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Resilience offers escape from trapped thinking on
poverty alleviation
Steven J. Lade,1,2*† L. Jamila Haider,1*† Gustav Engström,3 Maja Schlüter1

The poverty trap concept strongly influences current research and policy on poverty alleviation. Financial or technol-
ogical inputs intended to “push” the rural poor out of a poverty trap have had many successes but have also failed
unexpectedly with serious ecological and social consequences that can reinforce poverty. Resilience thinking can help
to (i) understand how these failures emerge from the complex relationships between humans and the ecosystems on
which they depend and (ii) navigate diverse poverty alleviation strategies, such as transformative change, that may
instead be required. First, we review commonly observed or assumed social-ecological relationships in rural develop-
ment contexts, focusing on economic, biophysical, and cultural aspects of poverty. Second, we develop a classification
of poverty alleviation strategies using insights from resilience research on social-ecological change. Last, we use these
advances to develop stylized, multidimensional poverty trap models. The models show that (i) interventions that ig-
nore nature and culture can reinforce poverty (particularly in agrobiodiverse landscapes), (ii) transformative change
can instead open new pathways for poverty alleviation, and (iii) asset inputs may be effective in other contexts (for
example, where resource degradation and poverty are tightly interlinked). Our model-based approach and insights
offer a systematic way to review the consequences of the causal mechanisms that characterize poverty traps in dif-
ferent agricultural contexts and identify appropriate strategies for rural development challenges.

INTRODUCTION
Governments worldwide recently agreed to “end poverty in all its forms
everywhere” by 2030 with minimal impact on Earth’s life-support
systems (1). The interplay between development and the environment
is particularly relevant for rural agricultural landscapes, which account
for 78% of the global poor (2). As the world embarks on this momen-
tous challenge, there is an urgent need to take stock of the paradigms
that both support and constrain contemporary research and policy on
poverty alleviation (3). The concept of the poverty trap, in which self-
reinforcing mechanisms maintain poverty (see glossary in Box 1), has
gainedwidespread popularity in both academic literature (4–6) and policy-
making (7, 8) on rural poverty. Although the poverty trap concept has
directed welcome attention to the fact that poverty can persist, limita-
tions to the poverty trap concept constrain research and policy on
integrated poverty alleviation. Here, we argue that the interdisciplinary
and integrated lens offered by decades of research on the resilience of
social-ecological systems can stimulate significant advancements in re-
search and policy on poverty traps toward more effective responses to
rural development challenges.

Limitations of the poverty trap concept affect both understanding
of persistent poverty and strategies designed to alleviate poverty. First,
although themultidimensional nature of poverty iswell known (9, 10),
poverty traps are usually characterized in terms of a single dimension
such as assets (11, 12). Although social mechanisms, for example, are
sometimes incorporated into poverty trap models, the complex dy-
namics that can occur in multidimensional poverty traps need to be
better investigated (13–15). Second, although the poverty traps con-
cept is not always explicitly invoked, the idea that a sufficiently large
injection of assets or other aid can move rural people out of poverty—

by “pushing” them over the barrier between poverty and economic
growth—is pervasive. Yet, excessive focus on asset inputs, such as fi-
nance or technology, risks ignoring well-established knowledge about
more endogenous and inclusive poverty alleviation pathways (16) and
can lead to increased resource degradation or the loss of biological and
cultural diversity (17). Development interventions that overlook such
endogenous and contextual factors may therefore exacerbate rather
than alleviate poverty (18, 19).

Moving beyond a single-dimensional understanding of rural pov-
erty traps is urgently required (13–15) but severely challenging. The
mechanisms that create and maintain persistent poverty interact in
complex ways, depend strongly on context, are often highly contested,
and may require qualitatively different alleviation pathways. Resilience
research has developed concepts and insights, collectively known as
“resilience thinking,” to deal with similar challenges in natural resource
management (20, 21). Here, we apply resilience thinking to poverty
traps as follows. (i) To address the complex, multidimensional social-
ecological relationships that give rise to persistent poverty in poor agri-
cultural communities, we review relationships between poverty and the
environment that are commonly observed or assumed in rural agricul-
tural landscapes. The set of social-ecological relationships that apply in a
particular case constitutes the “context” for that case (Box 1). (ii) The
diverse dynamics that arise from the different relationships between ag-
ricultural production, environmental degradation, and cultural aspects
of rural communities call for diverse alleviation strategies. To under-
stand and compare how different poverty alleviation pathways can af-
fect poverty traps, we develop a classification of alleviation pathways
based on concepts of social-ecological change from resilience thinking.
(iii) We use these advances to design a series of stylized, multi-
dimensional poverty trapmodels. From thesemodels, we obtain a series
of novel insights that provide clear conditions on how different out-
comes of different poverty alleviation pathways emerge from different
rural agricultural landscapes. Through these three steps, we offer a sys-
tematic way to investigate the consequences of the causal mechanisms
that characterize poverty traps in different contexts and identify appro-
priate strategies for rural development challenges.

1Stockholm Resilience Centre, StockholmUniversity, 106 91 Stockholm, Sweden. 2Fen-
ner School of Environment and Society, The Australian National University, Canberra,
Australian Capital Territory 2601, Australia. 3The Beijer Institute of Ecological Economics
and Global Economic Dynamics and the Biosphere, The Royal Swedish Academy of
Sciences, 104 05 Stockholm, Sweden.
*These authors contributed equally to this work.
†Corresponding author. Email: steven.lade@su.se (S.J.L.); jamila.haider@su.se (L.J.H.)

S C I ENCE ADVANCES | R EV I EW

Lade et al., Sci. Adv. 2017;3 : e1603043 3 May 2017 1 of 11

 on M
ay 17, 2017

http://advances.sciencem
ag.org/

D
ow

nloaded from
 



POVERTY ALLEVIATION THROUGH A RESILIENCE LENS
Resilience has become a popular concept in development policy (22, 23),
where it is commonly viewed as a property of individuals or communities
that can be “built” through investments and used to measure the effec-
tiveness of these interventions. The view that resilience is an outcome or a
property that can be measured, although useful for some purposes (24),
risks dangerously simplifying and neglecting aspects of the complex
social-ecological dynamics that characterizemost development situations
(25). The conceptual insights developed by resilience thinking, in con-
trast, are well suited to understanding how poverty traps occur and are
maintained, given the common conceptual basis of attractors, thresholds,
and other nonlinear dynamics shared by poverty trap models and
resilience thinking (13). We apply insights on social-ecological interac-
tions, regime shifts, and transformations from resilience thinking to the
study of poverty traps and alleviation pathways. Our work advances pre-
vious applications of resilience thinking to poverty traps by going beyond
the assumption that poverty degrades the environment (26), heuristics
that predetermine the properties of the poverty trap (27–29), and sketches
of hypothetical multidimensional poverty trap models (13, 15). We use
resilience thinking to build multidimensional, process-based dynamical
models of poverty traps in rural agricultural communities. The models
allow properties of poverty traps and outcomes of poverty alleviation
to emerge frommultiple poverty-environment relationships andmultiple
poverty alleviation pathways

Social-ecological relationships in rural poverty
Human-dominated agricultural landscapes are not only home to the
majority of the world’s poor (2) but are often refugia for biological
and cultural diversity (30). In these landscapes, ecosystems, people,
and their traditions, languages, and practices are tightly interlinked
(31) as so-called social-ecological systems (Box 1) (32). Resilience re-
search demonstrates that these relationships are crucial in shaping the
dynamics of social-ecological systems (33), and emphasizes that the bio-
sphere is the foundation for all social and economic activity (Fig. 1A) (20).
To build multidimensional poverty trap models that assess how social‐
ecological relationships and perceptions about them influence poverty al-
leviation pathways, we first review assumptions and observations about
the relationships between poverty and the environment in rural poor
landscapes. These relationships are complex, dynamic, and disputed (34).

That poverty can lead to an increased rate of environmental degra-
dation (Table 1) is an assumption that has dominated discourse on the

poverty-environment nexus (35, 36) and was clearly articulated in the
Brundtland Commission (37). For example, declining yields in severely
degraded landscapes, such as sub-Saharan Africa (26), force the poor to
farm increasingly small plots of land ever more intensively, reinforcing
continued degradation of the land. In some frontier regions, poor peo-
ple may increasingly encroach on primary forests to clearmore land for
agriculture (38). Poverty alleviation strategies that are based on the as-
sumption that poverty degrades the environment often focus on inten-
sifying household agricultural production to alleviate poverty and
reduce environmental degradation (39).

In contrast, the conventional high-input agricultural systems often re-
commended to increase production can also degrade the biophysical
systems on which agricultural production depends (Table 1). Moreover,
in the agrobiodiverse landscapes that often characterize poor agricultural
contexts, poor people often do not degrade the environment but rather
actively create and maintain the diverse agricultural landscape on which
they have long depended (Table 1). Examples of such landscapes include
Transylvania, which is the poorest region of Eastern Europe (40), and
some tropical agricultural landscapes (41). In these situations, poverty al-
leviation pathways involving agricultural intensification may lead to an
increased, rather than decreased, rate of degradation of natural resources.

In rural landscapes, social-ecological relationships are mediated by
landmanagement knowledge and practices (Table 1) (32). For example,
in central Asia’s Pamir Mountains, seed varieties that are pest- and
drought-resistant, grow in poor soils, replenish soil nutrients, and pre-
vent soil erosion have coevolved with traditional cultivation practices,
culture, and language (42). Development interventions that increase ag-
ricultural productivity and marketability through introduced seed vari-
eties often risk the loss of local seeds and the corresponding culture and
language that maintain a sustainable agricultural landscape. In another
example, the practice of growing subsistence crops alongside coffee in
plantations in Costa Rica ensures the survival of pollinators necessary
for producing coffee beans (43). When farmers switch to high-input
monocultures, opportunities to engage in these practices and the knowl-
edge associated with them can be lost (44).

Conceptualizing poverty alleviation pathways using
resilience thinking
The poverty trap concept was developed to explain the existence of
multiple stable states of economic development, particularly the exis-
tence of persistent poverty (45, 46). Responses to poverty traps have

Box 1. Glossary of terms

Poverty trap: A situation in which self-reinforcing mechanisms “trap” people in poverty (6, 72, 73).
Attractor: A state (or set of states) of a system that dynamics originating from nearby states approach over time. In this article, a system state

consists of the levels of capitals.
Basin of attraction: The set of states of a system leading to dynamics that over time approach the same attractor.We use basins of attraction to

visually represent the dynamics of models with two or more capitals.
Physical capital: A manufactured asset that can increase economic output (58).
Natural capital: The natural resource stocks from which resource flows and services are derived for human well-being (74).
Cultural capital: Values and knowledge transmitted between people and through generations (75). Here, we refer specifically to values and

knowledge related to use of natural resources (32).
Social-ecological system: Integrated system of ecosystems and human society with reciprocal feedback and interdependence. The concept

emphasizes that human society is embedded in ecosystems (20, 32).
Context: For the purposes of the models in this paper, the set of social-ecological relationships (as defined in Table 1) that hold in a particular

case and thereby determine how capitals interact and vary over time. Here, we are particularly concerned with social-ecological relationships related
to how agricultural practices affect the environment (for example, poor people do or not degrade the environment).

Resilience thinking: A loosely organized cluster of concepts and tools for understanding and managing change in complex social-ecological
systems (20, 21, 28). Resilience is generally taken to comprise three capacities: persistence, adaptability, and transformability (20).
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A

B

Type I
Push over the barrier

Type II
Lower the barrier

Type III
Transform the system

Description External asset input to 
the poor state to move 
it over the barrier 

Change in practice to 
lower the barrier to an 
existing nonpoor state 

Reconfiguration of system 
structure in fundamentally 
novel ways 

Ball-and-cup 
representation 
(76)

Examples 
(we focus on 
agricultural systems;
additional examples 
provided in shaded 
area) 

Agricultural inputs: 
improved seeds, 
fertilizer, and machinery

Cash transfers 

Access to markets 

Market liberalization 

Savings groups 

Agroecological farming 
principles or movement to 
conserve or enhance 
ecological system while 
promoting social justice 
(53). Often endogenously 
driven. 

Fair trade (52): social and 
environmental justice 
through changes in the 
relationship of labor and 
production 

Natural resources: dam 
for extra water supply 

Change in practice to 
maintain soil moisture 

Improvements in 
irrigation efficiency 

Health facilities: 
hospitals and bed nets 

Behavioral changes 
that reduce disease 
transmission 

Educational facilities: 
schools, books, and
computers 

Trained and educated 
teachers/doctors for 
school/hospital 

Mathematical 
implementation 

Input to capitals Changing parameters 
that change the strengths 
of existing mechanisms 

Modify or add processes 

Change system goals 

Fig. 1. A resilience approach to poverty traps. (A) Dealing with the interactions between multiple dimensions of poverty is critical to understanding and alleviating poverty.
Here, we focus on humans and nature as part of interlinked social-ecological systems, in which economic activity is dependent on society and the biosphere. To assess how these
interlinkages affect alleviation of rural poverty, we construct a series of multidimensional poverty trap models (gray dots and lines). In these models, we operationalize the
dimensions of “biosphere,” “society,” and “economy” using capitals. (B) Classification of poverty alleviation pathways based on resilience thinking. This classification is used to
implement different poverty alleviation pathways in our multidimensional poverty trap models. The three types are neither exhaustive nor mutually exclusive; any specific
alleviation strategy is likely to combine features of multiple types. [Image credit: J. Lokrantz/Azote]
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therefore focused on lifting poor people over asset thresholds between
poor and nonpoor states. From origins in the nonlinear dynamics of
ecosystems (47), resilience thinking similarly seeks to explain multiple
attractors (Box 1) in social-ecological systems.We use themultiple con-
cepts of social-ecological change that resilience thinking has developed—
specifically, regime shifts and transformations—to understand three
different ways in which poverty alleviation pathways can affect poverty
traps (Fig. 1B).

Regime shifts are large, abrupt, and persistent shifts across thresh-
olds into different attractors in social-ecological systems (48, 49).
Resilience thinking identifies two broad types of regime shifts on which
we base our first two types of poverty alleviation pathways: (i) A sudden
external influence pushes the system “over the barrier” (or threshold)
between two attractors. Such an external influence could be asset inputs
such as money, farming equipment, or novel seeds. We label such a

strategy that aims to push people over the barrier between poor and
nonpoor attractors as a type I alleviation pathway. In a conventional
development economics model called the savings trap (45), the barrier
is an asset threshold below which people are unable to save a sufficient
proportion of production to invest in improving production (Box 2).
(ii) Changes in human practices or biophysical processes within the
social-ecological system lead to “lowering the barrier” to an already
existing developmental trajectory. We label such changes as a type II
alleviation pathway. For a poor agricultural community, a type II inter-
vention could include improved market access that enables an increase
in savings from agricultural production, a women’s saving group, a
community-based natural resourcemanagement group, or high-quality
public education programs.

Our third type of alleviation pathway builds on the concept of
transformation in social-ecological systems. In resilience thinking,

Table 1. Commonly assumed or observed social-ecological relationships in local, agricultural, developing world contexts. We emphasize that none of
these assumptions are “right” or “wrong” but will apply in some cases and not in others, or offer a different level of explanation for the same relationship. This
literature review is intended to be representative rather than exhaustive. We use some of these assumptions to build multidimensional poverty trap models.

Relationship Assumption/observation Use in models

Poverty and environmental
degradation

Poor people degrade the environment: Poor people are heavily resource-
dependent; they have no other option than to exploit and degrade natural
resources (37, 77). This relationship is empirically observed (26, 78).

Subsistence trap model
(Fig. 3, C to E)

Poor people do not degrade the environment: No evidence for causal relationship
between poverty and biodiversity loss (79, 80). Poor people are often those
with strong traditions of agricultural practice, which creates and maintains
biodiversity and other features of agricultural landscapes (31, 32, 81).
Medium or large landholders can be the primary perpetrators
of deforestation (82). See also justification for intensification degrades.

Intensification trap model
[Figs. 2 (D to I)
and 3 (A and B)]

Poor people degrade the environment but this is due to political and
socioeconomic relations: Environmental degradation by the poor
is caused by consumption patterns of the rich. Poverty itself is
politically and historically caused (for example, colonialism) (35, 77).

—

Conventional agricultural
intensification and
environmental degradation

Intensification degrades: Conventional agricultural intensification
degrades the environment (83, 84).

Intensification trap model
[Figs. 2 (D to I) and 3 (A and B)]

Environmental effects of intensification are not considered:
Short-term productivity gains outweigh possible long-term
effects on the environment (85, 86).

By omission of natural capital,
conventional poverty trap model

(Fig. 2, A to C)

Sustainable intensification and
environmental degradation

Sustainable intensification works: Sustainable intensification can
produce more output from the same area of land while
reducing negative environmental impacts (66, 87, 88).

Subsistence trap model
(Fig. 3, C to E)

Sustainable intensification can have unintended consequences: “In practice
[sustainable intensification] can mean business-as-usual intensive
farming with slight modifications to try and tackle the growing
environmental crises caused by industrial agriculture (89).”

—

Economic development and
environmental degradation

Environmental Kuznets curve holds: Industrialization initially
increases environmental degradation, until some point where
technology improves and degradation decreases (90, 91).

—

Environmental Kuznets curve does not hold: The curve is generally not supported
by empirical evidence; it assumes an industrial development trajectory;
it does not consider effects on finite global resources (92, 93).

—

Traditional knowledge and
environmental conservation

Traditional knowledge and practice conserve the environment: Traditional
knowledge and practices have coevolved with the environment in some
landscapes. Local or indigenous peoples often have a relationship with
natural resources that enable sustainable management (17, 32, 41, 94).

Intensification trap model with
cultural capital [Figs. 2 (G to I)

and 3 (A and B)]

People should decouple from agricultural land to conserve the environment:
Intensive development and technology are necessary to achieve
sustainable development. Humans should be decoupled from
the land through rapid urbanization (95).

—
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transformation is a structural change that “recombines existing elements
of a system in fundamentally novel ways” (50). Effective transformations
often (i) are intentional, as opposed to change triggered by external
shocks; (ii) may be supported by an external type I or II intervention
but are led by actors endogenous to the system being transformed;
(iii) involve these actors setting priorities justified by narratives funda-
mentally different to the status quo (51); and (iv) lead to change across
multiple levels of society (20, 50). We refer to alleviation pathways with
some or all of these characteristics as a type III or “transform the system”
alleviation pathway. For example, agroecological farming that improves
production by combining modern farming techniques with traditional
cultivation practices, when combined with farmer choice over whether
and how to interact with global food markets, could lead to transforma-
tions that achieve more social justice and reduced poverty (52, 53).

EFFECTIVE PATHWAYS FOR ESCAPING MULTIDIMENSIONAL
POVERTY TRAPS
Moving beyond the one-dimensional poverty trap concept and asset
input responses requires poverty trap models that can incorporate
multiple social-ecological relationships and can assess diverse poverty
alleviation pathways. Here, we use our review of relationships (Table 1)
and classification of pathways (Fig. 1B), which were structured by
resilience thinking, to construct stylized dynamical system models of
multidimensional poverty traps. In themodels, the effectiveness of differ-
ent alleviation pathways (judged by whether the social-ecological system
reaches and persists in a nonpoor state) emerges from the social-ecological
relationships present in that situation. The relationships between pov-
erty, environment, and culture (Table 1), whose effects we investigate,
are supplemented with standard assumptions from economic and eco-
logical modeling about poverty traps and ecosystem dynamics (table S1).
These stylized dynamical models are useful as a reasoning tool to under-
stand how the effectiveness of different alleviation pathwaysmay be caus-
ally affected by different factors, as opposed to the more common use of
dynamical models for quantitative prediction and hypothesis testing.

To build multidimensional poverty trap models, we begin from a
conventionalmultiple-equilibriumpoverty trapmodel (Box 2) and pro-

gressively add biophysical and cultural features of social-ecological
systems in poor agricultural landscapes (see Materials and Methods).
Conventional poverty trapmodels usually use aggregated variables such
as accumulated assets, wealth, or well-being; we take a similar aggregated,
stylized approach and represent the economic, biophysical, and human
dimensions in terms of capitals (Fig. 1A) (54). We initially make the as-
sumption that themain goal of poverty alleviation strategies is to increase
physical capital to demonstrate how complex social-ecological relation-
ships can complicate even this narrow view of development. Although
social, political, economic, and biophysical interactions at a variety of
scales influence the formation and persistence of poverty traps (55), we
restrict this study to the household or farm scale because this is the scale at
which social-ecological interactions between farming practices and eco-
system dynamics occur.

Although the multiple equilibrium poverty trap (Box 2) is the
most commonly used model, and we therefore use it as the starting
point for our models, there is debate over whether multiple equilibrium
poverty traps actually exist (12, 16). In situations where a single equilib-
rium poverty trap model is more appropriate (56), a type I push over the
barrier intervention cannot work because there is no alternative attractor
to push into, but our results regarding type II and III strategies do not
qualitatively change.

Interventions that ignore nature and culture can
reinforce poverty
In a conventional single-dimensional, multiple-equilibrium poverty
trap (Box 2 and Fig. 2A), asset inputs such as cash, technology, artificial
fertilizer, or pesticides (type I alleviation pathway) succeed once the
input is sufficiently strong (Fig. 2B). Consider a situation (Fig. 2D
and table S1B) where “poor do not degrade” but (agricultural) “inten-
sification degrades” (Table 1) the natural capital that supports agricul-
tural production, such as soil health, on- and off-farm biodiversity, and
availability of landrace seeds (57, 58). In this model, a sufficiently strong
push over the barrier (type I) intervention on physical capital (for ex-
ample, using farm inputs) can reach an attractorwith increased physical
capital. Although increased physical capital increases production, deg-
radation of natural capital associated with higher physical capital in this

Box 2. Conventional multiple-equilibrium poverty trap model

“S curve” models resulting from Solow growth models are the basis for the poverty trap models popularly in use today (73) at household
(96, 97) and at national scales. In these models, nonlinear asset dynamics give rise to multiple asset equilibria.

Current assets

Fu
tu

re
as

se
ts

As a starting point, we use a model of the savings trap (45) applied to a household scale. In a savings trap, people are unable to save a sufficient
fraction of income to invest in improved methods that would increase production. In this model (Fig. 2A), a sufficiently strong “push over the
barrier” (type I) pathway involving farm inputs, such as fertilizers and improved seeds (Fig. 2B), will allow escape from the poverty trap. A “lower the
barrier” (type II) pathway involving institutional change such as market reform can both remove the poor attractor altogether and increase the
level of the remaining nonpoor attractor (Fig. 2C). The savings trap is a standard model of a multiple equilibrium poverty trap, as opposed to a
single equilibrium model (see main text).
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model makes this state highly vulnerable to stochastic shocks such as
natural disasters or price fluctuations. Responses to a large shock could
include returning to the initial attractoror, if thenatural capital is subject to
tipping points, degenerating into an attractor of extremely low physical
and natural capital (Fig. 2E). Because intensification led to alleviation fail-
ure or even negative consequences, we refer to this model as an intensi-
fication trap, similar to the pesticide trap (59) ormodernization trap (44).

Explicitly recognizing the role of culture leads to an even more pes-
simistic view about the possible effectiveness of type I pathways, such as
asset inputs. Where traditional agricultural knowledge and practice,
which we implement as cultural capital (Box 1), supports the mainte-
nance of natural capital (Fig. 2G and table S1C), any type I pathway that

succeeds in overcoming the physical capital threshold (Fig. 2H) results
in very low levels of all three capitals, without even any intermediate
attractor. A vicious cycle occurs in which decline of traditional practice
reduces the level of natural capital, which, in turn, leads to further de-
cline of traditional practice. Three mechanisms in the model now
interlock to obstruct poverty alleviation (Fig. 2G): (i) the physical capital
threshold from the original savings trap, (ii) the degradation of natural
capital due to intensification, and (iii) the decline of traditional practice
now described.

These dynamics in our intensification trap model reflect frequently
observed development failures (16, 18, 60). The failures of asset inputs
are sometimes used to promote alternative pathways such as market

KN = natural capital
G = growth of natural capital

N = natural decay or loss rate of natural capital
E = increased production due to natural capital
L = reduction in growth of natural capital due to 
          physical capital

KC = cultural capital
P = traditional practice

C = natural decay or loss of cultural capital
T = effect of cultural capital on growth of natural capital

kP = per capita physical capital
s = savings rate
f = production function

P = depreciation of physical capital
n = population growth rate

B

C F

H

I

E

A D G

P
P

Fig. 2. Conventional alleviation pathways lead to deleterious consequences in intensification trapmodels. Equations and loop diagrams representing the feedbacks that
reinforce poverty in the conventional poverty trapmodel (A) and two- and and three-dimensional intensification trapmodels (D andG). Thesemodels are subject to type I
(B, E, andH) and II (C, F, and I) interventions. For the conventional poverty trapmodel, we plot the functional forms for the savings and depreciation terms; fixed points are
the intersections of these curves. For the higher-dimensionalmodels, we plot attractors (colored discs) and their basins of attraction (colored areas or volumes). Trajectories
associated with different alleviation pathways (red arrows) and attractors before type II interventions (unfilled colored circles) are shown. Full specification of the models’
qualitative assumptions is provided in table S1, and their mathematical form is provided in Supplementary Methods.
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liberalization (16). Improvedmarket access, implemented as a lower the
barrier (type II) pathway, succeeds in a conventional poverty trapmodel
(Fig. 2C) but, like type I, also fails in the intensification trapmodels (Fig.
2, F and I). As in type I, intensification leads to decreases in natural cap-
ital, which renders the natural capital highly vulnerable to shocks.

We conclude that both external aid (type I) andmarket liberalization
strategies (type II) may lead to unexpected negative consequences in
situations where agricultural intensification results in degradation of
natural capital, such as in some agrobiodiverse landscapes. That the sit-
uationbecomes evenworse once the role of cultural capital is recognized
reflects the practical difficulty of alleviating poverty that persists because
of multiple interlocking mechanisms (61).

Effective poverty alleviation can require transformations
that open new pathways
Our previous models (Fig. 2), in which type I and II pathways failed, in-
dicate that transformations (type III pathways) that enable development
while avoiding environmental and cultural degradationmay be critical to
alleviate poverty.Wenowmodel the local-scale effects of a transformative
pathway in which farmers choose to combine conventional agricultural
production with traditional agricultural practices (62).

Our model assumes that farmers devote at least a portion of their
otherwise intensively farmed land to local crops maintained through
traditional practice (Fig. 3A and table S1D) (17). This transformation
pathway, which could be supplemented by physical capital inputs such
as selective phosphorus application, replaces the previous poor attractor
(Fig. 2H)with a new attractor (Fig. 3B). In the new attractor, production
is increased because of a large increase in natural capital. We label this
new attractor as “nonpoor” because long-term agricultural production
increased. Rather than increasing production through inputs of physical
capital, the transformation delivers increased production primarily due
to increases in natural capital, supported by improvements in cultural
capital. Vulnerability to shocks also decreases with a much larger basin
of attraction.

A transformative pathway involving a careful integration of modern
approaches with traditional practice may therefore be successful in the
context of an intensification trap, as, for example, some food sovereignty
approaches have demonstrated (17, 62, 63). In practice, several factors
may complicate the feasibility of agricultural transformations when
multiple interacting scales are considered (64). Nevertheless, we con-
clude that the scope of alleviation strategies treated by poverty trap
models can and must be expanded to include strategies outside the
mainstream, for example, transformations based on agroecological
practices (65).

Asset inputs are effective in some contexts
We have shown how, in contexts where an intensification trap exists, a
transformation may be necessary to escape poverty. We do not wish to
suggest, however, that type III pathways are the only useful approach to
poverty alleviation. In this section, we briefly explore how more
conventional type I and II strategies may be effective.

Consider a situation (Fig. 3C and table S1E) where a “poor people
degrade the environment” (Table 1) relationship holds and agricultural
intensification does not lead to increased environmental degradation
(“sustainable intensification works”; Table 1). A “subsistence trap”
can emerge in which low levels of natural and physical capital reinforce
each other (Fig. 3D). A push over the barrier (type I) strategy involving
agricultural asset inputs, such as fertilizer inputs in areas with nutrient-
poor soils (66), may lead to escape from a subsistence trap (Fig. 3D). In

themodel, increased production triggered by agricultural inputs leads to
decreased exploitation of natural capital, breaking the feedback loop of
the subsistence trap (Fig. 3C).

A sufficiently strong lower the barrier (type II) pathway that im-
proved the renewal rate of natural capital through a change in practice
may also work (Fig. 3E). These predicted successes are confirmed by
empirical findings. For example, in field experiments in Tanzania
(26), conservation tillage in combination with supplemental irrigation
improved replenishment of soil moisture, broke a pattern of degradation
of on- and off-farm resources, and yielded large increases in crop yield.
We conclude that asset inputs that are suitably matched to specific social
and agroecological conditions may be appropriate poverty alleviation
pathways, especially in highly degraded or frontier landscapes, where
poverty can be associated with increased environmental degradation.

Our model results, that type I or II alleviation pathways may be ef-
fective for escaping a subsistence trap, only apply, however, to interven-
tions that are consistent with the assumptions of the subsistence trap
model (“sustainable intensification works” and “poor people degrade”
in Table 1). For example, choices of physical capital inputs that are not
well adapted to local ecological, cultural, and socioeconomic conditions

L2 = modified form of L with nonzero limit at large kP

G2 = growth of natural capital
D = degradation of natural capital depending
            on level of physical capital

A

B

C

D

E

c
c

P
P

PP

Fig. 3. Effective poverty alleviation is context-dependent. Intensification trap
model from Fig. 2G after a transformation (A) as part of a transform the system (type
III) pathway (B). Function definitions from Fig. 2 also apply. Subsistence trap model
(C) after type I (D) and II (E) interventions. Model dynamics are shown using basins of
attraction and alleviation trajectories, as in Fig. 2. Full specification of themodels’ qual-
itative assumptions is provided in table S1, and their mathematical form is provided in
Supplementary Methods.
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could lead to results like those seen in the intensification trap models.
Furthermore, we do not consider here the role of cultural capital in a
subsistence trap, which we showed in the intensification trap can be an
important factor in whether a poverty trap is escaped or maintained.

IMPLICATIONS FOR POLICY AND RESEARCH
Global sustainability challenges, such as those outlined by the United
Nations’ 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development, are complex and
interconnected (3). For example, the Sustainable Development Goals
(SDGs) call for alleviation of all poverty everywhere within the next
15 years while not endangering the biophysical systems on which
humanity’s continued prosperity depends. Yet, conceptual frameworks
and measurement tools remain unable to satisfactorily deal with this
interconnected complexity. Stylizedmodels based on resilience thinking
provide a novel way to approach this “poverty puzzle” by integrating
thinking on complex and multidimensional poverty, diverse alleviation
pathways, and diverse poverty-environment relationships (Fig. 4).

Our analysis of the interdependencies between physical, natural, and
cultural capitals in shaping poverty traps and potential poverty allevia-
tionpathways provides three key insights for policy-makers (Fig. 4, right
column). First, it is impossible to understand persistent poverty without
explicitly accounting for the interactions between the multiple di-
mensions of social-ecological systems. Ignoring relationships between
agricultural production, nature, and culture can reinforce poverty, such
as in often-marginalized agrobiodiverse contexts where biodiversity

sustains livelihoods and healthy agroecosystems. Improvements to ag-
ricultural productivity intended to achieve the first and second SDGs
(“no poverty” and “end hunger”) could therefore, in these contexts, risk
reinforcing rather than alleviating poverty. Second, it is vital to consider
a more nuanced range of alleviation pathways, beyond conventional
asset inputs, to overcome poverty traps. Transformations that open
new developmental pathways can be critical for effective poverty allevi-
ation (67). Here, we studied the local consequences of a transformative
pathway based on combining conventional agricultural production
with traditional practice. Last, conventional development interventions
may be useful in some contexts [such as highly degraded frontier land-
scapes (38)] and should not be ignored. Researchers and development
practitioners alike could use stylizedmodels, such as thosewe developed
here, to interrogate shared or conflicting assumptions about mechan-
isms that maintain poverty and affect development strategies in differ-
ent contexts.

Movingdevelopmentpractice and thinkingbeyondaone-dimensional
understanding of persistent poverty will also require new theoretical
advances regarding the causal mechanisms that underpin both poverty
traps and potential alleviation strategies. We call for a new research
agenda that not only focuses on themultidimensional nature of poverty
itself but also strengthens efforts to understand the interplay of multiple
physical, natural, and cultural factors that shape the relative success or
failure of development interventions in agricultural systems across the
developing world. First, there is a need to systematically and critically
reflect on how the relationships that create and maintain poverty differ

Persistent poverty  Interventions that 
ignore nature and culture 

can reinforce poverty

 Transformative change 
can open new pathways 
for sustainable poverty 

alleviation

Asset inputs are 
effective in some 

contexts

Complex and
multidimensional
poverty

Diverse alleviation
pathways

Diverse
poverty-environment
relationships

Resilience
thinking

Fig. 4. Solving the poverty-environment puzzle. Using resilience thinking, we integrate complex interactions among multiple dimensions of poverty, diverse pov-
erty alleviation pathways, and diverse poverty-environment relationships into the poverty trap concept. From multidimensional poverty trap models based on these
inputs, insights on effective poverty alleviation pathways emerge. [Image credit: E. Wikander and E. Wisniewska/Azote]
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according to context.Here,we focusedon relationships among economic,
biophysical, and cultural dimensions of poor agricultural communities,
in particular on the implications of agricultural intensification in agro-
biodiverse contexts. Other critical factors that should be addressed in
future research include (i) interactions between other dimensions such
as health and education (14), (ii) historical legacies thatmaintain poverty
traps and may have been instrumental in establishing them (17, 68–70),
and (iii) cross-scale interactions involving power and inequality and gov-
ernance at multiple levels (17, 19, 34). Second, new research is needed to
systematically study how context, as represented by social-ecological re-
lationships that characterize a specific situation, affects poverty allevia-
tion. Building on existing poverty trapmodels, our stylizedmodelsmake
a step in this direction by exposing the link between qualitative assump-
tions about social-ecological relationships and qualitative observations
regarding the effectiveness of alleviation strategies.

The poverty trap has proven a useful concept in popularizing efforts
to combat persistent poverty acrossmany parts of the developingworld.
However, one-dimensional conceptualizations of poverty traps encour-
age a narrow range of alleviation responses. Resilience thinking can
progress research and policy on poverty alleviation by helping to under-
stand the complex dynamics of the social-ecological environments in
which the rural poor live. Combining resilience thinking concepts with
simplemodels as proposed here allows for systematic navigation among
the different alleviation responses, from asset inputs to transformative
change, that are required for integrated sustainable development.

MATERIALS AND METHODS
Here, we summarize the mathematical formulation of the poverty trap
models used in Figs. 2 and 3. Full specification of themodels’ qualitative
assumptions is provided in table S1; fullmathematical form and reason-
ing behind the translation of the qualitative assumptions into mathe-
matical form are provided in Supplementary Methods. Basins of
attraction in the figures were calculated in Mathematica by clustering
final states of grids of initial conditions.

Conventional poverty trap model
We followed the conventional implementation of a savings trap using a
Solow growth model (71), in which accumulation of physical capital by
saving a proportion of production counteracts decreases of per capita
physical capital due to depreciation and population growth (Fig. 2A and
table S1A). To produce a multiple-equilibrium poverty trap model, we
chose a capital-dependent savings rate in which savings rates increased
above some level of physical capital (56).

Intensification trap models
We added a “natural capital” state variable to the conventional poverty
trapmodel (Fig. 2D). In themodel, natural capital increases agricultural
production by mimicking a two-input Cobb-Douglas production
function and endogenously grows using a Holling type III function
commonly used for biomass growth, but this growth rate reduces at
high levels of physical capital (table S1B).We also added a “cultural cap-
ital” state variable (Fig. 2G and see also glossary in Box 1). In thismodel,
traditional agricultural knowledge and practice enhance the growth
rate of natural capital and are themselves maintained by the presence
of natural capital (table S1C). In a third variant of the intensification
trap model, the intensification trap model after transformation (Fig.
3A), we modified the growth rate of natural capital to model the
effects of a situation in which farmers can maintain some traditional

crops with traditional practices even at high levels of physical capital
(table S1D).

Subsistence trap model
In this model (Fig. 3C), natural capital underwent increased degradation
at low levels of physical capital (table S1E), which we modeled using an
(inverted) sigmoidal function of physical capital. Natural capital grew lo-
gistically and enhanced agricultural production, which we modeled by
mimicking a two-input Cobb-Douglas production function. Because
feedback between physical and natural capital is sufficient to produce
multiple stable states, we removed the savings trap feedbacks associated
with variable savings rate.

SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIALS
Supplementary material for this article is available at http://advances.sciencemag.org/cgi/
content/full/3/5/e1603043/DC1
Supplementary Methods
table S1. Qualitative model assumptions.
References (98–101)

REFERENCES AND NOTES
1. United Nations General Assembly, Transforming Our World: The 2030 Agenda for

Sustainable Development (United Nations, 2015).
2. P. Olinto, K. Beegle, C. Sobrado, H. Uematsu, 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? Econ. Premise 2013, 1–8 (2013).

3. J. A. Oldekop, L. B. Fontana, J. Grugel, N. Roughton, E. A. Adu-Ampong, G. K. Bird,
A. Dorgan, M. A. Vera Espinoza, S. Wallin, D. Hammett, E. Agbarakwe, A. Agrawal,
N. Asylbekova, C. Azkoul, C. Bardsley, A. J. Bebbington, S. Carvalho, D. Chopra,
S. Christopoulos, E. Crewe, M.-C. Dop, J. Fischer, D. Gerretsen, J. Glennie, W. Gois,
M. Gondwe, L. A. Harrison, K. Hujo, M. Keen, R. Laserna, L. Miggiano, S. Mistry,
R. J. Morgan, L. L. Raftree, D. Rhind, T. Rodrigues, S. Roschnik, F. Senkubuge,
I. Thornton, S. Trace, T. Ore, R. M. Valdés, B. Vira, N. Yeates, W. J. Sutherland, 100 key
research questions for the post-2015 development agenda. Dev. Policy Rev. 34,
55–82 (2016).

4. M. R. Carter, C. B. Barrett, The economics of poverty traps and persistent poverty: An
asset-based approach. J. Dev. Stud. 42, 178–199 (2006).

5. J. Sachs, The End of Poverty: Economic Possibilities for Our Time (Penguin Books, 2006).
6. S. Bowles, S. N. Durlauf, K. R. Hoff, Poverty Traps (Princeton Univ. Press, 2006).
7. J. D. Sachs, J. W. McArthur, The Millennium Project: A plan for meeting the Millennium

Development Goals. Lancet 365, 347–353 (2005).
8. D. Melnick, J. McNeely, Y. Kakabadse Navarro, G. Schmidt-Traub, R. R. Sears, Environment

and Human Well-Being: A Practical Strategy (Earthscan, 2005).
9. S. Alkire, G. Robles, Multidimensional Poverty Index—Winter 2015/16: Brief

Methodological Note and Results, OPHI Briefing No. 36 (University of Oxford, 2015);
www.ophi.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/OPHIBrief_36_2015.pdf.

10. B. Vira, A. Kontoleon, Dependence of the poor on biodiversity: which poor, what
biodiversity?, in Biodiversity Conservation and Poverty Alleviation: Exploring the Evidence
for a Link, D. Roe, J. Elliott, C. Sandbrook, M. Walpole, Eds. (John Wiley & Sons, 2012),
pp. 52–84.

11. C. B. Barrett, M. R. Carter, P. D. Little, Understanding and reducing persistent poverty in
Africa: Introduction to a special issue. J. Dev. Stud. 42, 167–177 (2006).

12. F. Naschold, “The poor stay poor”: Household asset poverty traps in rural semi-arid India.
World Dev. 40, 2033–2043 (2012).

13. C. B. Barrett, M. A. Constas, Toward a theory of resilience for international development
applications. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. U.S.A. 111, 14625–14630 (2014).

14. C. N. Ngonghala, M. M. Pluciński, M. B. Murray, P. E. Farmer, C. B. Barrett, D. C. Keenan,
M. H. Bonds, Poverty, disease, and the ecology of complex systems. PLOS Biol. 12,
e1001827 (2014).

15. Y. T. Maru, C. S. Fletcher, V. H. Chewings, A synthesis of current approaches to traps is
useful but needs rethinking for indigenous disadvantage and poverty research.
Ecol. Soc. 17, 7 (2012).

16. W. Easterly, Reliving the 1950s: The big push, poverty traps, and takeoffs in economic
development. J. Econ. Growth 11, 289–318 (2006).

17. M. J. Chappell, H. Wittman, C. M. Bacon, B. G. Ferguson, L. G. Barrios, R. G. Barrios,
D. Jaffee, J. Lima, V. E. Méndez, H. Morales, L. Soto-Pinto, J. Vandermeer, I. Perfecto, Food

S C I ENCE ADVANCES | R EV I EW

Lade et al., Sci. Adv. 2017;3 : e1603043 3 May 2017 9 of 11

 on M
ay 17, 2017

http://advances.sciencem
ag.org/

D
ow

nloaded from
 



sovereignty: An alternative paradigm for poverty reduction and biodiversity
conservation in Latin America. F1000Res. 2, 235 (2013).

18. N. Munk, The Idealist: Jeffrey Sachs and the Quest to End Poverty (Knopf Doubleday
Publishing Group, 2013).

19. M. Green, D. Hulme, From correlates and characteristics to causes: Thinking about
poverty from a chronic poverty perspective. World Dev. 33, 867–879 (2005).

20. C. Folke, S. R. Carpenter, B. Walker, M. Scheffer, T. Chapin, J. Rockström, Resilience
thinking: Integrating resilience, adaptability and transformability. Ecol. Soc. 15,
20 (2010).

21. R. Biggs, M. Schlüter, M. L. Schoon, Principles for Building Resilience: Sustaining Ecosystem
Services in Social-Ecological Systems (Cambridge Univ. Press, 2015).

22. J. Warner, F. Grünewald, Resilience: Buzz word or useful concept?, in
Humanitarian Aid on the Move, Vol. 10 (Groupe URD, 2012); www.urd.org/spip.php?
page=imprimir_articulo&id_article=1319.

23. A. V. Bahadur, T. Tanner, D. King, A. Kirbyshire, H. Morsi, Resilience Scan: A Review of
Literature, Debates and Social Media Activity on Resilience (Overseas Development
Institute, 2015); www.odi.org/sites/odi.org.uk/files/resource-documents/
resilience_scan_2015-q4-digitalcompressed.pdf.

24. D. Headey, C. B. Barrett, Opinion: Measuring development resilience in the world’s
poorest countries. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. U.S.A. 112, 11423–11425 (2015).

25. A. E. Quinlan, M. Berbés-Blázquez, L. J. Haider, G. D. Peterson, Measuring and assessing
resilience: Broadening understanding through multiple disciplinary perspectives.
J. Appl. Ecol. 53, 677–687 (2015).

26. E. Enfors, Social–ecological traps and transformations in dryland agro-ecosystems: Using
water system innovations to change the trajectory of development. Glob. Environ.
Change 23, 51–60 (2013).

27. C. S. Holling, Understanding the complexity of economic, ecological, and social systems.
Ecosystems 4, 390–405 (2001).

28. S. R. Carpenter, W. A. Brock, Adaptive capacity and traps. Ecol. Soc. 13, 40 (2008).
29. H. E. Allison, R. J. Hobbs, Resilience, adaptive capacity, and the “lock-in trap” of the

Western Australian Agricultural Region. Ecol. Soc. 9, 3 (2004).
30. S. Barthel, C. Crumley, U. Svedin, Bio-cultural refugia—Safeguarding diversity of

practices for food security and biodiversity. Glob. Environ. Change 23, 1142–1152
(2013).

31. L. Maffi, On Biocultural Diversity: Linking Language, Knowledge, and the Environment
(Smithsonian Institution Press, 2001).

32. F. Berkes, C. Folke, J. Colding, Linking Social and Ecological Systems: Management
Practices and Social Mechanisms for Building Resilience (Cambridge Univ. Press, 2000).

33. S. J. Lade, S. Niiranen, J. Hentati-Sundberg, T. Blenckner, W. J. Boonstra, K. Orach,
M. F. Quaas, H. Österblom, M. Schlüter, An empirical model of the Baltic Sea reveals the
importance of social dynamics for ecological regime shifts. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci.
U.S.A. 112, 11120–11125 (2015).

34. W. M. Adams, R. Aveling, D. Brockington, B. Dickson, J. Elliott, J. Hutton, D. Roe, B. Vira,
W. Wolmer, Biodiversity conservation and the eradication of poverty. Science 306,
1146–1149 (2004).

35. W. M. Adams, Green Development: Environment and Sustainability in the Third World
(Routledge, 2003).

36. L. C. Gray, W. G. Moseley, A geographical perspective on poverty–environment
interactions. Geogr. J. 171, 9–23 (2005).

37. World Commission on Environment, Our Common Future (Oxford Univ. Press, 1987).
38. M. D. Faminow, Cattle, Deforestation and Development in the Amazon: An Economic,

Agronomic and Environmental Perspective (CAB International, 1998).
39. D. Roe, J. Elliott, Poverty-Conservation Linkages: A Conceptual Framework (International

Institute for Environment and Development, Poverty and Conservation Learning
Group, 2005); http://pubs.iied.org/G03729.html.

40. T. Hartel, K. O. Réti, C. Craioveanu, R. Gallé, R. Popa, A. Ioniţă, L. Demeter, L. Rákosy,
B. Czúcz, Rural social-ecological systems navigating institutional transitions: Case study
from Transylvania (Romania). Ecosyst. Health Sustain. 2, e01206 (2016).

41. I. Perfecto, J. Vandermeer, Biodiversity conservation in tropical agroecosystems. Ann. N. Y.
Acad. Sci. 1134, 173–200 (2008).

42. F. J. W. van Oudenhoven, L. J. Haider, Imagining alternative futures through the lens of
food in the Afghan and Tajik Pamir mountains. Revue d’ethnoecologie 2, (2012).

43. T. H. Ricketts, G. C. Daily, P. R. Ehrlich, C. D. Michener, Economic value of tropical forest to
coffee production. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. U.S.A. 101, 12579–12582 (2004).

44. J. C. Scott, Seeing Like a State: How Certain Schemes to Improve the Human Condition
Have Failed (Yale Univ. Press, 1998).

45. A. Kraay, C. Raddatz, Poverty traps, aid, and growth. J. Dev. Econ. 82, 315–347 (2007).
46. C. B. Barrett, T. Garg, L. McBride, Well-being dynamics and poverty traps. Annu. Rev.

Resour. Econ. 8, 303–327 (2016).
47. C. S. Holling, Resilience and stability of ecological systems. Annu. Rev. Ecol. Syst. 4, 1–23 (1973).
48. M. Scheffer, S. Carpenter, J. A. Foley, C. Folke, B. Walker, Catastrophic shifts in

ecosystems. Nature 413, 591–596 (2001).

49. R. Biggs, T. Blenckner, C. Folke, L. Gordon, A. Norström, M. Nyström, G. Peterson, Regime
Shifts, in Encyclopedia of Theoretical Ecology (University of California Press, 2012),
pp. 609–617.

50. M.-L. Moore, O. Tjornbo, E. Enfors, C. Knapp, J. Hodbod, J. A. Baggio, A. Norström,
P. Olsson, D. Biggs, Studying the complexity of change: Toward an analytical
framework for understanding deliberate social-ecological transformations. Ecol. Soc. 19,
54 (2014).

51. T. Hahn, B. Nykvist, Are adaptations self-organized, autonomous, and harmonious?
Assessing the social–ecological resilience literature. Ecol. Soc. 22, 12 (2017).

52. K. Macdonald, Globalising justice within coffee supply chains? Fair Trade, Starbucks and
the transformation of supply chain governance. Third World Q. 28, 793–812 (2007).

53. S. Gliessman, Agroecology and food system transformation. Agroecol. Sustain. Food Syst.
37, 1–2 (2013).

54. A. Bebbington, Capitals and capabilities: A framework for analyzing peasant viability,
rural livelihoods and poverty. World Dev. 27, 2021–2044 (1999).

55. C. B. Barrett, B. M. Swallow, Fractal poverty traps. World Dev. 34, 1–15 (2006).
56. C. B. Barrett, M. R. Carter, The economics of poverty traps and persistent poverty:

Empirical and policy implications. J. Dev. Stud. 49, 976–990 (2013).
57. H. E. Daly, J. B. Cobb, C. W. Cobb, For the Common Good: Redirecting the Economy Toward

Community, the Environment, and a Sustainable Future (Beacon Press, 1994).
58. P. A. Samuelson, W. D. Nordhaus, Economics (McGraw-Hill, 1998).
59. R. Cowan, P. Gunby, Sprayed to death: Path dependence, lock-in and pest control

strategies. Econ. J. 106, 521–542 (1996).
60. S. Sanderson, Poverty and conservation: The new century’s “peasant question?”.

World Dev. 33, 323–332 (2005).
61. F. Mikulcak, J. L. Haider, D. J. Abson, J. Newig, J. Fischer, Applying a capitals approach to

understand rural development traps: A case study from post-socialist Romania.
Land Use Policy 43, 248–258 (2015).

62. J. D. van der Ploeg, Peasants and the Art of Farming: A Chayanovian Manifesto
(Fernwood, 2013).

63. M. Walsh-Dilley, W. Wolford, J. McCarthy, Rights for resilience: Food sovereignty, power,
and resilience in development practice. Ecol. Soc. 21, 11 (2016).

64. J. D. van der Ploeg, Peasant-driven agricultural growth and food sovereignty. J. Peasant
Stud. 41, 999–1030 (2014).

65. M. A. Altieri, C. I. Nicholls, Agroecology scaling up for food sovereignty and resiliency.
Sustain. Agric. Rev. 11, 1–29 (2012).

66. H. C. J. Godfray, J. R. Beddington, I. R. Crute, L. Haddad, D. Lawrence, J. F. Muir, J. Pretty,
S. Robinson, S. M. Thomas, C. Toulmin, Food security: The challenge of feeding
9 billion people. Science 327, 812–818 (2010).

67. K. Brown, Resilience, Development and Global change (Routledge, 2016).
68. W. J. Boonstra, F. W. de Boer, The historical dynamics of social–ecological traps.

Ambio 43, 260–274 (2014).
69. T. K. Rudel, T. Katan, B. Horowitz, Amerindian livelihoods, outside interventions, and

poverty traps in the Ecuadorian Amazon. Rural Sociol. 78, 167–185 (2013).
70. F. Nunan, Understanding Poverty and the Environment: Analytical Frameworks and

Approaches (Routledge, 2015).
71. R. M. Solow, A contribution to the theory of economic growth. Q. J. Econ. 70, 65–94 (1956).
72. P. Collier, The Bottom Billion: Why the Poorest Countries Are Failing and What Can Be Done

About It (Oxford Univ. Press, 2006).
73. C. Azariadis, J. Stachurski, Poverty Traps (Department of Economics, University of Melbourne,

2004); http://fbe.unimelb.edu.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0006/803175/913.pdf
74. R. Costanza, R. d’Arge, R. de Groot, S. Farber, M. Grasso, B. Hannon, K. Limburg, S. Naeem,

R. V. O’Neill, J. Paruelo, R. G. Raskin, P. Sutton, M. van den Belt, The value of the
world’s ecosystem services and natural capital. Nature 387, 253–260 (1997).

75. P. Cochrane, Exploring cultural capital and its importance in sustainable development.
Ecol. Econ. 57, 318–330 (2006).

76. L. H. Gunderson, Ecological resilience—In theory and application. Annu. Rev. Ecol. Syst.
31, 425–439 (2000).

77. P. Blaikie, The Political Economy of Soil Erosion in Developing Countries (Longman, 1985).
78. C. B. Barrett, L. E. M. Bevis, The self-reinforcing feedback between low soil fertility

and chronic poverty. Nat. Geosci. 8, 907–912 (2015).
79. E. Cromwell, Agriculture, Biodiversity and Livelihoods: Issues and Entry Points (Overseas

Development Institute, 1999).
80. T. Forsyth, M. Leach, T. Scoones, Poverty and Environment: Priorities for Research and

Study (Institute of Development Studies, 1998); http://agris.fao.org/agris-search/search.
do?recordID=GB2013203519.

81. J. Loh, D. Harmon, A global index of biocultural diversity. Ecol. Indic. 5, 231–241 (2005).
82. J. Godar, T. A. Gardner, E. J. Tizado, P. Pacheco, Actor-specific contributions to the

deforestation slowdown in the Brazilian Amazon. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. U.S.A. 111,
15591–15596 (2014).

83. H. M. Ravnborg, Poverty and environmental degradation in the Nicaraguan hillsides.
World Dev. 31, 1933–1946 (2003).

S C I ENCE ADVANCES | R EV I EW

Lade et al., Sci. Adv. 2017;3 : e1603043 3 May 2017 10 of 11

 on M
ay 17, 2017

http://advances.sciencem
ag.org/

D
ow

nloaded from
 



84. K. Zhang, J. A. Dearing, T. P. Dawson, X. Dong, X. Yang, W. Zhang, Poverty alleviation
strategies in eastern China lead to critical ecological dynamics. Sci. Total Environ.
506–507, 164–181 (2015).

85. R. E. Evenson, D. Gollin, Assessing the impact of the green revolution, 1960 to 2000.
Science 300, 758–762 (2003).

86. D. Tilman, C. Balzer, J. Hill, B. L. Befort, Global food demand and the sustainable
intensification of agriculture. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. U.S.A. 108, 20260–20264 (2011).

87. J. Pretty, C. Toulmin, S. Williams, Sustainable intensification in African agriculture. Int. J.
Agric. Sustain. 9, 5–24 (2011).

88. J. A. Foley, N. Ramankutty, K. A. Brauman, E. S. Cassidy, J. S. Gerber, M. Johnston,
N. D. Mueller, C. O’Connell, D. K. Ray, P. C. West, C. Balzer, E. M. Bennett, S. R. Carpenter,
J. Hill, C. Monfreda, S. Polasky, J. Rockström, J. Sheehan, S. Siebert, D. Tilman,
D. P. M. Zaks, Solutions for a cultivated planet. Nature 478, 337–342 (2011).

89. E. D. Collins, K. Chandrasekaran, A Wolf in Sheep’s Clothing? An Analysis of the
“Sustainable Intensification” of Agriculture (Friends of the Earth International, 2012).

90. R. Clémençon, Welcome to the Anthropocene: Rio+ 20 and the meaning of sustainable
development. J. Environ. Dev. 21, 311–338 (2012).

91. G. S. Cumming, A. Buerkert, E. M. Hoffmann, E. Schlecht, S. von Cramon-Taubadel,
T. Tscharntke, Implications of agricultural transitions and urbanization for ecosystem
services. Nature 515, 50–57 (2014).

92. S. Dasgupta, B. Laplante, H. Wang, D. Wheeler, Confronting the environmental Kuznets
curve. J. Econ. Perspect. 16, 147–168 (2002).

93. D. I. Stern, The rise and fall of the environmental Kuznets curve. World Dev. 32,
1419–1439 (2004).

94. F. Berkes, J. Colding, C. Folke, Rediscovery of traditional ecological knowledge as
adaptive management. Ecol. Appl. 10, 1251–1262 (2000).

95. J. Asafu-Adjaye, L. Blomquist, S. Brand, B. W. Brook, R. Defries, E. Ellis, C. Foreman,
D. Keith, M. Lewis, M. Lynas, T. Nordhaus, R. Pielke, R. Pritzker, J. Roy, M. Sagoff,
M. Shellenberger, R. Stone, P. Teague, An Ecomodernist Manifesto (The Breakthrough
Institute, 2015); www.ecomodernism.org/manifesto-english.

96. B. M. Swallow, J. K. Sanga, M. Nyabenge, D. K. Bundotich, A. K. Duraiappah, T. B. Yatich,
Tradeoffs, synergies and traps among ecosystem services in the Lake Victoria basin
of East Africa. Environ. Sci. Policy 12, 504–519 (2009).

97. T. J. Lybbert, C. B. Barrett, S. Desta, D. L. Coppock, Stochastic wealth dynamics and risk
management among a poor population. Econ. J. 114, 750–777 (2004).

98. A. Bot, J. Benites, The Importance of Soil Organic Matter: Key to Drought-Resistant Soil and
Sustained Food Production (Food and Agriculture Organization, 2005).

99. S. A. Banwart, E. Noellemeyer, E. Milne, Soil Carbon: Science, Management and Policy for
Multiple Benefits (CAB International, 2014).

100. L. A. Thrupp, Linking agricultural biodiversity and food security: The valuable role of
agrobiodiversity for sustainable agriculture. Int. Aff. 76, 283–297 (2000).

101. L. Maffi, E. Woodley, Biocultural Diversity Conservation: A Global Sourcebook (Routledge, 2012).

Acknowledgments: We thank our colleagues who commented on drafts of the manuscript:
O. Gaffney, T. Daw, T. Gardner, L. Clarke, B. Reyers, W. Boonstra, V. Galaz, A. Merrie, and
M. Spencer. Funding: The research leading to these results received funding from the
European Research Council (ERC) under the European Union’s Seventh Framework Programme
(FP/2007-2013)/ERC Grant Agreement 283950 SES-LINK, a core grant to the Stockholm
Resilience Centre by Mistra, the Sida-funded GRAID program at the Stockholm Resilience
Centre, the Swedish Research Council Formas (project grant 2014-589), the Ragnar Söderberg
Foundation, and the Erling-Persson Family Foundation. Author contributions: S.J.L., L.J.H.,
and M.S. conceptualized the research. S.J.L. and L.J.H. designed the research. L.J.H. reviewed
the literature. S.J.L. performed the modeling. All authors wrote the paper. Competing
interests: The authors declare that they have no competing interests. Data and materials
availability: All data needed to evaluate the conclusions in the paper are present in
the paper and/or the Supplementary Materials. Additional data related to this paper may be
requested from the authors.

Submitted 9 December 2016
Accepted 5 March 2017
Published 3 May 2017
10.1126/sciadv.1603043

Citation: S. J. Lade, L. J. Haider, G. Engström, M. Schlüter, Resilience offers escape from trapped
thinking on poverty alleviation. Sci. Adv. 3, e1603043 (2017).

S C I ENCE ADVANCES | R EV I EW

Lade et al., Sci. Adv. 2017;3 : e1603043 3 May 2017 11 of 11

 on M
ay 17, 2017

http://advances.sciencem
ag.org/

D
ow

nloaded from
 



doi: 10.1126/sciadv.1603043
2017, 3:.Sci Adv 

Schlüter (May 3, 2017)
Steven J. Lade, L. Jamila Haider, Gustav Engström and Maja
alleviation
Resilience offers escape from trapped thinking on poverty

this article is published is noted on the first page. 
This article is publisher under a Creative Commons license. The specific license under which

article, including for commercial purposes, provided you give proper attribution.
licenses, you may freely distribute, adapt, or reuse theCC BY For articles published under 

.here
Association for the Advancement of Science (AAAS). You may request permission by clicking 
for non-commerical purposes. Commercial use requires prior permission from the American 

licenses, you may distribute, adapt, or reuse the articleCC BY-NC For articles published under 

http://advances.sciencemag.org. (This information is current as of May 17, 2017):
The following resources related to this article are available online at

http://advances.sciencemag.org/content/3/5/e1603043.full
online version of this article at: 

 including high-resolution figures, can be found in theUpdated information and services,

http://advances.sciencemag.org/content/suppl/2017/05/01/3.5.e1603043.DC1
 can be found at: Supporting Online Material

http://advances.sciencemag.org/content/3/5/e1603043#BIBL
 10 of which you can access for free at: cites 67 articles,This article 

trademark of AAAS 
otherwise. AAAS is the exclusive licensee. The title Science Advances is a registered
York Avenue NW, Washington, DC 20005. Copyright is held by the Authors unless stated 

Newpublished by the American Association for the Advancement of Science (AAAS), 1200 
 (ISSN 2375-2548) publishes new articles weekly. The journal isScience Advances

 on M
ay 17, 2017

http://advances.sciencem
ag.org/

D
ow

nloaded from
 


