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Forest conversion for agriculture expansion is the most salient signature of human
occupation of the earth’s land surface. Although population growth and deforesta-
tion are significantly associated at the global and regional scales, evidence for
population links to deforestation at micro-scales—where people are actually clear-
ing forests—is scant. Much of the planet’s forest elimination is proceeding along
tropical agricultural frontiers. This article examines the evolution of thought on
population–environment theories relevant to deforestation in tropical agricultural
frontiers. Four primary ways by which population dynamics interact with frontier
forest conversion are examined: population density, fertility, and household
demographic composition, and in-migration.

KEY WORDS: population; land use and land cover change (LUCC); agricultural frontier;
tropical deforestation.

INTRODUCTION

The long legacy of forest conversion to agriculture represents the most
expansive footprint of human habitation of the earth’s surface (Myers, 1991;
Parsons, 1994; Lambin, et al., 2003). During recent decades, the nations of
the northern hemisphere have experienced reforestation while deforestation
has continued (though at recently slower rates) in the tropics (Achard et al.,
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2002). This trend threatens the biological integrity of the richest biome on
earth and, in some cases, the progress of rural development and the sus-
tainability of food production (Bongaarts, 1996). A positive correlation
between population growth and deforestation is widely recognized at the
temporal and spatial macro-scales (i.e., over centuries and globally), but
evidence for population links to deforestation at micro-scales (e.g., house-
hold and community levels), especially along agricultural–forest fron-
tierswhere most deforestation occurs on the planet1—is scant. However,
existing evidence suggests that, while population always acts in concert
with other processes, and in many cases is not the primary immediate
driver, demographic dynamics are crucial explanatory factors in the
deforestation of the planet’s tropics.

Population growth has long been singled out for its contribution in
altering the face of the earth. In 1700 B.C., the Babylonian epic Atrahasis,
forerunner of the Noah story of Genesis, recounts the great flood as a
reaction by God to unbridled human population growth under whose
pressure the earth was ‘‘bellowing like a bull’’ (Feen, 1996). The relation
between population dynamics and landscape change was later debated by
the Zoroastrians around 325 B.C., the Indian sage Kautilya in 300 B.C., and
Aristotle (Petersen, 1972). But it is the parson Thomas Malthus who is often
credited with developing the first comprehensive theory of population–
environment relations.2 Malthus (1873) predicted that population growth
would lead to famine and an eventual population crash since, he noted,
food production tends to increase only arithmetically whereas human
populations tend to grow geometrically.

The implication for environmental change and poverty was profound.
Malthus’ assumption of constant technology and fixed land resources,
coupled with his premise of unchanged farming techniques, meant that
farmers would be unable to yield enhanced food production on land al-
ready in cultivation. Population increase would therefore lead to the
incorporation into production of new lands of reduced quality.3 Dimin-
ishing returns to land and labor as people would work harder to eke a living
from increasingly unproductive lands would lead to mounting rural poverty
(Ricardo, 1887).

A recent Malthusian formulation posits that societies become mired in
a recursive cycle of high population growth and environmental degrada-
tion that results in continued human immiseration (including the inability
to produce enough food consistently) and ecological desolation (including
deforestation on marginal lands) (DasGupta, 1995). According to this
view, the concentration of rural poverty and environmental degradation in
the developing world can be framed within the demographic transition, in
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which fertility decline lags behind mortality decline during modernization
until both fertility and mortality arrive at a dynamic equilibrium. Unlike
the developed world, where fertility has largely dropped below replace-
ment levels, in recent decades developing regions have progressed through
a middle stage, characterized by high but falling birth rates and declining
death rates, with the inevitable outcome of population expansion
(Teitelbaum, 1975; Van de Walle and Knodel, 1980). While many urban
areas in the developing world are at or near replacement fertility levels
and evidence from agricultural settlements in the Amazon indicates rap-
idly falling fertility (Carr and Pan, 2002; McCracken et al., 2002), most
frontier regions remain under high-fertility regimes with the recurrent
outcome of population pressures on the land, environmental stress, and
resource degradation.4

Consistent with the demographic transition, most of the developing
world falls within Zelinsky’s second stage of ‘‘mobility transition,’’ char-
acterized by massive movements from the countryside to cities, and the
colonization of a minority to rural marginal lands. As predicted by the
mobility transition, rapid urbanization has swelled Latin America’s cities
while a more modest number of migrants have colonized frontier regions.
Moreover, consistent with Zelinsky’s theory, despite increasing interna-
tional migration, all but a few million of the several hundred million persons
migrating in the world each year do so internally (within the borders of their
own country) (Brown & Lawson, 1985; United Nations, 2001). However,
research on migration is weighted inversely to actual trends, with the vast
majority dealing with immigration (mostly to the developed world). Further,
of the academic work on internal migration in developing countries, almost
all deals with rural–urban migration, most based upon survey data obtained
only in destination areas. This despite the fact that a great deal of migration
in developing countries is rural–rural, and this migration flow is directly
linked to most of the planet’s deforestation.

While rarely citing demographic transition theory explicitly, much of
the land use/cover change (LUCC) literature accepts that population change
and distribution is a significant driver of global deforestation (Houghton,
1991; Myers, 1991; Vanclay, 1993; Wibowo & Byron, 1999). For example,
Mather et al. (1998) estimate that population explains approximately half of
the variation in deforestation worldwide while Allen and Barnes (1985)
consider it the primary cause of the planet’s deforestation. Simlarly, in a
review of over 150 case studies throughout the tropics, Geist and Lambdin
(2001) found that three-quarters of the literature they surveyed identified
population as an underlying or direct cause of deforestation—though
always acting in concert with other factors.
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Indeed, population’s effects on the environment usually operate
through a concatenation of interacting political, economic and ecological
causes across different scales (Geist & Lambin, 2001; Turner et al., 2001).
Population change can lead to various responses, including economic
(modifying present resource capture or employment strategies or changing
them all together), and demographic (fertility regulation through age of
marriage, birth spacing, or migration, including temporary and permanent).
Economic responses can have a direct impact on the environment; e.g.,
when a farmer decides to expand his farmland. Demographic responses will
have a secondary effect; e.g., if migration and fertility patterns change labor
availability and food demand in forest fringes. These various responses may
occur simultaneously or ‘‘multiphasically’’ (Davis, 1963; Bilsborrow, 1987).

Spatial and temporal discontinuities can obfuscate links between
population–environment interactions. For example, population change
elsewhere can foment frontier deforestation through demand for forest and
food products (Kaimowitz & Angelsen, 1998; Bilsborrow & Carr, 2001).
Worldwide, as many as one-half of all deforestation cases involves demand
for food, fuelwood or timber from distant populations to some degree, as
documented in several research projects in Latin America, including Costa
Rica (Rosero-Bixby & Palloni, 1998) and Mexico (Barbier & Burgess, 1996).

Some contemporary LUCC literature has framed the causes of tropical
deforestation as underlying and proximate (Turner et al., 1993; Ojima et al.,
1994; Geist & Lambin, 2001). Proximate causes are immediate factors,
usually found locally—where LUCC is occurring—and having transpired in
the recent past. Conversely, underlying causes tend to be further removed
temporarily and geographically. From the research on tropical deforestation
explicitly categorizing proximate causes, three essential types of forest
conversion emerge: agricultural expansion, timber extraction, and
infrastructure development. The first, often facilitated by the latter two, is by
far the number one cause of deforestation on the planet (Houghton, 1994;
Geist & Lambin, 2001; Achard et al., 2002). This is particularly
the case in Latin America, where frontier deforestation increasingly
encroaches on biodiversity-rich ‘‘protected’’ areas (Rudel & Roper, 1997;
Carr & Bilsborrow, 2001). A necessary antecedent to this encroachment and
subsequent forest conversion is the out-migration of rural households from
origin areas to the frontier. The fact that much forest conversion annually is
caused by large-scale ranchers and farmers does not refute this. Large farms
in agricultural frontiers are usually formed only after consolidating lands
opened first by small farm settlers. Ultimately, population change elsewhere
in the form of out-migration (often from areas of high population density and
unequal resource access) is a prerequisite (even when only initially) to
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frontier colonist deforestation. Some scholars have noted how population
pressures in migration origin areas (from, for example, unequal distribution
of land and other resources as well as from population increase from in-
migration and fertility) can encourage frontier settlement (Moran, 1993;
Wood & Perz, 1996; Barbier, 1997). However, this important point is rel-
atively neglected in the literature.

This article examines population–environment theories and empirical
studies relevant to in-migration and demographic processes following set-
tlement, and the proximate population factors associated with deforestation
along tropical agricultural frontiers.5 While frontier migration and land use
are caused by complex interactions among political, economic, ecological,
and demographic processes, it is the latter category that is the focus of this
paper. Despite regional variation, settler farmers appear to be key drivers of
forest conversion along the primary frontier ‘‘hot spots’’ worldwide during
recent decades (Houghton, 1994; Myers, 1994; Achard et al., 2002). Con-
versely, the deforestation effects of larger farmers are not as likely to be
caused by proximate demographic processes but rather by changing de-
mand for farm products from distal populations (although large frontier
farms result indirectly from population effects, since they are usually formed
from consolidating lands cleared by earlier small farm families). Specifi-
cally, four principal ways by which population can directly affect forest
cover change on the frontier examined here are population density, fertility,
and household demographic composition, and in-migration (see Figure 1).6

PROXIMATE DEMOGRAPHIC FACTORS AFFECTING SMALL
FARMER LAND USE IN TROPICAL FOREST FRONTIERS

Population Density

Boserup (1965) altered the current of population–environment dis-
course by arguing that population growth may stimulate agricultural
intensification (increasing production per unit of land), thereby suggesting
that population growth can ultimately have a benign or possibly even a
positive effect on forest cover. She theorized that as available arable land
becomes scarce relative to labor, farmers may react to initial environmental
degradation by adopting more labor-intensive techniques that take advan-
tage of increased labor–land ratios (Boserup, 1965). Boserup’s theory has
been tested with positive results in places not fully integrated into market
economies (see, e.g., Turner et al., 1977; Brush & Turner, 1987; Pingali &
Binswanger, 1988). Turner et al. (1977) conducted a compelling test of
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Boserup’s theory. A significant positive relationship was established be-
tween land availability and agricultural intensity in a sample of 29 tropical
subsistence societies from around the globe. Nevertheless, the authors no-
ted that since density accounted for only 58% of the variation in agricultural
intensities, other factors also merited consideration.

Brush and Turner (1987) model of ‘‘modified consumption’’ takes other
factors into account and considers demand for agricultural intensity as a
function of not only population demand but also of biological, social, and
market forces. Kinship, culture, taxes, ecological conditions, and market
integration were thus posited as potential demands in addition to popula-
tion pressure (Brush & Turner, 1987). Further, other intensification re-
sponses, such as the use of technologies and agricultural inputs (e.g.,
fertilizers, pesticides, and herbicides), were considered alternative re-
sponses to fallow intensification (shortening the fallow cycle).

Since Brush and Turner’s (1987) work, and building on pioneering
research on induced innovation (Binswanger & Ruttan, 1978; Pingali, et al.,
1987),7 a host of studies have indicated the importance of diverse spatial
and temporal intensification responses to demographic and non-demo-
graphic demands, including the use of irrigation, farm machinery and agro-

In-migration

• Typically the main
component of
population growth on
the frontier.

Population Density

•From fertility and in-
migration (numerator)
and changing land
distribution
(denominator).

Fertility

•Tends to be higher on
the frontier than in
urban and other rural
areas

Household Life cycle
and Composition

•Age and gender
structural and
compositional change.
•Tends to be young and
male-dominated on the
frontieff

Out-migration to the frontier

•A prerequisite to forest conversion on the agricultural frontier.
•It is itself influenced by fertility, in-migration, and household
life cycle patterns in migration origin areas in addition to other
political, economic, and ecological factors.

Proximate Factors

Underlying Factors

FIGURE 1. Proximate and underlying population factors relating to forest
decline on the agriculture frontier.
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chemicals (Nietschmann, 1979; Zimmerer, 1991, 1993; Netting et al.,
1993; Behrens et al., 1994; Bilsborrow & Geores, 1994; Connelly,
1994; Krautkraemer, 1994; Schelhas, 1996; Turner & Ali, 1996;
Ahmed & Sanders, 1998; Shriar, 2000).

As these studies invariably showed reduced pressure on the land due to
raising yields per hectare, researchers working in humid tropical frontiers
wondered if intensification might reduce tropical deforestation in such re-
gions (Sanchez, 1994; Smith et al., 1995; Almeida et al., 1996; Uhl &
Nepstad, 2000; Toniolo & Uhl, 1995). Yet the body of research on agri-
cultural intensification generally presumes demand from population density
or markets insufficient to compel farmers to intensify agriculture in a labor-
scarce and land-abundant environment. Thus, the seminal theories of
farmer response to population density are largely inapplicable to frontier
environments. In such places, most forms of intensification represent an
unnecessary labor burden, are uneconomical, inefficient, or too risky for
small, semi-subsistence producers (Fearnside, 1993; Forster & Stanfield,
1993; Kaimowitz, 1995). Further, even when farmers possess the technical
means and know-how for intensifying production, they may be constrained
in implementing such technology due to local political–economic condi-
tions (Jones, 1990).

Frontiers evolve concomitantly with rapidly changing population–
environment dynamics. In the early (most forest-demanding) stages of
frontier settlement, increased population density tends to induce continued
agricultural extensification (farmland expansion). As the frontier evolves
with increasing population density arising from in-migration, fertility
and land consolidation, land fragmentation may lead to fallow compression
and the application of inputs in order to take advantage of ascending labor
to land ratios and waning forest reserves. Increasing market penetration in
the developing frontier may also compel farmers with reasonable access to
those markets to induce intensification (e.g., Brush & Turner, 1987; Gold-
man, 1993; Shriar, 2000). Researching when and where such responses
might occur are keys to understanding the potential for land use changes
and further forest clearing in settled areas as well as to understand forest
clearing patterns in future frontiers.

Examples from the case study literature underscore the complexities of
frontier farming that make application of intensification theories to frontier
environments problematic. For example, Shriar’s (2000) research on
intensification adoption among 118 farmers in the buffer zone of Guate-
mala’s Maya Biosphere Reserve indicated that smaller farms (therefore those
on average with higher population density) intensified through intercrop-
ping, perhaps in response to population pressures on the land. Yet larger

591

DAVID CARR



farms of low population density also intensified production but not through
intercropping, which demands high labor, but rather through the applica-
tion of herbicides in compensation for low labor supply (Shriar, 2001).

Fragile and informal terms of occupancy are characteristics of frontier
environments and may further discourage intensification since rapid and
widespread forest clearing signals de facto occupancy, rebuffing the
intentions of potential squatters (e.g., Kaimowitz, 1995; Fearnside, 2001).
Nevertheless, the link between land title and conservation is not straight-
forward. For example, Futemma and Brondı́zio (2003) found the land ten-
ure–land use relation to be highly contingent on scale. They observed that at
the settlement level, forest privatization led to increasing deforestation rates
while at the farm level, intensification was a function primarily of labor,
capital, and natural resource availability.

In contrast to the Boserupian theory, in any case studies from relatively
developed frontiers in the Amazon, intensification has accompanied con-
tinued forest conversion (Pichón, 1997a, b; Angelsen & Kaimowitz, 2001;
Cattaneo, 2001; Vosti et al., 2001; White et al., 2001; Perz, 2003). This
trend is corroborated by the greater deforestation observed near roads (Sa-
der et al., 1994; Chomitz & Gray, 1996; Pfaff, 1999). In several cases, this
dual process appears to be driven at the farm level by relatively wealthy
households who are the most able to afford intensification in the form of
inputs, machinery, and hired labor, and who are also the most able to
expand farm holdings (Pichón, 1997a, b). Perz (2003) recently conducted
research on intensification determinants among 261 households along
the Trans-Amazon highway. Consistent with the broader agricultural
intensification literature, he found that households with more labor and
capital were more likely to adopt modern technologies. However, those
with the wherewithal to purchase technologies also cleared more land than
non-adopters.

Much of the forest conversion of wealthier households is due to pasture
demand from expanding cattle holdings. In these contexts, traditional
agricultural intensification theory is turned on its head. As cattle ranches are
usually larger than farms dedicated to semi-subsistence food production,
low population density is associated with more deforestation. Consistent
with Pichón (1997a, b) and Perz (2003), these (wealthier) households are
more likely to intensify crop production than are non-adopters of cattle. For
example, Carr (2002b) found that the most extensive farmers in a core
conservation zone of the Maya Biosphere Reserve (MBR), those with cattle,
also tended to intensify maize production through the use of inputs and the
cropping of the nitrogen-fixing legume velvet bean (Mucuna pruriens).
Similarly, frontier farmers in Sarapiquı́, Costa Rica were slow to embrace
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perennials because of the high initial investment and long wait for returns.
Thus the wealthiest, most expansive farmers, those with cattle, were much
more likely to intensify through perennials such as black pepper (Schelhas,
1996).

Few generalities have emerged from the still emerging body of litera-
ture on frontier intensification. This heterogeneity of findings highlights the
importance of temporal and spatial scale in examining the relation between
population density and environmental change (Walsh et al., 1999; Carr,
2002a). The key questions that remain are who intensifies, where and when
does intensification occur, and what kind of intensification (e.g., labor,
land, means of production) will be adopted in certain places and at certain
times.

A point of wide agreement in the literature is that frontier agricultural
intensification and extensification processes will depend on a host of social,
political, economic, and demographic, factors of which population density
embodies only one. With regard to the effects of population density on
deforestation, it is generally agreed that increases in the former may lead to
some forms of intensification; but it will also be accompanied by continued
agricultural expansion at the regional and farm scales. This trend helps
explain why unabated deforestation rates at the national scale are associ-
ated with a declining national rural population in several nations of the
Latin American tropics (Carr, 2002a, b). At the farm level, increased pop-
ulation densityinfluenced mainly by its denominator, land—will tend to be
associated with more percent forest cleared but less absolute forest cleared.
When holding land constant, the population effect on frontier forest
conversion is one of household size and composition, the topics of the
following two sections of this paper.

Fertility and Frontier Farm LUCC

Most of the rapid population growth characteristic of agricultural
frontiers comes from in-migration. However, frontier migrants tend to have
higher fertility than cohorts in origin areas (e.g., Weil, 1981; Rundquist &
Brown, 1989; Murphy, et al., 1999). For example, total fertility rate (TFR) for
settlers in the Ecuadorian Amazon (known as the ‘‘Oriente’’) in, 1990 was
8.0 children, twice the national rate (Murphy et al., 1999). This rate is
comparable to those found in early stages of settlement in Brazilian and
Peruvian frontiers, and considerably higher than urban and ‘‘non-frontier’’
rural fertility (Thapa & Bilsborrow, 1995). Evidence points to falling fertility
on the frontier in the Brazilian Amazon (McCracken et al., 2002) and, more
recently, in the Ecuadorian Amazon where Carr and Pan (2002) found that
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the TFR of settler families had plummeted from approximately 8.0 in 1990
to 5.0 in 1999 as most women wished to have no more children. With scant
options for reproductive health, however, fertility in the Ecuadorian Ama-
zon continues to exceed national and other regional averagesas consistent
with more developed frontiers in Brazil (McCracken et al., 2002).

The cause of high frontier fertility would appear to be, in a general
sense, predicated on the same factors governing family size in other con-
texts, low demand for and/or supply of contraception options (Leet, 1977;
Tuladhar, et al., 1982; Robinson & Schutjer, 1984; Singh et al., 1985;
Knodel et al., 1987; Lesthaeghe & Surkyn, 1988). Nevertheless, there are
several points in the children supply and demand model specific to a
frontier context worth mentioning here. First, in a frontier environment,
investment in the land is inefficient relative to investments in labor and
hence in reproduction (Caldwell & Caldwell, 1987). Moreover as access to
health care is poor, mortality is high, inducing compensatory births to en-
sure child survival (Caldwell, 1976). Second, because of the insecure land
tenure characteristic of frontier environments, children are perceived by
some to compensate for land insecurity by providing income security to
parents in their dotage (Stokes, 1984). Third, scarce wage–labor employ-
ment and schooling opportunities for women diminishes the opportunity
cost of women’s economic participation relative to that of child-rearing
(Singh et al., 1985; Singh, 1994).8 Finally, contraceptive options beyond
the rhythm method are non-existent or incur prohibitive time, financial,
or cultural costs (e.g., Henriques, 1988; Marquette, 1995; Pichón &
Bilsborrow, 1999).

Household fertility has been linked to forest conversion on the frontier
where larger families are associated with demand for subsistence crops for
household consumption and labor demand for clearing land for crops. For
example, in Costa Rica, deforestation was relatively low on farms with three
to four children compared with farms of six or more children (Rosero-Bixby
& Palloni, 1998). Similarly, regression analyses from surveys collected from
settler households in the Ecuadorian Oriente, (Rudel & Horowitz, 1993;
Pichón, 1997a, b) and Guatemala’s Petén (Carr, 2002b) found household
size to be negatively associated with land in forest. This relation can be-
come reversed, however, with the introduction of cattle, which often fol-
lows the initial clearing of land for annuals (usually by relatively wealthier
families). Cattle require less labor input over time (the reverse of crops) and
thus may reduce demand for household farm labor. Yet they have a much
greater demand on forest conversion than do crops. As explained in the
following section, cattle adoption is also a function of the household life-
cycle.
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Household size also relates indirectly to forest conversion in that has
been found to be positively linked to farm size (which not surprisingly is
highly positively correlated with forest cleared on the farm; see e.g., Pichón,
1997a,b; Carr, 2002b). Two main arguments explain this relation: (1) the
demand for labor to take advantage of the resources available on a large farm
on the one hand, and (2) the desire to expand farm size to accommodate a
growing family on the other (Chayanov, 1986; Binswanger & Mc Intire,
1987; Clay & Johnson, 1992; Ellis, 1993). Perhaps the most striking study
positively relating fertility and farm size was the Philippine Rural Survey of
1952 (Hawley, 1955), in which average total fertility was much higher on
farms over 4 ha (a mean of 7.0) compared to those under 1 ha (mean of 4.8).
Stokes et al. (1986) cite more recent evidence supporting this relation from
among the diverse environments of Bangladesh, Philippines, India, Latin
America, Mexico, and Brazil (see also, Merrick, 1978). Since most of these
studies were conducted in long-settled agricultural areas of relatively high
population density, one must be cautious in extending their application to
environments of relatively great land availability (Cain, 1984). Further, a host
of other studies find insignificant differences in family size relative to re-
source access (Firebaugh, 1982; Tuladhar et al., 1982; Nagarajan & Krish-
namoorthy, 1992). And there are several critiques of the relationship
between resource access and fertility. First, a larger farm may lead to high
fertility not because more children help to fill an increased labor demand
but rather because a large farm allows for greater resource security and thus,
for more surviving children (Clay & Johnson, 1992). Thus, the effect of
resource access on fertility is hypothesized by some to be reversed when
secure tenure of resources is established (Schutjer et al., 1981, 1983).

In sum, fertility, while trailing in-migration relative to its contribution to
population growth on the frontier, remains notably higher than in urban and
other rural regions. On the one hand, children are sometimes desired to
contribute to farm labor, while on the other, more crops are sown to feed
more children. However, even if families desire fewer children, the gross
dearth of health care facilities and contraceptive options on the frontier
disenable family planning desires. A further issue is that frontier areas tend
to be composed largely of rural households which may not have been
exposed to the more progressive values of the city and which justify high
fertility based on traditional ethnic or religious beliefs. Land size and tenure
appear to affect household size desires. Land tenure can effect labor allo-
cations as it allows families to receive loans which usually changes land-use
strategies toward a more market-oriented economy. When this means
investments in cattle, fewer children are necessary for labor on the farm
than if families invest in labor-intensive annuals. Some evidence indicates
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that families expand household size to take advantage of available
resources such that families will have more children on larger farms.
Nevertheless, a key critique of relations between land, land use, and fertility
and household size is that these links inadequately take into account the
effects of family age structure and life cycle features, as described in the
following section.

Household Demographic Life Cycle and Frontier Farm LUCC

A relatively understudied aspect of population–environment relation-
ships is the role of the family life cycle. Chayanovian theory (Chayanov,
1986; Thorner et al., 1986) represents a useful framework for analyzing the
relation between household demographic factors and land clearing in an
agricultural frontier. According to this perspective, the age and sex com-
position of households affects labor and, therefore, land use and forest
conversion (e.g., Murphy et al., 1999). Whether household age structure or
household wealth has a greater effect on farmer land use is still a question of
debate (e.g., Grossman, 1998). Moreover, even if we accept that household
effects are important, rigid divisions between subsistence and commodity
farming need to be relaxed when applying Chayanovian theory to frontier
farmers today. For example, Chayanov (1986) assumed that certain staple
crops are irreplaceable to subsistence farmers, yet shifting a greater share of
production to market crops is a common strategy among many frontier
farmers today, especially as transportation infrastructure improves over time
(Stewart, 1994). To the extent these crops require different labor inputs,
family size preference and, ultimately, fertility, may be modified.

Despite considerable geographical variation, a general process of
frontier evolution appears to recur throughout the Latin American tropics.
The frontier settler family life cycle commences with migration to a new
farm plot. Recent settler families tend to be young (with household heads
and spouses usually in their, twenties and thirties) with a few small
children. Risk aversion, limited frontier farming experience, and low
capital and labor inputs initially encourage the primacy of cropping
annuals. Forest clearing is greatest during the first several years of settle-
ment as forest is initially cleared for the opening of the farm for the
production of annuals and to demarcate farm occupancy in order to rebuff
the intentions of potential squatters or absentee landowners. During early
child-rearing years, families will face the greatest pressures to increase
agricultural production on the demand side (Pichón, 1997a, b; Marquette,
1998).
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As the household evolves, the increasing labor supply of maturing
children and financial stability induces expansion into new farming efforts,
including perennials and cattle (Stewart, 1994; Perz, 2001; McCracken
et al., 2002; Walker et al., 2002). At this stage, larger households may be
associated with decreased deforestation as available forest land is dimin-
ished on the farm and increased labor may encourage intensification.
Conversely, smaller households may be encouraged to purchase cattle due
to the low labor demands of maintaining pasture.

As children become adults, they may either out-migrate (permanently
or temporarily), decreasing demand for crops for household consumption
but possibly encouraging livestock adoption and or a transition into
perennials as household labor decreases and household financial security
increases through remittances; or they may remain, increasing incentives to
intensify agricultural production (Findley, 1988; Laurian et al., 1998;
McCracken et al., 2002). This latter response may be further encouraged by
increased capital accumulation (Brondizio et al., 2002).

Among second-generation frontier households, Laurian et al. (1998)
found that cattle retained potential migrants while an orientation towards
crops led to migration. This may be counterintuitive from a labor per-
spective since crops are more labor-demanding than cattle (although pas-
ture maintenance is quite labor-demanding especially when recently sown
grasses compete with invasive weeds). Nevertheless, cattle is usually
associated with ample land ownership and is therefore a good proxy for
socioeconomic status on the frontier. Here again, however, scale is
important since even though at the farm level more cattle may retain sec-
ond- and third- generation children, the consolidation of lands associated
with cattle ranching at the community and regional levels will tend to serve
as a migration push among households whose lands have been consoli-
dated (Laurian et al., 1998).

In conclusion, although fertility and family size in themselves can affect
household net labor allocation and consumption patterns, and thus land use
and forest clearing, household demographic composition and life cycle
effects appear to be equally, if not more important. Very young children
contribute little to household labor or consumption while grown children
contribute in widely diverse ways, whether through labor on the farm or
labor allocated elsewhere which augments capital investments on the farm.
Forest clearing on the farm occurs in pulses rather than continuously.
Understanding the frontier family life cycle helps explain when and how
these will occur, for example, initially following settlement for opening land
to produce subsistence crops, and later to expand into cattle or market-
oriented crops.
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Of course, external changes affecting a frontier region, or period ef-
fects, makes the experience of different cohort groups (based on time of
arrival on the frontier) unique and independent of the age-structure patterns
described above. A large sample size, distributed across cohorts is neces-
sary to tease apart period, age, and cohort effects (e.g., Brondizio et al.,
2002; McCracken et al., 2002). Nevertheless before we can examine
the effects of population density, fertility and household size, and house-
hold compositional and life cycle effects, families have to migrate to
the frontier in the first place, the last population effect on deforestation
examined here.

Frontier in-migration and LUCC

In addition to promoting young and large households, resource abun-
dance and labor scarcity characteristic of a frontier environment encourage
in-migration, the main source of population growth in agricultural frontiers
(Lutz, 1996; Geist & Lambin, 2001). In-migration is a prerequisite to frontier
forest conversion. It proves to remain a key process in the future since the
potential for most future deforestation will be not on lands already settled
but rather on lands yet to be occupied beyond the forest fringe. The pop-
ulation most at risk for settling in these lands will likely be the second
and third generation of frontier colonists whose comparative economic
advantage is skill in frontier farming and whose comparative disadvantage is
competing with laborers with different sets of skills in urban and interna-
tional environments.

Whereas household size and composition have direct impacts at the
farm level, the direct effects of colonization on LUCC are mainly at the
community and regional levels. The proximate or direct impact of migration
at the farm level occurs only in the minority of cases when migrants settle
on already established farms (rather than clearing forest to create new ones).
Examples of rapid forest conversion at the regional scale following colo-
nization are abundant in the deforestation literature.9 Some selected
examples of this phenomenon include: the Ecuadorian Oriente, where
population grew at annual rates exceeding 6% through the 1970s and,
1980s—more than double the national average as agricultural colonists
claimed over one-third of the Ecuadorian Amazon region (Southgate et al.,
1991; Pichón & Bilsborrow, 1999); the Brazilian Amazon where
deforestation (low in percentage terms but the highest in the world in
absolute amount deforested) was closely linked to levels of in-migration
(e.g., Wood et al., 1996); and Guatemala’s Petén where half of the vast
departments’ forestland has been cleared since the 1970s by agricultural
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colonization (Valenzuela, 1996). Less is known about how, at the farm
level, settlement on existing plots may affect forest conversion (Pan &
Bilsborrow, 2004). Out-migration from the frontier (rural–rural and rural–
urban) can also effect land cover change on the farm, in that it alters labor
availability, initially decreasing it by the absence of household labor (Bar-
bieri & Carr, unpublished data). However, if out-migrants send remittances
to the origin household, labor can be replenished through hired farm
workers.

To summarize, in-migration is the main cause of population growth on
the frontier. Some of the characteristics of the frontier that promote high
fertility, namely land availability and labor scarcity, also pull migrants from
more population-dense, land-scarce regions. Yet the frontier migrant is
relatively rare since he eschews better-paying and more diverse labor
markets, superior public education, health care, and community infra-
structure to live in a remote, disease-infested wilderness where growing
crops with little to no public infrastructure or services, limited technology,
and precarious environmental conditions. Perhaps counterintuitively, such
migrants usually claim that they are better off than in their areas of origin
(see, e.g., Murphy et al., 1999; Carr, 2002a, b); this highlights the over-
whelming allure of the one thing the frontier offers over other destination
alternatives: land. I have discussed some ways in which population variables
can have a proximate effect on frontier forest conversion in the tropics.
Fertility, age and gender structures, various components of the household life
cycle, and rural–rural migration interact with political, economic, and
ecological processes in the retreat of frontier forests. A considerable body of
literature on population–environment dynamics has been amassed. Yet key
questions remain unresolved theoretically and empirically. I now return to
the theoretical discussion in the introduction to reconsider the Malthus
versus Boserup debate in light of the evidence cited in this paper.

RECONCILING MALTHUS AND BOSERUP: SCALE,
PLACE, AND FRONTIER LUCC

Several population–environment relations are theoretically cogent and
empirically supported. Why then do researchers remain mired in unsettled
Malthus versus Boserup debates? Complementary nuances of Malthusian
and Boserupian arguments are belied by dualistic ‘‘straw-man’’ arguments.
Contemporary human–environment discourse has sometimes dismissed
Malthusian arguments as overly simplistic and as failing to account ade-
quately for exploitative and unequal economic and institutional structures
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(Lee, 1986). Although Malthus failed to take into account the tempering
effect of technological advances (after all, technology changed little over a
peasant family’s reproductive life in Malthus’ England of the early 1800s),
undeniably the growth of human populations will, all variables held con-
stant, augment human impacts on the landscape; irregardless of migration
and mortality patterns, over time and at the global level, this growth will not
occur unless women have at least two children, on average. When women
have considerably more than two children, as is typical in frontier envi-
ronments, more labor to invest on the farm and more mouths to feed will
provide higher pressure on forest resources, without compensating mech-
anisms. Though fixed variables would be highly uncharacteristic of a
complex open system, as is the relation between humans and the earth, data
generally support a positive association between deforestation and popu-
lation growth at the farm, national, and regional levels (as discussed above).
Ricardo’s corollary of diminishing returns has proved similarly portentous;
farmland expansion has increasingly claimed climatically and edaphically
challenged lands. Boserupian theory cannot refute this.

Nevertheless, Boserup clarified an added dimension in the debate.
Except in the very poorest sub-regions of the world (e.g., sub-Saharan
Africa), agricultural intensification has compensated for mounting popula-
tion densities, enabling an increase in the food/person ratio during the latter
half of the 20th century. This increase is, however, due mainly to the Green
Revolution and fertilizer use, rather than to fallow intensification. Further,
evidence from the developing world, including agricultural frontiers, has
shown how population density can both induce agricultural intensification
and environmental degradation.

Still, population effects on the frontier are complex, change over time
and space, and appear to be more dependent on timing and location of
migration, and cohort, age, and period effects than on sheer population
size. For example, one common process during the middle and later stages
of frontier development reverses the anticipated population growth–defor-
estation trend: settler out-migration following land consolidation by large
farmers contributes to overall population decrease while deforestation may
accelerate, particularly when the large farmers adopt cattle as has happened
widely in Latin America (e.g., Hecht, 1983; Heckadon & McKay, 1984;
Wood et al., 1996). Further, deforestation on the frontier occurs in pul-
ses—not continuously—relating more to the frontier life cycle, such as
initial settlement clearing and later clearing for conversion to pasture than
to population growth per se.

Though they did not explicitly advance this theme, Malthus, Boserup,
and their more contemporary legacies offer substantial insight to be applied
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to a root cause of migration to the rural frontier—a process that is driving
LUCC to a far greater magnitude than in situ demographic processes. Re-
search on farmer responses to population pressure and other demands, may
further our understanding of frontier deforestation, not merely by examining
where and why farmers are intensifying agriculture where they are cur-
rently, but rather by investigating where and why out-migration to the
frontier may follow the exhaustion of (or take place in lieu of) intensifica-
tion, off-farm labor, family planning, or other alternative responses (Davis,
1963; Bilsborrow & Carr, 2001).

Malthusian and Boserupian theories, nonetheless, incompletely
apprehend key contemporary population–LUCC processes emerging at the
human–forest penumbra. The great diversity of human systems inscribe
landscape change on the face of the earth in widely varied signatures over
time and across space (Rudel & Roper, 1997; Bilsborrow & Carr, 2001; Carr,
2002a). In many instances, changing the scale of analysis will reveal
examples in which population growth declined yet deforestation acceler-
ated (Hecht & Cockburn, 1989), population growth was accompanied by
reforestation (Tiffen et al., 1994), or population growth was followed by a
host of human–environment responses (Schelhas, 1996; Kalipeni, 1999).10

The role of the Malthus–Boserup debate in relation to frontier defor-
estation may be somewhat reconciled when temporal and spatial scales are
given their due. Population growth has been associated with—and, again,
evidence suggests that it has induced—both agricultural expansion and
agricultural intensification. The former is more likely in areas of great land
availability and scarce labor, the latter in more population-dense, market-
oriented economies (Boserup, 1965; Brush & Turner, 1987). Within the
frontier, the former is more likely at early and late stages of frontier settle-
ment (during farm establishment and later if cattle is adopted), the latter as
growing children contribute to labor on the farm and/or farm households
respond to intensification demands from local markets or shrinking land
availability (Brondizio et al., 2002; McCracken et al., 2002). Such research
is not inconsistent with Boserup: her theory allows that population–land-use
change interactions are reciprocal, i.e., that decreasing population density
should lead to agricultural disintensification (Boserup, 1965).

Population dynamics are but one of several sets of factors determining
human impacts on the environment (Carr, 2004). Yet population theories
are incomplete when they fail to fully consider structural issues of inequi-
table resource access and accompanying policies. Political and economic
factors are largely responsible for engendering the very population pressures
and poverty that exacerbate environmental degradation in marginalized
rural communities around the globe, that spawn movements of landless
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peasants to tropical frontiers, and that fan the destructive farming initiated at
the frontier. Whether or not population growth induces agricultural inten-
sification, off-farm employment, fertility reduction, or out-migration—on
the frontier or elsewhere—will be related to a host of scale- and place-
contingent economic, social, political, and ecological factors. Under these
complex realities, Malthus is geographically relative, and Boserupian stages
of land use are not so much evolutionary as circumstantial.

CONCLUSION

Malthusian, Boserupian, and other theories of population change must
be examined within spatial and temporal contexts and in relation to polit-
ical, economic, and ecological processes. The formulation of proximate and
underlying causes is a positive step toward conceptualizing these nested
causal links. When seen this way, demographic processes are among the
essential drivers of frontier deforestation. In-migration is the major demo-
graphic factor behind frontier deforestation. However, frontier regions also
tend to have extraordinarily high fertility, further encouraging forest con-
version on the farm, and the formation of new farms on current (following
farm fragmentation) and future (following out-migration) frontiers.

Current research on proximate population links to frontier forest con-
version is limited to small fragmented case studies or to disconnected
macro-scale studies, both of which generally suffer from inadequate
demographic data. Research has been limited by estimations based on
incongruous resolutions and measurements. Further, the scale of outcome
variables are frequently not examined at commensurate scales as the
hypothesized drivers; this is due to the commission of the ecological fallacy
at the conceptual level or to data limitations at the empirical level.

Further investigation is necessary to understand under what conditions
and at which spatial scales population or other socioeconomic and political
inducements will lead to agricultural intensification and whether or not this
intensification will accompany more or less forest clearing. Research could
fruitfully be applied in recently settled frontiers where virtually none of the
studies on frontier land use is actually conducted yet where a large proportion
of forests are cleared and will continue to be cleared in the humid tropics.

More research is needed to better understand the effects on fertility and
household life cycles on in situ frontier forest conversion and to link these to
meso-and macro-scale processes. Theories of household formation and
family size are still largely based on rural agrarian studies from traditional
peasant societies, and not in dynamic, land-abundant, labor-scarce frontier
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environments. Investigations are needed to test to what extent theories of
household labor and consumption demand contribute to family planning
and birth spacing in such environments. The scarcity of child and maternal
health care and contraception in remote rural villages surely contributes to
the relatively high fertility of frontier environments. Since some evidence
from rural Amazonia points to rapidly falling fertility, research could fruit-
fully probe what factors are contributing to this decline and how the frontier
fertility transition differs from the western demographic transition of the,
19th century and the 21st century transition of the urban developing world.

Since migration is a prerequisite to frontier forest conversion, the po-
tential for future deforestation lies not where farms already are but where
they may yet be. Future research is needed to document both the distal, yet
fundamental, link between migration and frontier deforestation (out-
migration to the frontier from areas of origin), as well as the potential effects
of migration from frontier farms on farm land use. Several intriguing ques-
tions emerge relating to the potential effect of out-migration on frontier farm
LUCC. Who are the very small minority of the world’s migrants who choose
the frontier as their destination? To what extent are political–economic,
demographic, ecological, and historical conditions spatially homogenous
and to what degree are they place-specific? Moreover, following frontier
settlement, how might potential out-migration flows from the frontier con-
tribute to land-use processes there and in future agricultural frontiers? Our
understanding of future frontier deforestation would be advanced consid-
erably by understanding not only how farmers are managing land on
frontier farms today, but also how and why out-migration to the frontier
occurs in the first place. Pioneers of this terra incognita could blaze a
potentially rich trail in further connecting demography and human–envi-
ronment research.
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ENDNOTES

1. The proportion of global deforestation attributed to small farmers engaging in shifting
cultivation ranges from low estimates of 45% (UNEP, 1992) and 60% (World Bank, 1991;
Myers, 1992) to estimates ranging as high as 80% (Amelung & Diehl, 1992). Virtually all
old-growth forests cleared by small farmers must be located along agricultural frontiers
where such forests still remain.

2. He was influenced, not only by ancient philosophers, but also by more immediate pre-
decessors, including Condorcet (1955), Smith (1863), and Ricardo (1887).

3. More recently, neo-Malthusian arguments (those based on the belief that improving
people’s standard of living is impossible without limiting population growth) remain
predicated on the assumption of a fixed resource base and, therefore, of an ultimate
‘‘carrying capacity’’, the maximum number of people that an area can support given
resource endowments, resource use, and consumption levels (Pimentel, 1998).

4. Nations of high population growth tend to be those which are experiencing a lagged
fertility decline in response to recently, or currently, declining mortality rates (particularly
infant and child rates) as theorized in late stage II or early stage III of the demographic
transition (Teitelbaum, 1975; Van de Walle & Knodel, 1980).

5. I use ‘‘frontier’’ as an area that has ‘‘experienced rapid increase in population and land
appropriation…[and the] geographical boundary between ‘directly productive’ and ‘us-
ury-mercantile’ capital…[that]…lasts as long as landed property does not consolidate.’’
The frontier in this sense is not a fixed place but is ‘‘a brief transitional process’’ (Almeida,
1992).

6. The effect of adult mortality on forest cover change is less prominent than fertility in
frontier environments where high in-migration and fertility more than compensates for
relatively high adult mortality rates to yield a rapid net population growth rate. However,
high infant mortality typical in such environments may be a factor encouraging high
fertility.

7. Induced innovation theory posits that the adoption of intensification technologies is a
result of scarcity in land and labor relative to capital.

8. Further, the increased education and literacy help women to acquire, and take advantage
of, information about family planning facilities and contraceptives. A large literature exists
on the topic (Bongaarts, 1978; Caldwell, 1980; United Nations, 1995).

9. This is particularly the case in Latin America where a host of studies document such
processes (Hecht & Cockburn, 1989; Southgate, 1990; Moran, 1993; Schmink & Wood,
1993; Stonich, 1993; Browder, 1995; Pichón, 1997a, b; Rudel & Roper, 1997; Fearnside,
2001; Turner et al., 2001). The preponderance of cases from Latin America linked to
agricultural colonization is contrasted by the literature form other world regions where
colonization is sometimes not as important as timber extraction or farm expansion in Asia
and Africa: (Smil, 1983; French, 1986; Cruz, 1992; Kummer, 1992; Barbier, 1993; Bre-
chin, et al., 1993; Jarosz, 1993; Kummer & Turner, 1994; Panayotou & Sungsuwan 1994;
Paulson, 1994; Sussman et al., 1994; Angelsen, 1995; Shapiro, 1995; Brookfield et al.,
1996; Mertens & Lambdin, 1997; Fairi-Iead & Leach, 1998; Indrabudi et al., 1998;
Cropper et al., 1999; Kalipeni, 1999; Dak & Wessman, 2000).

10. Such relationships were recently described in detail by Carr (2002a, b).
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Amazonia: The case of Southern Pará. World Development, 29(8), 1361–1372.

Fearnside, P. M. & Barbosa, R. I. (1998). Soil carbon changes from conversion of forest
to pasture in Brazilian Amazonia. Forest Ecology and Management, 108(1–2), 147–
166.

Feen, R. (1996). Keeping the balance: Ancient Greek philosophical concerns with population
and environment. Population and Environment 17(6), 447–458.

Findley, S. (1988). Trends in Latin American frontier zones. In A. S. Oberai (Ed.), Land settle-
ment policies and population redistribution in developing countries: Achievements,
problems, & prospects. New York: Praeger, for the ILO and UNFPA.

Forster, N. & Stanfield, D. (1993). Tenure Regimes and Forest Management Case Studies in
Latin America, Land Tenure Center. Madison WI: University of Wisconsin Press.

French, D. (1986). Confronting an unsolvable problem: Deforestation in Malawi. World
Development, 14(4), 531–540.

Futemma, C. & Brondı́zio, E. S. (2003). Land reform and land-use changes in the lower
Amazon: Implications for agricultural intensification. Human Ecology, 31(3), 369–402.

Geist, H. J. & Lambin, E. F. (2001). What Drives Tropical Deforestation? A Meta-analysis of
Proximate and Underlying Causes of Deforestation Based on Sub-national Case Study
Evidence. Louvain-la-Neuve, Belgium: LUCC International Project Office, p. 116.

Goldman, A. (1993). Agricultural innovation in three areas of Kenya: neo-Boserupian theories
and regional characterization. Economic Geography, 69(1), 44–71.

Grossman, L. S. (1998).Thepolitical ecologyof bananas:Contract farming, peasants, andagrarian
change in the eastern Caribbean. Chapel Hill, NC: University of North Carolina Press.

Hawley, A. H. (1955). Rural fertility in Central Luzon.American Sociological Review, 20, 21–27.
Hecht, S. (1983). Cattle ranching in the Eastern Amazon: Environmental and social implica-

tions. In E. F. Moran (Ed.), The dilemma of Amazonian development, pp. 155–188.
Boulder, CO: Westview Press.

Hecht, S. & Cockburn, A. (1989). The fate of the forest. New York: Harper Collins.
Heckadon, S. & McKay, A. (1984). Colonización y Destrucción de Bosques en Panama: Ens-

ayos Sobre un Grave Problema Ecológico. Panama City, Panama: Asociación Panameña
de Antropologia.

607

DAVID CARR



Henriques, M. (1988). The colonization experience in Brazil. In A. Oberai (Ed.), Land settle-
ment policies and population redistribution in developing countries: Achievements,
problems, & prospects, pp. 317–354. New York, Westport, and London: Praeger.

Houghton, R. A. (1991). Tropical deforestation and atmospheric carbon dioxide. Climate
Change, 19, 99–118.

Houghton, R. A. (1994). Land-use change and tropical forests. BioScience, 44, 305–331.
Indrabudi, H., Gier, A. & Fresco, L. (1998). Deforestation and its driving forces: A case study of

Riam Kanan watershed Indonesia. Land Degradation & Development, 9(4), 311–322.
Jaros, L. (1993). Defining and explaining tropical deforestation, shifting cultivation and popu-

lation growth in colonial Madagascar 1896–1940. Economic Geography, 69(4), 366–379.
Jones, J. R. (1990). Colonization and environment: Land settlement projects in Central America.

Tokyo, New York: United Nations University Press.
Kaimowitz, D., (1995). Land tenure, land markets, and natural resource management by large

landowners in the Petén and the Northern Transversal of Guatemala. Latin American
Studies Association (LASA) Annual Meeting, Washington, D.C.

Kaimowitz, D. & Angelsen, A. (1998). Economic Models of Tropical Deforestation: A Review.
Jakarta: Centre for International Forestry Research.

Knodel, J., Chamratrithirong, A. & Debavalya, N. (1987). Thailand’s reproductive revolution:
Rapid fertility decline in a Third-World setting. Madison, WI: University of Wisconsin
Press.

Krautkraemer, J. A. (1994). Population growth, soil fertility, and agricultural intensification. The
Journal of Development Economics, 44(2), 403–416.

Kummer, D. M. (1992). Remote sensing and tropical deforestation: A cautionary note from the
Philippines. Photogrammetric Engineering & Remote Sensing, 58(10), 1469–1471.

Kummer, D. M. & Turner, B. L. II (1994). The human causes of deforestation in Southeast Asia:
The recurrent pattern is that of large-scale logging for exports followed by agricultural
expansion. BioSience, 44(5), 323–328.

Lambin, E., Geist, H. J., & Lepers, E. (2003). Dynamics of land use and land cover change in
tropical regions. Annual Review of Environmental Resources, 28, 205–241.

Laurian, L., Bilsborrow, R. E. & Murphy, L. (1998). Migration decisions among settler families in
the Ecuadorian Amazon: the second generation. Research in Rural Sociology and Devel-
opment, 7, 169–195.

Leet, D. R. (1977). Interrelations of population density, urbanization, literacy, and fertility.
Explorations in Economic History, 14, 388–401.

Lesthaeghe, R. & Surkyn, J. (1988). Cultural dynamics and economic theories of fertility change.
Population and Development Review, 14(1), 1–43.

Lutz, W. (1996). Population and biodiversity: A commentary. Washington, D.C.: American
Association for the Advancement of Science (AAAS), International Directorate.

Malthus, T. (1873). An essay on the principles of population. New York: Random House.
Marquette, C. (1995). Household demographic characteristics, consumption, labor and land

use on the northeastern Ecuadorian Amazon frontier. Ph.D. dissertation, New York:
Fordham University.

Marquette, C. M. (1998). Land Use Patterns Among Small Farmer Settlers in the Northeastern
Ecuadorian Amazon. Human Ecology 26(4), 573-598.

Mather, A., Needle, C. et al. (1999). Environmental kuznets curves and forest trends. Geog-
raphy, 84(362), 55–65.

Mather, A. S., Needle, C. L. et al. (1998). The human drivers of global land cover change: the
case of forests. Hydrological Processes, 12(13–14), 1983–1994.

McCracken, S., Siqueira, A., Moran, E. & Brondizio, E. (2002). Land use patterns on an agri-
cultural frontier in Brazil: Insights and examples from a demographic perspective. In C. H.
Wood & R. Porro (Eds.), The colonist footprint: Toward a conceptual framework of land
use and deforestation trajectories among small farmers in the Amazonian frontier.
Gainesville, FL: University Press of Florida.

Merrick, T. W. (1978). Fertility and land availability in Brazil. Demography 15, 321–336.

608

POPULATION AND ENVIRONMENT



Mertens,B. & Lambdin, E. (1997). Spatialmodelingof deforestation in southernCameroon: Spatial
disaggregation of diverse deforestation processes. Applied Geography, 17(2), 143–162.

Moran, E. (1993). Deforestation in the Brazilian Amazon. Human Ecology, 21(1), 1–21.
Murphy, L. L., Marquette, C., Pichón, F. J. & Bilsborrow, R. (1999). Land use, household

composition, and economic status of settlers in Ecuador’s Amazon: A review and synthesis
of research findings, 1990–1999. University of Florida, Center for Latin American Studies
48th Annual Conference: ‘‘Patterns and Processes of Land Use and Forest Change in the
Amazon,’’ March 23–26, 1999, Gainesville, FL.

Myers, N. (1991). Tropical forests: Present status and future outlook. Climatic Change, 19(1–2),
3–32.

Myers, N. (1992). Population-environment linkages: Discontinuities ahead. Ambio, 21(1),
116–18.

Meyers, N. (1994). Tropical deforestation rates and patterns. The causes of tropical defor-
estation. K. Brown and D. Pearce.

Nagarajan, R. & Krishnamoorthy, S. (Eds.) (1992). Landholding and fertility relationships in a
low-fertility agricultural community in Tamil Nadu. Population transition in South Asia.
Delhi: B.R. Publishing Corporation.

Netting, R., Stone, G. & Stone, M. (1993). Agricultural expansion, intensification, and market
participation among the Kofyar, Jos Plateau, Nigeria. In B. L. Turner II, Goran, Hyden & R.
W. Kates (Eds.), Population growth and agricultural change in Africa, pp. 206–249.
Gainesville, FL: University Press of Florida.

Nietschmann, B. (1979). Ecological change, inflation, and migration in the far western
Caribbean. Geographical Review 69, 1–24.

O’ Brien, K. (1995). Deforestation and climate change in the Selva Lacandona of Chiapas,
Mexico. Ph.D. Dissertation, Department of Geography, College Park, PA: Pennsylvania
State University.

Ojima, D., Galvin K., et al. (1994). The global impact of land-use change. BioScience 44(5),
300–304.

Pan, W. & Carr, D. L. (2004). Land use/cover change in Equador’s Northern Amazon: Multi-
level and spatial determinants. Conference of Latin Americanist Geographers Antigua,
Guatemala – Mayo 2004.

Panayotou, T. & Sungsuwan, S. (1994). An econometric analysis of the causes of tropical
deforestation: The case of Northeast Thailand. In K. B. a. D. W. Pearce (Eds.), The
causes of tropical deforestation, pp. 192–209. London: University College of London
Press.

Parsons, J. A. (1994). Cultural geography at work. In K. E. Foote, P. J. Hugill, K. Mathewson & J.
M. Smith (Eds.), Re-reading cultural geography, pp. 281–288. Austin, TX: University of
Texas Press.

Paulson, D. (1994). Understanding tropical deforestation: The case of Western Samoa. Envi-
ronmental Conservation, 214, 326–332.

Perz, S. (2003). Social determinants of land use correlates of agricultural technology adoption
in a forest frontier: A case study in the Brazilian Amazon. Human Ecology, 31(1), 133–165.

Perz, S. G. (2001). Household demographic factors as life cycle determinants of land use in the
Amazon. Population Research and Policy Review, 20(3), 159–186.

Petersen, W. (1972). Readings in population. New York: MacMillan.
Pfaff, A. S. (1999). What drives deforestation in the Brazilian Amazon? Evidence from satellite and

socioeconomic data. Journal of Environmental Economics and Management, 37(1), 26–43.
Pichón, F. J. (1997). Colonist land-allocation decisions, land use, and deforestation in the Ecu-

adorian Amazon frontier. Economic Development and Cultural Change, 45(4), 707–744.
Pichón, F. J. (1997b). Settler households and land-use patterns in the Amazon frontier: farm-

level evidence from Ecuador. World Development, 25(1), 67–91.
Pichón, F. J. & Bilsborrow, R. (1999). Land use systems, deforestation, and demographic factors

in the humid tropics: Farm-level evidence from Ecuador. In R. Bilsborrow & D. Hogan

609

DAVID CARR



(Eds.), Population and deforestation in the humid tropics, pp. 175–207. Liege, Belgium:
IUSSP.

Pingali, P., Bigot, Y., & Binswanger, H. P. (1987). Agricultural mechanization and the evolution
of farming systems in sub-Saharan Africa. Baltimore and London: Johns Hopkins University
Press.

Pingali, P. & Binswanger, H. (1988). Population density and farming systems: The changing
locus of innovations and technical change. In R. Lee, B. Arthur, A. Kelley, G. Rodgers &
T. Srinivisan (Eds.), Population, food, and rural development. Oxford: Clarendon Press.

Ricardo, D. (1887). Letters of David Ricardo to Thomas Malthus, 1810–1823. London:
Clarendon Press.

Robinson, W. & Schutjer, W. (1984). Agricultural development and demographic change: A
generalization of the Boserup model. Economic Development and Cultural Change, 32(2).

Rosero-Bixby, L. & Palloni, A. (1998). Population and deforestation in Costa Rica. Population
and Environment, 20(2), 149–178.

Rudel, T. & Horowitz, B. (1993). Tropical deforestation: Small farmers and land clearing in the
Ecuadorian Amazon. New York: Colombia University Press.

Rudel, T. & Roper, J. (1997). The paths to rain forest destruction: Cross-national patterns of
tropical deforestation, 1975–90. World Development, 25(1), 53–65.

Rundquist, F. M. & Brown, L. A. (1989). Migrant fertility differentials in Ecuador. Geografiska
Annaler, Series B, 71(2), 109–123.

Sader, S. A., Sever, T., Smoot, J. C. & Richards, M. (1994). Forest change estimates for the
northern Petén region of Guatemala-1986–1990. Human Ecology 22(3), 317–332.

Sanchez, P. (1994). Alternatives to slash-and-burn: A pragmatic approach for mitigating tropical
deforestation. In J. Anderson (Ed.), Agricultural technology: Policy issues for the agricul-
tural community, pp. 451–479. Cambridge: CAB International/World Bank.

Schelhas, J. (1996). Land use choice and change: Intensification and diversification in the
lowland tropics of Costa Rica. Human Organization, 55(3), 298–306.

Schmink, M. & Wood, C. (1993). Contested frontiers. New York: Columbia University Press.
Schutjer, W. A., Stokes, C. S. & Cornwell, G. (1981). Relationships among land, tenancy, and

fertility: A study of Philippine barrios. The Journal of Developing Areas 15, 83–96.
Schutjer, W. A., Stokes, C. S. & Poindexter, J. R. (1983). Farm size, land ownership, and fertility

in rural Egypt. Land Economics 59(54), 393–403.
Shapiro, D. (1995). Population growth, changing agricultural practices, and environmental

degradation in Zaire. Population and Environment, 16(3), 221–236.
Shriar, A. J. (2000). Agricultural intensity and its measurement in frontier regions. Agroforestry

Systems, 49(3), 301–318.
Shriar, A. J. (2001). The dynamics of agricultural intensification and resource conservation in the

buffer zone of the Maya Biosphere Reserve, Peten Guatemala.HumanEcology, 29(1), 27–48.
Singh, R. D. (1994). Fertility-mortality variations across LDCs: Women’s education, labor force

participation, and contraceptive use. Kyklos, 47(2), 2209–2229.
Singh, S., Casterline, J. B. & Cleland, J. G. (1985). The proximate determinants of fertility: sub-

national variations. Population Studies, 39(1), 113–135.
Smil, V. (1983). Deforestation in China. Ambio, 125, 226–231.
Smith, A. (1863). An inquiry into the nature and causes of the wealth of nations. Edinburgh:

Adam and Charles Black.
Smith, N., Alvim, P., Serrao, E. & Falasi, I. (1995). Amazonia. In J. X. Kasperson, R. E. Kas-

person, & B.L. Turner II (Eds.), Regions at risk: Comparisons of threatened environments,
pp. 42–91. Tokyo and New York: United Nations Press.

Smith, N. & Schultes, R. E. (1990). Deforestation and shrinking crop gene-pools in Amazonia.
Environmental Conservation, 17(3), 227–234.

Southgate, D. (1990). The causes of land degradation along ‘‘spontaneously’’ expanding
agricultural frontiers in the Third World. Land Economics, 66(1), 93–101.

Southgate, D., Sierra, R. & Brown, L. (1991). The causes of tropical deforestation in Ecuador: A
statistical analysis. World Development, 19(9), 1145–1151.

610

POPULATION AND ENVIRONMENT



Stewart, D. (1994). After the trees: Living on the Transamazonian highway. Austin, University of
Texas Press.

Stokes, C. S. (1984). Access to land and fertility in developing countries. In W. A. Schutjer &
S. Stokes (Eds.), Rural development and human fertility, pp. 195–215. New York: Mac-
millan.

Stokes, C. S., Schutjer, W. A., & Bulatao, R. A. (1986). Is the relationship between landholding
and fertility spurious? A Response to Cain. Population Studies, 40(2), 305–311.

Stonich, S. (1993). I am destroying the land! The political ecology of poverty and environmental
destruction in Honduras. Boulder, CO: Westview Press.

Sussman, R. W., Green, G. M. & Sussman, L. K. (1994). Satellite imagery, human ecology,
anthropology, and deforestation in Madagascar. Human Ecology, 22(3), 333–355.

Teitelbaum, M. S. (1975). Relevance of demographic transition theory for developing countries.
Science 188, 420–425.

Thapa, K. & Bilsborrow, R. E. (1995). Migrant women and fertility in the Ecuadorian Amazon.
Chapel Hill, NC: Carolina Population Center working paper (draft).

Thorner, D., B. Kerblay, et al. (1986). A. V. Chayanov on the Theory of Peasant Economy.
Madison, University of Wisconsin Press.

Tiffen, M., Mortimore, M. & Gichuki, F. (1994). More people, less erosion. Environmental
recovery in Kenya. Chichester, UK: Wiley.

Tinker, P. B., Ingram, J. & Struwe, S. (1996). Effects of slash-and-burn agriculture and defor-
estation on climate change. Agriculture, Ecosystems & Environment, 58, 13–22.

Toniolo, A. & Uhl, C. (1995). Economic and ecological perspectives on agriculture in the
eastern Amazon. World Development, 23(6), 959–973.

Tuladhar, J., Stoeckel, J. & Fisher, A. (1982). Differential fertility in rural Nepal. Population
Studies 36(1).

Turner II, B., Hanham, R. & Portoraro, A. (1977). Population pressure and agricultural intensity.
Annals of the Association of American Geographers, 37(3), 384–396.

Turner II, B. L. & Ali, S. (1996). Induced intensification: Agricultural change in Bangladesh with
implications for Malthus and Boserup. Proceeding of the National Academy of Sciences,
93, 14984–14991.

Turner II, B. L., Geoghegan, J., Keys, E., Klepeis, P., Lawrence, D., Mendoza, P. M., Manson, S.,
Ogneva-Himmelberger, Y., Plotkin, A. B., Salicrup, D. P., Chowdhury, R. R., Savitsky, B.,
Schneider, L., Schmook, B., Vance, C., Villar, S. C., & Foster, D. (2001). Deforestation in
the southern Yucatán peninsular region: An integrative approach. Forest Ecology and
Management, 154(3), 353–370.

Turner II, B., Moss, R. et al. (1993). Relating land use and global land-cover change: A proposal
for the IGBP-HDP core project.

Uhl, C. & Nepstad, D. (2000). Amazonia at the Millenium. Interciencia 25(3), 159–164.
UNEP (1992). The World Environment: 1972-1991. Nairobi, The United Nations Environment

Programme.
United Nations (1995). Women’s education and fertility behaviour: Recent evidence from the

demographic and health surveys. New York: United Nations.
United Nations (2001). World population monitoring, 2001: Population, development, and the

environment. New York: United Nations Press.
Valenzuela, I. (1996). Agricultura y Bosque en Guatemala. Guatemala City: UNRISD, WWF,

Universidad Rafael Landivar.
Van de Walle, E. & Knodel, J. (1980). Europe’s fertility transition: New evidence and lessons for

today’s developing world. Population Bulletin 34(6), 1–43.
Vanclay, J. (1993). Saving the tropical forest: Needs and prognosis. Ambio, 22(4), 225–231.
Vosti, S., Carpentier, C. Witcover, J. & Valentim, J. (2001). Intensified small-scale livestock

systems in the western Brazilian Amazon. In A. Angelsen & D. Kaimowitz (Eds.), Agri-
cultural Technologies and Tropical Deforestation, pp. 113–134. New York: CABI/CIFOR.

611

DAVID CARR



Walker, R., Perz, S., Caldas, M. & Teixeira Silva, L. G. (2002). Land use and land cover change
in forest frontiers: The role of household life cycles. International Regional Science Review
25(2), 169–199.

Walsh, S. J., Rindfuss, R. R., Evans, T. P., Welsh, W. F. & Entwisle, B. (1999). Scale-dependent
relationships between population and environment in northeastern Thailand. Photo-
grammetric Engineering and Remote Sensing 65(1), 97–105.

Weil, C. (1981). Health problems associated with agricultural colonization in Latin America.
Social Science & Medicine 15D, 449–461.

White, D., Holman, F., Fujisaka, S., REategui, K. & Lascano, C. (2001). Will intensifying pasture
management in Latin America protect forests—Or is it the other way around? In
A. Angelsen & D. Kaimowitz (Eds.), Agricultural technologies and tropical deforestation,
pp. 91–112. New York: CABI?CIFOR.

Wibowo, D. & Byron, R. N. (1999). Deforestation mechanisms: A survey. International Journal
of Social Economics 26(1/2/3), 455–474.

Wilson, E. O. (1992). The Diversity of Life. New York: W.W. Norton & Co.
Wood, C. & Perz, S. (1996). Population and land-use changes in the Brazilian Amazon. In

S. Ramphal & S. W. Sinding (Eds.), Population growth and environmental issues, pp. 95–
108. Westport: CT: Praeger.

Wood, C., Skole, D., Perz, S. & Caetano, A. (1996). Population and deforestation in the
Brazilian Amazon. New Orleans, LA: PAA.

World Bank (1991). Forest Sector Review. Washington DC, The World Bank.
Zelinsky, W. (1971). The Hypothesis of the Mobility Transition. The Geographical Review 61,

219–249.
Zimmerer, K. (1991). Wetland Production and small holder persistence: Agricultural Change in

a Highland Peruvian Region. Annals of the Association of American Geographers, 81,
443–463.

Zimmerer, K. S. (1993). Soil erosion and labor shortages in the andes with special reference to
Bolivia, 1953–91, Implications for ‘‘conservation-with-development’’. World Develop-
ment, 21(10), 1659–1675.

612

POPULATION AND ENVIRONMENT


