have done more than any global 
body to raise international awareness on tropical 
deforestation. It is a testament to this success 
that most people believe that the rainforest is the 
most threatened by deforestation, when other 
types of tropical forest actually experience more 
deforestation [104], but are less a cause célèbre. 
This is because the aim of conservation 
organisations is to save biodiversity, and 
rainforests are recognised to contain the greatest 
amount of biodiversity [93]. The urgency to 
prevent rainforest deforestation is then not the 
save the forests per se, but to save the habitat of 
the species they contain. Fairhead and Leach 
coined the term 'Tropical Forest International' 
[30] to describe the internationalisation of tropical 
forests through the vortex of knowledge 
production and funding by international 
conservation organisations, who work top down 
with national governments, leading also to 
accusations of 'eco-imperialism'. The classic 
method of conservation is the protected area, 
which separates people from 'nature' and has 
traditionally blamed the poor for degrading 
wilderness and criminalise customary practices 
[109]. Deforestation narratives are thus 
perpetuated in order to justify the policy of 
exclusion. 
 
5. CONCLUSION 
 
There is much contention about the poverty-
deforestation link, postulated by two differing 
general approaches. The first postulates that 
poverty is a key factor behind deforestation, 
particularly in developing countries [26; 27 page 
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2170; also see 10; 16; 17; 18; 19; 20; 38; 47; 48; 
49; 50]. 
 
This predominate approach argues that in order 
for policy makers to address deforestation 
issues, they must first analyse and give priority to 
tackle the poverty issues [27 ] and is evidenced 
in the World development Report (World Bank 
1992) [15], Bruntland Report 1987 [94], and also 
discussed more carefully in Perrings (1989) [73] 
and Baland and Platteau (1996) [74] [7].    
 
A second broad school of thought argues, 
through a variety of differing theories and 
postulations that the generalisation of  poverty-
deforestation direct link is too simple and the 
nexus between them is governed by a complex 
web of factors  [for e.g. 26; 27; 30; 74; 75]. For 
example, a body of economic literature [ 33; 34; 
42; 43; 78; 86; 91; 111; 112; 113; 114; 115; 116; 
117]  disputes the conventional theory by 
asserting that this simple generalisation of 
multifaceted problem is fallacious  [see 69] and 
miss many other complex factors such as 
institutional, cultural and demographic that come 
into play in the connection between environment 
and poverty [ 27, page 2169] [7] .  A complicated 
link of these factors in addition to feedback loops 
between poverty and environmental degradation 
[87] make the  process of identifying causality 
links between this poverty and deforestation 
nexus a non-trivial exercise [27, page 2169].  
 
Different case studies (for example of land, forest 
and water), examined by many scholars, that we 
discussed in this paper  show that power, greed, 
market failure and institutional failure are the 
major factors behind deforestation , not poor 
people themselves, while deforestation 
negatively impacts poor groups. Studies [for e.g. 
64; 84; 85; 117; 118; 119; 120; 121; 122; 123; 
124; 125; 126; 127; 128; 129; 130; 131; 132; 
133; 134; 135; 136] also show that poor  people 
often have a high level of awareness about the 
forest (and environment), and are in a position to 
protect the environment, as a sustainable 
environment will support their livelihoods. Hence, 
we can say that the ‘poverty causes 
deforestation’ argument is vastly insufficient for 
understanding the nature of these processes [7].  
Many policies will not be effective if they overlook 
the root causes and only see one direct link 
between deforestation and poverty, ignoring 
other contributing factors and feedback loops [7].  
 
In addition, critiques of theorizations of a 
“downward spiral” [24; 68; 87] are furthered by 

research [ 94; 22; 24]  that suggests 
marginalized section of rural areas is able to 
adopt protective mechanism through collective 
action that minimizes the negative outcomes of 
deforestation-led-environmental change [41; 7]. 
Such research indicates that some recent ideas 
related to deforestation are  based upon 
misguided linkages of human activity on 
deforestation-led-environmental change [97]  in 
effect bypassing many of the most pressing 
environmental problems that currently affect poor 
people [41].To achieve the goal of poverty 
reduction and environmental protection there is 
the urgent need to deeply understand the critical 
link of deforestation and poverty and at the same 
time authorize policy options to  eliminate these 
two major problems [7].  
 
Narratives that blame deforestation on the rural 
poor are pervasive and persistent because their 
subjects – deforestation and poverty, constitute a 
story that is known and enacted worldwide. They 
appear logical and are easy to believe, and they 
spread easily, like good stories. This paper has 
tried to touch on the similarities of these 
narratives in different places. It has attempted to 
show how deforestation narratives are based on 
basic assumptions or inherited knowledge that 
can be false, but which are nonetheless 
reinforced through science and policy. It 
suggests that this is because they are used by 
powerful actors such as government or 
international organisations, who can control the 
production of science and policy. Through this 
science/policy discourse the actors perpetuate a 
cycle of power for themselves and of poverty for 
the rural poor who are blamed for deforestation. 
As products of underlying discourses, 
deforestation narratives embody power 
relationships and the status quo, and are 
culturally entrenched. They exist in western 
cultural belief and imagination, which has been a 
force behind international conservation 
organisations and multilateral institutions. 
Deforestation narratives are lived in the tropical 
countries where 'continuing conflict serves to 
further the persistence of received wisdoms, for 
in conflicts they are both hardened and 
constantly tested (and thus adapted and 
improved)' [137, p.268]. 
 
It is generally agreed that policy failure is the root 
cause of deforestation, and that good 
governance is a prerequisite for policy 
corrections [138]. Unfortunately, in many 
countries where there is deforestation, 
government is corrupt and illegal logging is 
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rampant [104]. If deforestation narratives support 
government policy, it therefore works in the 
interest of the government to maintain such 
narratives. The problem then is how to challenge 
or undermine such narratives. One way of 
challenging narratives is to find ways in which 
they can be improved or superseded [2]. Another 
way would be to legalise certain aspects of them 
that have been criminalised, as Kill has proposed 
with regard to lighting fires in Madagascar [137]. 
A third suggestion on how to challenge 
deforestation narratives is through counter-
narratives. One way counter-narratives are 
created is when people are able to voice their 
own story, as the Kayapo in the Amazon did. But 
these remain the exception, and until the 
marginalised can be heard, they will remain the 
scapegoats. Another way of creating counter-
narratives is through narrative deconstruction 
[29]. It might be asked how deconstructing 
deforestation narratives that blame the rural poor 
will affect policymaking decisions. This is 
unlikely, but can be seen as an attempt to 
remove a discursive tool that is used to 
perpetuate social injustice. Identifying such 
narratives for what they are is an important first 
step. 
 

COMPETING INTERESTS 
 
Author has declared that no competing interests 
exist. 

 
REFERENCES 
 
1. UNDP, EC (European Commission). 

Attacking poverty while protecting the 
environment: Towards win-win policy 
options. Poverty and Environment Initiative 
Synthesis Paper prepared by J. Ambler. 
UNDP, New York; 2000.  

2. Roe EM, Development narratives, or 
making the best of blueprint development. 
World Development. 1991;19(4):287-300. 

3. Anon. Definitions of environment 
degradation [online]. 2007;11:14. 
UTC, 2007   
[Cited 2019 January 05]  

4. Mennonite. Poverty and environmental 
degradation. [Internet]. 2007;13:55. UTC 
[cited 2019 January 05].  
Available:http:restoringeden.org/resources/
denominationalstatements/Mennonite 

5. Andersen PP. Rajul PC. Poverty, food 
security, and the environment. [Internet]. 
2007;11:13-55. UTC  

[cited 2019 January 07].  
Available:http://www.ifpri.org/2020/briefs/n
umber29.htm 

6. Roberson MR. Evolutionary biologists aim 
to protect madagascar’s plants and 
animals. [Online]; 2007.  
[Cited 2019 January 08]  
Available:http://www.actionbioscience.org/
evolution/roberson.html 

7. Rai J. Understanding Poverty-
Environment Relationship from 
Sustainable Development Perspectives. 
Journal of Geography, Environment and 
Earth Science International. 2019;19(1): 
1-19. 
Available:https://doi.org/10.9734/jgeesi/20
19/v19i130077 

8. Rai J, Soni S. Approaches to 
environmental decision making through 
human-environment relationship 
perspectives. Journal of Geography, 
Environment and Earth Science 
International. 2019;18(4);1-13. 
Available:https://doi.org/10.9734/JGEESI/
2018/46256 

9. Bojö J, Reddy RC. Poverty reduction 
strategies: A review of 40 interim and full 
PRSPs. Environment Department Paper. 
World Bank, Washington, D.C; 2002. 

10. Gerber N, Nkonya E, von Braun J. 
in Marginality: Addressing the nexus of 
Poverty, Exclusion and Ecology (eds von 
Braun J. & Gatzweiler, F. W.) (Springer, 
Dordrecht). A thorough and 
comprehensive review of the issues and 
challenges in assessing the links between 
land degradation and poverty globally. 
2014;181–202. 

11. Ekbom A, Bojö J. Poverty and 
environment: Evidence of links and 
integration into the country assistance 
strategy process. Environment Group, 
Africa Region, World Bank. Washington, 
D.C; 1999. 

12. OECD (Organisation for Economic Co-
operation and Development). Poverty-
environment linkages. Working Party on 
Development Cooperation and the 
Environment (February 14). Paris; 2001a. 

13. Vedeld P, Angelsen A, Bojö J, Sjaastad E, 
Kobugabe BG. Forest environmental 
incomes  and  the rural  poor. Forest  
Policy Econ. 2007;9:869-879. 

14. Aggrey N, Wambugu S, Karugia J, Wanga 
E. An investigation of the poverty- 
environmental degradation nexus: A case 
study of katonga basin in Uganda. 



 
 
 
 

Rai; JGEESI, 20(1): 1-15, 2019; Article no.JGEESI.48103 
 
 

 
10 

 

Research Journal of Environmental and  
Earth Sciences. 2010;2(2):82-88. 

15. World Bank. (World Development Report): 
development and the environment. Oxford 
University Press, Oxford. 1992. 

16. World Bank. Five years after Rio: 
Innovations in environmental policy. 
Environmentally Sustainable Development 
Studies and Monographs Series No. 18. 
Washington, D.C; 1997. 

17. World Bank. Assessing aid: What works, 
what doesn’t, and why. A World Bank 
Policy Research Report. Oxford University 
Press, Oxford; 1998.  

18. World Bank. Greening industry: New roles 
for communities, markets, and 
governments. Washington, D.C; 2000a. 

19. World Bank. Climate-Smart Healthcare: 
low-carbon and resilience strategies for the 
health sector. World Bank, Washington, 
DC. © World Bank; 2017. 
Available:https://openknowledge.worldban
k.org/handle/10986/27809 License: CC BY 
3.0 IGO. 

20. World Bank Group. World Bank group 
approach and action plan for climate 
change and health. World Bank, 
Washington, DC. © World Bank; 2017. 
Available:https://openknowledge.worldban
k.org/handle/10986/27808 License: CC BY 
3.0 IGO. 

21. Ambler J. Attacking Poverty While 
Improving the Environment: Toward Win–
Win Policy Options. Background technical 
paper prepared for the September Forum 
of Ministers Meeting under the UNDP–EC 
Poverty and Environment Initiative; UNDP. 
1999. 

22. Cavendish, William. ‘Empirical regularities 
in the poverty- environment relationship of  
rural households: Evidence from 
Zimbabwe. World Development. 2000; 
28(11):1979-2003.  
Elsevier Science Ltd, UK 

23. Narain U, Gupta S, van‘t Veld K. Poverty 
and resource dependence in rural 
India. Ecol. Econ. 2008;66:161–176 

24. Barbier E. Natural Resources and 
Economic Development, Cambridge: 
Cambridge University Press; 2005. 

25. Myers N, Kent J. Environmental exodus - 
an emergent crisis in the global. Arena, 
Climate Institute: Washington, DC; 1995.  

26. Duraiappah A. Poverty and environmental 
degradation: A literature review and 
analysis, “CREED working paper Series 

No.8, London. International Institute for 
Environment and Development; 1996. 

27. Duraiappah A. Poverty and environmental 
degradation: A review and analysis, of the 
nexus. World Development. 1998;26(12): 
2169-79. 

28. Leighton M. Environmental degradation 
and migration. In Drylands, Poverty and 
Development. Proceedings of the World 
Bank Round Table. World Bank, 
Washington, D.C; 1999.  
Available:ids/idsb/2002/00000033/0000000
1/art00002 [Accessed March 18, 2009]. 

29. Blaikie PM. Muldavin JSS. Upstream, 
downstream, China, India: The politics of 
environment in the himalayan region. 
Annals of the Association of American 
Geographers. 2004;94(3):520-548.  
DOI:http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-
8306.2004.00412.x  
[Accessed January 10, 2019] 

30. Fairhead J, Leach M. Misreading the 
African landscape: society and ecology in 
a forest-savanna mosaic, Cambridge: 
Cambridge University Press; 1996. 

31. Radkau J. Nature and Power: A Global 
History of the Environment, Cambridge: 
Cambridge University Press; 2008. 

32. Peprah P, Abalo EM, Amoako J, Nyonyo J, 
Duah WA, Adomako I. The reality from the 
myth: The poor as main agents of forest 
degradation: Lessons from ashanti region, 
Ghana. Environmental and Socioeconomic 
Studies. 2017;5(3):2017. 

33. Grainger A. The Threatening desert: 
Controlling desertification. Earthscan 
Publications; 1990. 

34. Grainger A. Is land degradation neutrality 
feasible in dry areas? J. Arid 
Environ. 2015;112:14–24. 

35. FAO. The state of food and agriculture. 
Leveraging Food Systems for Inclusive 
Rural Transformation; 2017. 

36. Nunan F, with U, Grant G, Bahiigwa T, 
Muramira P, Bajracharya, D, Pritchard, 
Jose Vargas M. Poverty and the 
environment: Measuring the links. A Study 
of PovertyEnvironment Indicators with 
Case Studies from Nepal, Nicaragua and 
Uganda. Environment Policy Department. 
Department for International Development, 
London. 2002;2. 

37. Ganjanapan Santita. Liberation ecology: 
Development. Sustainability, and 
Environment in an Age of Law and Society 
Review. 1996;28(3):433–52. 



 
 
 
 

Rai; JGEESI, 20(1): 1-15, 2019; Article no.JGEESI.48103 
 
 

 
11 

 

38. Olinto P, Beegle K, Sobrado C, Uematsu 
H. The state of the poor: Where are the 
poor, where is extreme poverty harder to 
end, and what is the current profile of the 
World’s poor?; 2013.  
Available:www.worldbank.org/economicpre 

39. Tajul, Ariffin, Marson, Yogeeswari 
Subramaniam. Does poverty cause 
environmental degradation? evidence from 
developing countries. Journal of poverty. 
Volume; 2019;23.                                                                           

40. Leighton M. “Environmental degradation 
and migration.” In Drylands, Poverty and 
Development. Proceedings of the World 
Bank Round Table. World Bank, 
Washington, D.C; 1999. 

41. Forsyth T, Leach M. with i scoones:  
Poverty and environment: Priorities for 
research and policy: An overview study. 
Prepared for the United Nations 
Development Programme and European 
Commission. Institute of Development 
Studies, Falmer, Sussex, UK; 1998.  

42. Barbier EB, López RE, Hochard JP. Debt, 
poverty and resource management in a 
rural smallholder economy. Environ. 
Resource Econ. 2016;65:411–427.  

43. Barbier EB. Links between economic 
liberalization and rural resource 
degradation in the developing 
regions. Agric. Econ; 2000;23:299–310. 

44. Barbier EB. The economic linkages 
between rural poverty and land 
degradation: Some evidence from 
Africa. Agric. Ecosyst. Environ. 2000;82: 
355–370.  

45. Barrett CB, Garg T, McBride L. Well-being 
dynamics and poverty traps. Annu. Rev. 
Resour. Econ. 2016;8:303–327. 

46. DFID (Department for International 
Development). Achieving sustainability: 
Poverty elimination and the environment. 
Strategies for Achieving the International 
Development Targets. London; 2000a. 

47. OECD (Organisation for Economic Co-
operation and Development). Poverty-
environment linkages. Working Party on 
Development Cooperation and the 
Environment (February 14). Paris; 2001a. 

48. OECD (Organisation for Economic Co-
operation and Development). Sustainable 
Development, Critical Issues. Paris; 2001b. 

49. OECD (Organisation for Economic Co-
operation and Development). The DAC 
guidelines. Strategies for Sustainable 
Development: Guidance for Development 
Cooperation. Paris; 2001c. 

50. OECD (Organisation for Economic Co-
operation and Development). DAC 
Guidelines on Integrating the ‘Rio 
Conventions’ in Development Cooperation. 
DCD/DAC. Paris. 2002;19.  

51. Millennium ecosystem assessment 
synthesis report, pre-publication final draft 
approved by ma board on March 23. A 
Report of the Millennium Ecosystem 
Assessment; 2005. 

52. UNDP and EC (European Commission). A 
Better Life…With Nature’s Help: Success 
Stories. Poverty and Environment Initiative. 
UNDP, New York; 1999a. 

53. UNDP, EC (European Commission). 
Community and household water 
management: The key to environmental 
regeneration and poverty alleviation. 
Poverty and Environment Initiative 
Background Paper prepared by A. Agarwal 
and S. Narain. UNDP, New York. 1999;2b. 

54. UNDP. EC (European Commission). 
Economic reforms, globalization, poverty 
and the environment. Poverty and 
Environment Initiative Background Paper 
prepared by D. Reed and H. Rosa. UNDP, 
New York. 1999;5c.  

55. UNDP. EC (European Commission). 
Energy as it relates to poverty alleviation 
and environmental protection. Poverty and 
Environment Initiative Background Paper 
prepared by E. Morris and S.C. Rajan. 
UNDP, New York. 1999;4d.  

56. UNDP. EC (European Commission). 
Forests and the poverty-environment 
nexus. Poverty and Environment Initiative 
Background Paper prepared by J.E.M. 
Arnold and P. Bird. UNDP, New York. 
1999;6e. 

57. UNDP. EC (European Commission). Links 
between poverty and the environment in 
Urban areas of Africa, Asia and Latin 
America. Poverty and Environment 
Initiative Background Paper prepared by D. 
Satterthwaite. UNDP, New York. 1999;1f. 

58. UNDP. EC (European Commission). 
Poverty-Environment interactions in 
agriculture: Key factors and policy 
implications. Poverty and Environment 
Initiative Background Paper prepared by S. 
Scherr. UNDP, New York. 1999;3g. 

59. UNDP. EC (European Commission). 
Attacking poverty while protecting the 
environment: Towards win-win policy 
options. Poverty and Environment Initiative 
Synthesis Paper prepared by J. Ambler. 
UNDP, New York; 2000. 



 
 
 
 

Rai; JGEESI, 20(1): 1-15, 2019; Article no.JGEESI.48103 
 
 

 
12 

 

60. IIED/IUCN/UNDP/UNEP/WRI: Sustaining 
the Environment to Fight Poverty and 
Achieve the MDGs: The Economic case 
and priorities for action – A massage to the 
2005 world Summit. Printed by Bedwick & 
Jones Printing, Inc. UNDP, New York; 
2005. 

61. Nunan F, Grant U, Bahiigwa G, Muramira 
T, Bajracharya P, Pritchard D, Jose M, 
Vargas. Poverty and the environment: 
Measuring the links. A Study of 
PovertyEnvironment Indicators with Case 
Studies from Nepal, Nicaragua and 
Uganda. Environment Policy Department. 
Department for International Development, 
London. 2002;2. 

62. WRI (World Resources Institute). World 
resources 1996–1997. The Urban 
Environment. Oxford University Press, 
Oxford; 1996. 

63. WRI (World Resources Institute). World 
resources 2000–2001. People and 
Ecosystems. Washington, D.C; 2000. 

64. DFID (Department for International 
Development). Achieving Sustainability: 
Poverty Elimination and the Environment. 
Strategies for Achieving the International 
Development Targets. London; 2000a. 

65. DFID (Department for International 
Development). Integrating Sustainability 
into PRSPs: The Case of Uganda. 
Environmental Policy Department. London; 
2000b.  

66. DFID (Department for International 
Development).  Strategies for Sustainable 
Development: Can Country-level Strategic 
Planning Frameworks Converge to 
Achieve Sustainabili-ty and Eliminate 
Poverty? DFID Background Briefing. 
London; 2000c. 

67. Boyce JK: Inequality as a cause of 
environmental degradation. Ecological 
Economics. 1994;11(3).  

68. Ahmed AU, Vargas Hill R, Naeem F. 
In marginality: Addressing the Nexus of 
Poverty. Exclusion and Ecology (eds von 
Braun, J. & Gatzweiler, F. W.). 2014;85–
99. (Springer, Berlin,). 

69. Leach and Mearns: Poverty and 
environment in developing countries: An 
overview study. Institute for Development 
Studies, University of Sussex, Brighton, 
UK; 1995. 

70. Reardon, Thomas, Stephen. Vosti: “links 
between rural poverty and the environment 
in developoing countries: Assets 

categories and investment poverty,” World 
Development. 1995;23(9):1495-1506. 

71. Myers N, Kent J.  Environmental exodus: 
An emergent crisis in the global arena. 
Washington D.C: The Climate Institute; 
1995. 

72. Mink S. Poverty, population and the 
environment, World Bank Discussion, 
World Bank: Washington, DC. 1993;189. 

73. Perrings C. An optimal path to extinction?: 
Poverty and resource degradation in the 
agrarian economy. Journal of Development 
Economics. 1989;30(1):1-24. 

74. Baland, Jean-Marie. Jean-Philippe 
platteau: Halting degradation of natural 
resources: Is there role for rural 
communities. Food and Agriculture 
Organisation; 1996. 

75. Broad R.  The poor and the environment: 
Friends or foes. World Development. 
1994;22(6):811-822. 

76. Hughes B, Irfan M, Khan H, Kumar K, 
Rothman D, Solórzano J. 'Reducing global 
poverty: Patterns of potential human 
progress. 2009;1. 

77. Mennonite. Poverty and environmental 
degradation. [Internet]. 2007;13:55. UTC 
[cited 2019 January 05].  
Available:http:restoringeden.org/resources/
denominationalstatements/Mennonite 

78. Debela B, Shively G, Angelsen A Wik M. 
Economic shocks, diversification, and 
forest use in Uganda. Land 
Econ. 2012;88:139–154. 

79. Scherr SJ. A downword spiral? Research 
evidence on the relationship between 
poverty and natural resource degradation. 
Food Policy. 2000;25(4):479-98. 

80. UNDP-UNEP Poverty-Environment 
Initiative. Mainstreaming poverty 
environment linkages into development 
planning: A handbook for practitioners. 
UNDP-UNEP Poverty-Environment 
Facility; 2009. 

81. Narloch U, Bangalore M. The multifaceted 
relationship between environmental risks 
and poverty: New insights from 
Vietnam. Environment and Development 
Economics. 2018;23(3). 

82. Ravallion M. Are the World's poorest being 
left behind? NBER Working Paper No. 
20791. Cambridge, MA: National Bureau of 
Economic Research, Inc; 2014. 

83. Tschakert P. The ability of the poor to 
cope. Forthcoming as a World Bank Policy 
Research Working Paper; 2015. 



 
 
 
 

Rai; JGEESI, 20(1): 1-15, 2019; Article no.JGEESI.48103 
 
 

 
13 

 

84. Winsemius HC, Jongman B, Veldkamp TIE
Hallegatte S, Bangalore M, Ward PJ.  Disa
ster risk, climate change, and poverty: 
Assessing the global exposure of poor 
people to floods and 
droughts. Environment and Development 
Economics. 2018;23(3).   
Available:https://doi.org/10.1017/S1355770
X17000444.Google Scholar 

85. Wunder S, Börner J, Shively G, Wyman M. 
Safety nets, gap filling and forests: A 
global-comparative perspective.  A 
landmark and unique comparative study of 
uses of the surrounding natural 
environment by rural households and 
communities worldwide. World Dev. 
2014;64:S29–S42.  

86. Davis KF, D’Odorico P, Rulli C. Land 
grabbing: A preliminary quantification of 
economic impacts on rural 
livelihoods. Popul. Environ. 2014;36:180–
192. 

87. Angelsen A, Dokken T. Climate exposure, 
vulnerability and environmental reliance: A 
cross-section analysis of structural and 
stochastic poverty. Environment and 
Development Economics. 2018;23(3).   
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1355770X180000
13. 

88. Angelsen A, Jagger P, Babigumira R, Belc
her, B Hogarth, NJ, Bauch S, Börner J, Sm
ith-Hall C, Wunder S. Environmental 
income and rural livelihoods: A global-
comparative analysis. World Development, 
Forests, Livelihoods, and Conservation. 
2014;64:S12–S28. 
Available: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.worldde
v.2014.03.006. 

89. Eskander SMSU, Barbier EB. Tenure 
security, human capital and soil 
conservation in an overlapping generation 
rural economy. Ecol. Econ. 2017;135:176–
185.  . 

90. Dell’Angelo J, D’Odorico P, Rulli MC, 
Marchand P. The tragedy of the grabbed 
commons: Coercion and dispossession in 
the global land rush. World Dev. 2017;92: 
1–12. 

91. Holden S, Otsuka K. The roles of land 
tenure reforms and land markets in the 
context of population growth and land use 
intensification in Africa. Food 
Policy. 2014;48:88–97. 

92. Robinson EJZ. Resource-dependent 
livelihoods and the natural resource 
base.  A comprehensive review of the 
empirical evidence of how poor rural 

households depend on the surrounding 
natural environment. Annu. Rev. Resour. 
Econ. 2016;8:281–301.  

93. Millennium ecosystem assessment. 2005. 
Available:http://www.millenniumassessmen
t.org/en/Index.aspx  
[Accessed December 26, 2018]. 

94. World commission on environment and 
development: Our Common future, report 
of the World Commission on environment 
and development. Oxford University Press: 
Oxford,  UK; 1987. 

95. Foucault M, Sheridan A. Archaeology of 
knowledge, London: Routledge; 1972. 

96. Robbins P, Political ecology: A critical 
introduction, Oxford: Wiley-Blackwell; 
2004. 

97. Fairhead J, Leach M. Science, society and 
power: environmental knowledge and 
policy in West Africa and the Caribbean. 
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press; 
2003. 

98. Mulder M, Coppolillo P. Conservation: 
linking ecology, economics, and culture, 
oxford. Princeton University Press; 2005. 

99. Jarosz L. Defining deforestation in 
madascgar. In R. Peet & M. Watts, eds. 
Liberation Ecologies. Routledge. 
1996;148-164. 

100. Bayliss-Smith T, Hviding, E, Whitmore T. 
Rainforest composition and histories of 
human disturbance in solomon islands. 
AMBIO: A Journal of the Human 
Environment, 2003;32(5):346-352. 

101. Grove R, The origins of environmentalism. 
Nature. 1990;345(6270):11-14.  
Available:http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/345011
a0  
[Accessed March 16, 2009] 

102. Grove RH. Ecology, climate and empire: 
colonialism and global environmental 
history. Cambridge: White Horse Press. 
1997;1400-1940. 

103. Diamond JM. Collapse: How Societies 
Choose to Fail Or Succeed, London: 
Viking; 2005. 

104. Folmer H, van Kooten G. Deforestation. In 
B. Lomborg, ed. solutions for the world's 
biggest problems: Costs and benefits. 
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 
2007;125-145. 

105. Ribot JC, Agrawal A, Larson AM. 
Recentralizing while decentralizing: How 
national governments reappropriate forest 
resources. World Development. 2006; 
34(11):1864-1886. 
Available:http://www.sciencedirect.com/sci



 
 
 
 

Rai; JGEESI, 20(1): 1-15, 2019; Article no.JGEESI.48103 
 
 

 
14 

 

ence/article/B6VC6-4KXWK2V-
4/2/65f798dc9c22206540e7d4031923ab6
d  
[Accessed March 16, 2009] 

106. WRI (World Resources Institute). World 
resources. People and Ecosystems. 
Washington, D.C. 2000; 2000–2001. 

107. McAfee K. Selling nature to save it? 
Biodiversity and green developmentalism. 
Environment and Planning D: Society and 
Space. 1999;17(2):133–154.  
Available:http://www.envplan.com/abstract
.cgi?id=d170133  
[Accessed December 13, 2018] 

108. Adams W, Hutton J. People, parks and 
poverty: Political ecology and biodiversity 
conservation. Conservation and Society, 
2007;5(2):147-183. 

109. Neumann R. Nature-State-Territory: 
Toward a critical theorization of 
conservation enclosures. In R. Peet & M. 
Watts, eds. Liberation Ecologies. London: 
Routledge. 2004;195-218. 

110. Mainstreaming Environment and Climate 
for Poverty Reduction and Sustainable 
Development – A Handbook to Strengthen 
Planning and budgeting Processes; 
UNDP−UN Environment Poverty 
Environment Initiative; 2015.  

111. Global Land Outlook – First Edition; United 
Nations Convention to Combat 
Desertification, 2017 Communications and 
Outreach Bridge Strategy; UNDP−UN 
Environment Poverty-Environment Action 
for Sustainable Development Goals; 2018. 

112. Vogt JV, et al. Monitoring and assessment 
of land degradation and desertification: 
Towards new conceptual and integrated 
approaches. Land Degrad. Dev. 2011;22: 
150–165. 

113. Stavi H, Lal R. Achieving zero net land 
degradation: challenges and opportunities. 
J. Arid Environ. 2015;112:44–51. 

114. West PC, et al. Leverage points of 
improving global food security and the 
environment. Science. 2014;345:325–328. 

115. Lambin EF, Meyfroidt P. Global land use 
change, economic globalization, and the 
looming land scarcity. Proc. Natl Acad. Sci. 
USA. 2011;108:3465–3472. 

116. Mirzabaev A, Nkonya E, von Braun J. 
Economics of sustainable land 
management. Curr. Opin. Env. Sustain. 
2015;15:9–19. 

117. Dell’Angelo J, D’Odorico P, Rulli MC. 
Marchand P. The tragedy of the grabbed 
commons: Coercion and dispossession in 

the global land rush. World Dev. 2017;92: 
1–12. 

118. United Nations (UN):  Report of the world 
summit on sustainable development. 
Johannesburg, South Africa, 26 August- 4 
September; 2002. 

119. United Nations (UN): Transforming Our 
world: The 2030 Agenda for Sustainable 
Development; 2015. 

120. UNDP: United Nations Development 
Programme Poverty Report: Overcoming 
Poverty, UNDP, New York. 2000. 

121. Brunner J, Seymour F, Badenoch N, 
Ratner B. Forest problems and law 
enforcement in southeast Asia: The role of 
local communities. World Resources 
Institute, Washington, D.C; 2000. 

122. Stephane Hallegatte, Mook Bangalore, 
Laura Bonzanigo, Marianne Fay, Tamaro 
Kane, Ulf Narloch, Julie Rozenberg, David 
Treguer, and Adrien Vogt-Schilb. 
CLIMATE CHANG AND DEVELOMENT 
SERIES. SHOCK WAVES Climate Change 
and Development Series Managing the 
Impacts of Climate Change on Poverty. © 
2016 International Bank for Reconstruction 
and Development / The World Bank 1818 
H Street NW, Washington, DC 20433.  

123. de Graaf J. Factors influencing adoption 
and continued use of long-term soil and 
water conservation measures in five 
developing countries. Appl. Geogr. 2008; 
28:271–280. 

124. Shiferaw BA, Okello J, Reddy RV. 
Adoption and adaptation of natural 
resource management innovations in 
smallholder agriculture: Reflections on key 
lessons and best practices. Environ. Dev. 
Sustain. 2009;11:601–619. 

125. Battacharya H, Innes R. Income and the 
environment in rural India: Is there a 
poverty trap? Am. J. Agric. Econ. 
2013;95:42–69. 

126. Akter S, Mallick B. The poverty–
vulnerability–resilience nexus: evidence 
from Bangladesh. Ecological Economics. 
2013;96:114–124. 

127. Baulch B. Why Poverty Persists: Poverty 
dynamics in Asia and Africa. Cheltenham, 
UK: Edward Elgar Publishing; 2011. 

128. Brouwer R, Akter S, Brander L, Haque E. 

Socioeconomic vulnerability and 

adaptation to environmental risk: A case 

study of climate change and flooding in 

Bangladesh. Risk Analysis. 2007;27(2): 

313–326. 



 
 
 
 

Rai; JGEESI, 20(1): 1-15, 2019; Article no.JGEESI.48103 
 
 

 
15 

 

129. Carter MR, Janzen SA. Social protection in 
the face of climate change: Targeting 
principles and financing mechanisms. 
Environment and Development 
Economics. 2018;23.  
DOI:https://doi.org/10.1017/ S1355770X17
000407 

130. Castañeda A, Doan D, Newhouse D, Nguy
en, MC Uematsu H and Azevedo JP. A 
new profile of the global poor. World 
Development. 2018;101:250–267. 

131. Dennig F, Budolfson MB, Fleurbaey M, Sie
bert, A and socolow, RH. Inequality, 
climate impacts on the future poor, and 
carbon prices. Proceedings of the National 
Academy of Sciences. 2015;112:15827–
15832.  

132. Hallegatte S, Rozenberg J.  Climate 
change through a poverty lens. Nature 
Climate Change. 2017;7:250–256. 

133. Hulme D, Shepherd A. Conceptualizing 
chronic poverty. World Development. 
2003;31:403–423. 

134. Karim A, Noy I. Poverty and natural 
disasters: A Meta-Analysis. SEF Working 
Paper Series 04/2014. Wellington: School 
of Economics and Finance, Victoria 
University of Wellington. 

135. Wunder S, Noack F, Angelsen A. Climate, 
crops, and forests: A pan-tropical analysis 
of household income generation. 
Environment and Development 
Economics. 2018;23(3). Google Scholar 

136. Pingali P, Schneider K, Zurek M. 
In marginality: Addressing the Nexus of 
Poverty, Exclusion and Ecology (eds von 
Braun, J. & Gatzweiler, F. W.). 2014;151–
168. (Springer, Berlin). 

137. Kull CA. Isle of fire, Chicago: University of 
Chicago Press; 2004. 

138. Ascher W, Healy RG. Natural resource 
policymaking in developing countries. 
Durham: Duke University Press; 1990. 
 

_________________________________________________________________________________ 
© 2019 Rai; This is an Open Access article distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution License 
(http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0), which permits unrestricted use, distribution, and reproduction in any medium, 
provided the original work is properly cited. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Peer-review history: 
The peer review history for this paper can be accessed here: 

http://www.sdiarticle3.com/review-history/48103 


