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A crop boom is a sudden, nonlinear and intense expansion of
a new crop. Despite their large impacts, boom-bust dynamics
are not well understood; booms are largely unpredictable
and difficult to steer once they unfold. Based on the
striking resemblances between land regime shifts and crop
booms, we apply complex systems theory, highlighting the
potential for regime shifts, to provide new insights about
crop boom dynamics. We analyse qualitative and quantitative
data of rubber and banana plantation expansion in two
forest frontier regions of northern Laos. We show that
preconditions, including previous booms, explain the occurrence
(why) of booms, and triggers like policy and market changes
explain their timing (when). Yet, the most important features
of booms, their intensity and nonlinearity (how), strongly
depended on internal self-reinforcing feedbacks. We identify
built-in feedbacks (neighbourhood effects and imitation) and
emergent feedbacks (land rush) and show that they were
social in nature, multi-scale from plot to region and subject
to thresholds. We suggest that these are regular features
of booms and propose a definition and causal-mechanistic
explanation of crop booms, examining the overlap between
booms and regime shifts and the role of frontiers. We then
identify opportunities for management interventions before,
during and after booms.
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1. Introduction
Crop booms are a form of agricultural expansion characterized by their abruptness, speed, intensity
and nonlinearity [1]. Notable instances include booms of oil palm, cocoa and rubber in Southeast
Asia; coffee in Vietnam; cocoa in West Africa; and soybean in South America [2–6]. All of these have
occurred in natural resource frontiers—where land and natural resources are abundant but labour and
capital are initially scarce [7]—as farmers or agribusiness corporations converted natural or extensively
used ecosystems to commercial (cash) crop plantations. Alternatively, crop booms can take place in
long-standing intensive agricultural landscapes when a commercial crop replaces others, as in the case
of Honeycrisp apple plantations in Nova Scotia, Canada [8] or the switch from citrus to avocado in
Valencia, Spain [9].

Crop booms tend to exhibit an S-shaped or logistic pattern [10], where a period of slow early
adoption is followed by rapid expansion, which precedes a phase of declining growth rates and
saturation owing to land scarcity, declining soil quality or other limiting factors. The speed of
expansion, combined with the ‘busts’ that frequently follow [11–14], can intensify the social and
ecological impacts [15].

Given the ubiquity of booms and their potentially large social and ecological outcomes, it is
important to understand the underlying causal mechanisms [1]. Yet, boom-bust dynamics are not well
understood, in part because most models and theoretical frameworks are designed to study gradual,
continuous land system change rather than abrupt, nonlinear and structural transformations [16–19].
Partly as a result, land governance institutions are generally unable to anticipate [19] or even recognize
crop booms early and frequently lack the capacity to steer such transformations towards desirable
outcomes [1].

An explanation for the characteristic dynamics of crop booms can be found in the literature on
complex systems, innovation adoption and opinion dynamics, which has extensively documented
abrupt and rapid changes such as regime shifts, S-shaped adoption patterns or sudden flips in
behaviour. All of these nonlinear and threshold responses have been linked to the presence of self-
reinforcing feedbacks [20,21], such as imitation [22–25] or a critical mass beyond which a minority
opinion takes over [23,26].

In fact, crop booms exhibit many similarities with regime shifts, which are large, nonlinear and
often persistent changes in the structure and function of complex systems—be they ecological [27],
social [26] or coupled social-ecological systems [28–30]—from one relatively stable state or dynamic
pattern (regime) to another [21,27,31]. Regime shifts generally occur when a system crosses one or
more critical thresholds, also known as tipping points, beyond which the internal feedbacks (positive
and negative) that normally stabilize the system become destabilizing. This sets off cascading reactions
[32], causes a nonlinear transformation that fundamentally changes the system’s dynamics, characteris-
tics and feedbacks [33] and is closely related to what René Thom termed a ‘catastrophe’ [34]. Regime
shifts may be triggered by an exogenous shock, or they may occur through a slow-timescale erosion
of resilience [35] (figure 1). In the latter case, a small incremental change or even just stochasticity or
noise [36] can cause a regime shift, which may appear abrupt even though the system may have been
approaching the tipping point for a long time [27].

For wide classes of regime shifts, new balancing feedbacks emerge that stabilize or lock the system
in its new state [37,38] and make regime shifts difficult to reverse (hysteresis) [21,33]. While not all
regime shifts exhibit irreversibility or hysteresis [39], the persistence of change is a common feature of
social-ecological regime shifts [33]. For the purpose of this work, we restrict attention to regime shifts
characterized by large, abrupt, nonlinear and persistent changes in systems driven by system-internal
feedback mechanisms [33].

Regime shifts can occur in land systems [18,19], which are social-ecological systems comprising
all activities, processes and outcomes related to human and environmental use of land [19,40].
Recent works have called for greater attention to land regime shifts and laid important theoretical
groundwork. Ramankutty & Coomes [18] proposed a causal-mechanistic explanation of land regime
shifts in terms of their preconditions, triggers and self-reinforcing feedbacks, qualitatively illustrating
literature-based examples. Müller et al. [19] provide case-based qualitative and quantitative empirical
evidence of land regime shifts, specifically identifying the rubber boom in northern Laos and the oil
palm boom in Indonesia as examples of booms that constitute land regime shifts. All this suggests
that a regime-shifts angle could offer unique insights about the dynamics of crop booms and their
management [16].
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The main aim of this article is to examine under what circumstances a crop boom constitutes, in
fact, a land regime shift and to show that analysing crop booms as regime shifts affords insights about
the mechanisms that cause the characteristic dynamics of booms and their lasting impacts. Our work
proposes a middle-range theory [7] of crop booms as regime shifts. To do so, this novel lens on crop
booms addresses several theoretical and empirical challenges.

First, the application of complex systems theory has resulted in sometimes vague and/or metaphori-
cal use of concepts [33] and a low degree of specificity about the variables and mechanisms involved
in tipping dynamics. Second, crop booms and regime shifts are inconsistently defined and the terms
have been used interchangeably [19,41]. Third, there are few detailed case studies of crop booms
combining quantitative land-use change trajectories with rich qualitative and quantitative descriptions
of social-ecological dynamics within a broader political and institutional context (but refer to e.g.
[19,42,43]), all of this being necessary for a social-ecological regime-shifts analysis.

Specifically, our work builds on existing literature to fill the following gaps: (i) Müller et al. [19]
characterize certain crop booms as regime shifts but do not provide specific details about how exactly a
crop boom is a regime shift other than exhibiting rapid and large changes; here, we propose a rigorous
definition of crop booms and identify the overlaps and differences between crop booms and regime
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Figure 1. (a) One class of regime shifts is frequently illustrated with a diagram of a potential landscape, in which the state of
the system is given by the position of a ball rolling on the landscape. Regime shifts may occur through the transformation of the
system from one basin of attraction to another (for example, from subsistence farming to cash crops (b)) owing to an exogenous
perturbation or trigger, which ‘pushes’ the ball beyond a critical threshold—at which feedbacks become destabilizing—from one
valley to the next. Alternatively, an erosion of resilience can reduce or eliminate a former basin of attraction and induce a regime shift.
The occurrence of previous booms can have such an effect, making it more likely that another boom will occur.

3
royalsocietypublishing.org/journal/rsos 

R. Soc. Open Sci. 11: 231571

 D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

fr
om

 h
ttp

s:
//r

oy
al

so
ci

et
yp

ub
lis

hi
ng

.o
rg

/ o
n 

30
 J

ul
y 

20
24

 



shifts. (ii) Ramankutty & Coomes [18] propose three specific causal mechanisms for land regime
shifts (preconditions, triggers and self-reinforcing mechanisms), but do not mention crop booms; here,
we characterize (land) regime shifts in terms of their dynamics (abrupt, rapid, profound and lasting
change) and causal mechanisms (preconditions, triggers and self-reinforcing mechanisms) and apply
this characterization to the analysis of crop boom dynamics. (iii) Castella et al. [1] discuss in detail the
dynamics of crop booms, identifying characteristic patterns—booms-within-booms, waves of booms
and variegated pathways—but do not apply a regime-shifts lens; here, we do just that to explain the
dynamics of crop booms, including the dynamic patterns identified by Castella et al. [1].

Our work conducts an examination of crop booms as regime shifts based on the booms of rubber
and banana in northern Lao PDR. The northern Laos rubber boom has been ascribed to the growing
market for latex in neighbouring China, rising rubber prices, changes in land-use policies favouring
cash crops and social influence within cross-border networks that spread information and new social
norms to ‘get rich’ with rubber [44–46]. The banana boom was attributed to a combination of growing
demand and pests decimating plantations in China, shifting production sites to northern Laos [47].
However, while these factors help explain the expansion of these cash crops in northern Laos, they
do not account for the uneven spread in similar locations (but refer to [48] on geopolitical issues),
nor do they provide an explanation for the central aspect of this article, namely the abruptness and
nonlinearity, in other words, the ‘boomness’ of the expansion.

An earlier study examined the expansion of rubber in two study areas in northern Laos’ Luang
Namtha Province [41]. It identified a number of market, policy and social preconditions, triggers and
self-reinforcing mechanisms—notably, imitation—and showed that these helped explain, respectively,
the occurrence, timing and intensity of rubber expansion in both areas. However, this earlier work did
not explore in detail how imitation became self-reinforcing, it did not identify other self-reinforcing
feedbacks and it did not explore the mechanisms linking the scale of causal mechanisms with the scale
of expansion, nor did it assess how land regime shifts became difficult to reverse. Moreover, the earlier
work did not attempt to provide a causal-mechanistic explanation of crop booms based on complex
systems theory.

All of these gaps in our understanding of crop booms are addressed in the present work, which
builds on these same empirical cases from northern Laos. We conduct additional quantitative and
qualitative analyses and focus on two commodities, rubber and bananas, both of which exhibited
boom-like dynamics in one study area and mild or no expansion in the other. We examine the
trajectories of crop expansion during the period 2000–2018. Our analysis is based on empirical data
collected in 110 semi-structured household surveys, focus groups in each village, as well as interviews
with farmers, government officials and cash crop traders [41].

We first assess whether rubber and banana expansion dynamics in the study areas meet the characteristics
of a regime shift, that is, an abrupt, rapid, nonlinear and permanent change caused by preconditions,
triggers and self-reinforcing mechanisms, rigorously assessing our empirical data against each of these
characteristics (§3). We then propose a definition of crop booms based on complex systems theory and
our empirical evidence, identifying the causal mechanisms that explain the most important dynamic
patterns of booms, constituting a middle-range theory [7] of crop booms (§4.3). As part of this, we examine
the processes through which feedbacks become destabilizing (or not), illustrate how the same feedback
(e.g. imitation) can induce boom-like versus milder expansion and analyse the connection between the
scales at which mechanisms act and the scales at which a boom unfolds. Furthermore, we disentangle
the concepts of crop booms and regime shifts (§4.1), examine the role of resource frontiers in booms and
regime shifts (§4.2), discuss the main limitations (§4.5) and derive lessons learned for the governance of
land systems prone to crop booms and land regime shifts (§4.4).

2. Material and methods
2.1. Study area description and land-use history
We focus on two case study areas in Luang Namtha Province in northern Laos, which we designate
as Oudomsin (Sing District) and Prang (Vieng Poukha and Namtha Districts) after a village located in
each [41]. Study areas were selected to be as similar as possible across socioecological variables while
limiting the major difference to the variable of interest, namely the intensity of cash crop expansion
(high in Oudomsin and low in Prang); such a combination of comparability and variation can be
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used in combined inductive, deductive and abductive approaches to formulate generalized knowledge
claims about causal mechanisms [49].

Study site boundaries were defined to be of similar size (Oudomsin: 8.7 × 10.5 km, Prang: 9.5 ×
12.1 km) and to encompass multiple villages [50]. Both study areas are considered agriculture–forest
frontier areas [51] and comprise a mix of lowland and upland land uses and forested areas, including
part of the Nam Ha National Protected Area (NPA). Prang is more mountainous and has a higher
fraction of upland (sloping and higher altitude) areas (91% versus 80% in Oudomsin). Prang is also
less densely populated than Oudomsin (0.18 persons ha−1 in Prang versus 0.61 in Oudomsin). In both
areas, agricultural production is the predominant source of income, and farmers are smallholders
with average holdings of 4 (±4) ha per household [52]. Before the widespread adoption of cash crops,
agricultural production traditionally consisted of shifting cultivation of rice in upland plots, high-yield-
ing irrigated rice production in lowland paddies and mixed production in flatland areas surrounding
paddies.

The population in both regions belongs to minority ethnic groups, and affiliation differs between
villages but is homogeneous within. Both sites are borderland regions, although Oudomsin has
stronger cross-border interactions since it is located directly on the border with China and villagers
have historically close kinship and social ties with villagers in China, especially within the same ethnic
groups [53,54]. Conversely, villagers in Prang, located 60 km away from the border by highway, do not
have such close cross-border social ties.

Both regions are connected by highway to Yunnan Province, China, but Sing District’s location at
the border and abundant fertile land make it particularly suitable for the production of export-oriented
cash crops for the Chinese market. Sing District experienced a boom in sugarcane production in the
1990s [55]. In the early 2000s, sugarcane production was fading as rubber plantations were expanding
rapidly in parts of Luang Namtha Province caused by a steep and sustained rise in rubber market
prices and new policies that favoured rubber production and trade [45,56]. Rubber expansion was
boom-like in Oudomsin but slower and less intensive in Prang, and it continued in both areas during a
period of sharply declining rubber prices after 2011 [50].

Banana plantations expanded in northern Laos around 2009 following weather- and pest-induced
losses in China [47]. Farmers were offered lucrative leases (of the order of USD $2000 ha−1 yr−1) for
contiguous rice paddies and surrounding flatland areas by (mostly Chinese) investors, who established
and managed the banana plantations. Oudomsin was a preferred site for banana production, but Prang
did not have suitable flatland areas. Banana plantations expanded very rapidly in Oudomsin but were
discontinued after investors left after 2015, in part owing to new pest outbreaks.

At the beginning of the study period (year 2000), both regions could be considered natural resource
frontiers with a large fraction of forest within and around village boundaries and a mixture of shifting
cultivation, secondary forests of various ages and old forest in the uplands. Having undergone a
previous sugarcane boom in lowland areas, Oudomsin was a more advanced frontier [57].

2.2. Data collection

2.2.1. Household survey and interviews

A semi-structured household survey (n = 110) was conducted in 10 randomly selected households
within six villages selected in Oudomsin (n = 60) and in all five villages in Prang (n = 50) in 2017–2018
[41]. All selected villages in Oudomsin belong to the same administrative cluster (kumban); in the
Prang area, all four villages in Vieng Poukha District belong to the same cluster and one village in
Namtha District belongs to a different cluster (see map of study area in [41,50]).

The household survey elicited quantitative information about household composition and plot-level
land-use history since the 1990s or since the household was established and collected land-use data
differentiating between lowland and upland land uses. Lowland uses include rice paddy, banana and
sugarcane. Upland uses include forest, shifting cultivation fallow, upland rice, sugarcane, rubber and
cardamom. The survey also asked open-ended questions about the reasons for planting each cash crop
plot and how farmers first learned about the cash crops they planted.

Focus groups were conducted in each village (n = 11) to map history and significant events in time
affecting major land-use transformations. We also conducted open-ended interviews with government
officials at the district (n = 2) and province (n = 2) levels, as well as with private-sector agricultural
investors and traders (n = 4), including three rubber companies [41].
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2.2.2. Other data

We use annual time-series land-use maps of each study area for the years 2000–2017 developed by
Latthachack et al. [51] to assess the fraction of rubber in upland areas; we use these data because the
household survey only captures land converted to a crop and excludes non-converted common land,
such as forests. We obtained shapefiles of the Nam Ha NPA, which covers portions of both study areas,
from the Sing District Office of National Resources and the Vieng Poukha District Area Forestry Office
(DAFO). We compiled monthly rubber prices from the Singapore Commodities Exchange (SCE) for
1998–2017 [58].

2.3. Data analysis
We plot the cumulative fraction of adopters of rubber and banana and the fraction of each cash crop
over the total upland (for rubber) or lowland (for banana) area in each study region for the period
2000–2018. We also plot the cumulative area of rubber and banana in each village during the same
period.

To understand the causal mechanisms underlying land-use change, we analyse data from the
household survey, interviews and focus groups, identifying social, market and policy factors
influencing rubber and banana expansion dynamics at multiple scales. We examine the motivations for
crop adoption explicitly mentioned by interviewees and identify exogenous changes (e.g. in policies or
market conditions) that have a temporal correlation with land-use changes. We then analyse the match
between our empirical data and the dynamics (rapid, large-scale and persistent change) and causal
mechanisms (preconditions, triggers, self-reinforcing feedbacks and critical thresholds) of regime shifts
[18,33]. A comparison of both regions allows us to gain additional insights about the operation of each
causal mechanism.

We use an iterative combination of abduction, deduction and induction [59] based on qualitative
and quantitative data in each case study area to formulate generalized knowledge claims [49] about
crop boom dynamics. We propose a definition and causal-mechanistic characterization of crop booms
(§4.3) based on our findings, other crop boom literature and other works that have examined nonlinear
patterns of adoption and opinion dynamics.

3. Results: a complex systems perspective of rubber and banana expansion
Using a complex systems perspective, we examine here whether the expansion of rubber and banana
plantations in the two study areas represents a land regime shift, i.e. a rapid, profound, nonlinear
and persistent land system change [19], and whether the causal mechanisms that underlie regime
shifts—preconditions, triggers and self-reinforcing mechanisms [18]—fit our data. We examine critical
thresholds in §4.

3.1. Preconditions
Preconditions or predisposing factors refer to the configurations within and between systems that
make a system prone to a regime shift [18]. Preconditions generally fall under three broad categories.
First, a system may have gradually lost its resilience or may be operating near its critical threshold
[32,60]; the previous occurrence of a regime shift can put the system in such a state of high criticality and
create preconditions for subsequent regime shifts [18]. Second, a system may have built-in self-
reinforcing feedbacks that may easily become destabilizing, such as a closely connected social group that
is prone to imitation [61]. Third, high connectivity between systems can exacerbate positive feedbacks
through contagion [24] or tipping cascades [62,63]. All three types of preconditions were present in
Oudomsin and Prang, albeit with important differences.

3.1.1. Previous booms predispose the system to criticality

In 2001, Oudomsin was in the midst of a sugarcane boom, which arguably primed the region for
subsequent booms in various ways, as explained by villagers in interviews: many households switched
to rubber when sugarcane required replanting after a 6-year cycle, households used cash savings from
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sugarcane to invest in rubber plantations and farmers had gained experience producing cash crops and
doing business with international traders. Experiencing a boom possibly also led to a ‘get-rich-quick’
mentality [1,64]. Prang villagers had also experimented with other cash crops before the advent of
rubber, but the region had not experienced a full-fledged boom.

3.1.2. Built-in self-reinforcing feedbacks: within-village connectivity and imitation

Villages in Prang and Oudomsin constitute relatively small, homogeneous and tightly connected social
units characterized by close cooperation. This may explain the high degree of social influence and
imitation in land-use decision-making, particularly at the village level. The practice of planting in
groups also gave rise to another built-in self-reinforcing mechanism, namely, neighbourhood effects
(see §3.3).

3.1.3. Connectivity with outside markets and social role models leads to contagion

Oudomsin and Prang are well connected with markets for agricultural commodities and inputs in
Yunnan, with Oudomsin having a significant comparative advantage as a border region [65]. Yet, social
connectivity, particularly between villages of the same ethnic group, probably played a more decisive
role than physical connectivity in the spread of cash crops. When rubber prices started rising in 2001
and mature plantations in China became extremely profitable, Oudomsin villagers observed that their
relatives across the border were ‘getting rich’, which became a powerful motivation for adoption
[54]. Over 70% of Oudomsin households cited first-hand contact with Chinese villagers (mostly kin)
who had ‘succeeded with rubber’ as the reason for adopting the crop [41]. In addition to spreading
new values and aspirations for higher standards of living, cross-border social networks also served to
exchange knowledge about rubber markets and production. In contrast to Oudomsin, Prang villagers
mostly learned about the benefits of rubber from Lao and Chinese investors or in nearby villages, but
obtained little direct evidence from close and trusted sources [41].

3.2. Triggers
Triggers are rapid changes that can provide the immediate impulse for a regime shift [18] and help
explain its timing [66]. In the context of farming, Sutherland et al. [67] argue that major triggers
necessarily precede major decisions because the path-dependency, lock-ins and resilience of farming
favour continuity instead of change. A shock, i.e. a drastic impact on the system caused by one or more
sudden and strong perturbations, can act as a trigger, be it idiosyncratic (affecting individual house-
holds) or covariate (affecting many households at once, such as policy, environmental or economic
changes) [18]. Often, it is not one large trigger, but rather a confluence of triggers acting in mutualistic or
synergistic fashion—a conjuncture [68,69]—that provides the definitive impulse for a regime shift. In
Oudomsin and Prang, we identify a confluence of major triggers for the expansion of cash crops (figure
2), namely, market and policy changes.

3.2.1. Market changes

Rising rubber market prices after 2001 (figure 2b) constituted a major impulse for rubber adoption.
Around 65% of households cited economic motivations for planting rubber. Villagers in Oudomsin
and Prang were well-informed about market prices in China, with 76% of Prang farmers and 43% of
Oudomsin farmers reporting that they knew the price at the time of adoption [41]. A 2004 rubber trade
agreement (figure 2a), the Opium Replacement Policy, incentivized Chinese investments in Luang
Namtha Province [70] and strengthened farmers’ expectations that a stable rubber market would
ultimately develop in Laos. In Prang, visits from various rubber investors proposing rubber production
contracts prompted many villagers to adopt rubber, with some villagers planting on an individual
basis [41]. With regard to banana plantations, the arrival of Chinese investors offering land leasing
contracts constituted the immediate impulse for the uptake of the crop and was itself a cascading
result of pest- and weather-induced disruptions in China. Investors negotiated lease contracts with
Oudomsin villagers in 2009 and with surrounding villages in the following years (figure 2c).
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3.2.2. Policy changes

In both areas, new land-use planning (LUP) regulations (implemented in 2002–2006 in Oudomsin
and 2006–2010 in Prang) (figure 2a) significantly weakened land tenure of shifting cultivation land by
declaring fallows older than 3 years unused, providing a strong incentive for planting a commercial
crop such as rubber. LUP policies were similar in both areas, although enforcement was laxer in Prang
[41].

3.3. Self-reinforcing feedbacks
A feedback is a process in which (some fraction of) the output is fed back into the input [71]. Generally,
positive feedbacks have a self-reinforcing effect (reinforcing change in the direction of the deviation),
while negative feedbacks are deviation-counteracting and have regulatory or equilibrating effects1 [71].
In the case of rubber and banana expansion in Laos, we identified three main feedbacks acting at
different scales from plot to region, namely neighbourhood effects, imitation and a land rush.

3.3.1. Neighbourhood effects (plot level)

The establishment of banana plantations in rice paddy areas thwarted rice production in adjacent land
by dismantling irrigation channels, which hampered downstream rice production, and by exerting

1In rare cases, the opposite can be true, for example, in specific instances of delayed feedback in oscillatory systems [72].

H
ec

ta
re

s 
b

an
an

a

40

R
u

b
b

er
 p

ri
ce

 (
C

N
Y

)

20

10

LUP Oudomsin LUP Prang

60 Rubber trade
policy (ORP)

Investor
visits

40

H
ec

ta
re

s 
ru

b
b

er

20

0

Investor
visits Punko

Nammai

Pakha
CSA

Oudomsin
Qudomsin
Phoudonetan
Namdetmai

Prang

Khosung
Talong
Namsing

Namfung
Prang

2000 2002 2004 2006 2008 2010 2012 2014 2016 2018 2020

2000 2002 2004 2006 2008 2010 2012 2014 2016 2018 2020

2000 2002 2004 2006 2008 2010 2012 2014 2016 2018 2020

10

12 Village

Oudomsin9
Namdetmai

6 Nammai

Phoudonetan
3

0 Punko

Pakha

(a)

(b)

(c)
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a push effect on rodent pests towards remaining paddies owing to heavy pesticide use in banana
plantations. After some villagers had leased their paddies to banana investors, many others reluctantly
followed suit after they could no longer grow rice. Neighbourhood effects also played a role in the
expansion of rubber, as villagers could not carry out shifting cultivation of fallows adjacent to rubber
fields for fear of causing accidental fires subject to costly compensations. Yet neighbourhood effects
in the uplands were mitigated by the dispersal of rubber plantations and presumably had a smaller
impact than in banana plantations clustered in the lowlands.

3.3.2. Imitation (village level and between villages)

Around 40% of households in each study area cited ‘following the community’, meaning mostly
members of one’s own village, but also nearby villages of the same ethnic group, as the main reason
for adopting rubber [41]. Imitation was partly driven by normative considerations, such as reputational
reasons (‘I don’t want others to think I am lazy’) and a desire to conform (‘I wanted to be like
others’). An example of normative conformity is expressed in this adoption narrative: ‘(I planted
rubber because) I want to have what others have; if rubber prices are good we all win, and if they are
bad we all lose’. Imitation was an important motivation for adoption, although probably with different
effects in Oudomsin and Prang. Oudomsin villagers aspired to own large rubber plantations like their
relatives in China, and owning many rubber plots became a normative goal. As one Oudomsin villager
stated: ‘I see others have a lot, so I also want a lot; if you have too little, then you are embarrassed’. In
contrast, Prang households generally planted one or at most two rubber plots, possibly influenced by
government guidance to plant one hectare, distrust of investors or because of their lower income.

3.3.3. Land rush (village level and between villages)

In the earliest rubber boom stage, between 2003 and 2005, five out of six studied villages in Oudomsin
cut down their communal forests and divided the land among many2 village households to plant
rubber, despite the fact that this action constituted a severe infringement on land-use planning
regulations [41]. These decisions were possibly inspired by villagers across the border in China,
who had taken similar measures encouraged by government policies incentivizing rubber adoption
[54]. The collective transformation of village forests into rubber plantations ensured an equitable
distribution of benefits and reduced risks since government officials did not sanction the illegal
deforestation ‘or everyone would have gone to jail’. The resulting rapid privatization of a large area
(comprising around 40% of all rubber hectares by 2017) exacerbated competition for land within and
between neighbouring villages. The combined effect of land scarcity and tenure insecurity constituted
a powerful incentive to claim land by planting rubber lest someone else would do so earlier, and
‘everyone rushed to mark their plots’. The ensuing land rush was self-reinforcing, as planting rubber
permanently reduced available land and increased pressure on the remaining areas. In contrast, the
expansion of bananas did not appear to cause a land rush, presumably in part because production
was concentrated in rice paddies, which—unlike fallows or forests—enjoyed clear ownership rights. In
Prang, interview narratives do not point at the occurrence of a land rush, possibly owing to the lower
population density in the region, the absence of collective village forest conversions and households’
smaller rubber plantations.

3.4. Profound and structural land system change
The expansion of rubber in Oudomsin transformed the uplands from mostly shifting cultivation land,
secondary forests and old-growth forests to a rubber-dominated landscape. By 2017, rubber covered
an estimated 10% of the NPA located within study area boundaries, 50% of protected village forests
and 89% of shifting cultivation areas existing in 2001. Upland rice cultivation was all but abandoned.
Forest loss negatively affected biodiversity and ecosystem services [73]. Changes in land tenure from
customary (shifting cultivation) or collective (village forests) to private (rubber plantations) curtailed
villagers’ access to hunting and wild food collection grounds [74]. The near-abandonment of shifting
cultivation, requiring close cooperation between households, changed social and kin relations by
reducing mutual dependence.

2In focus groups, village chiefs reported that village forests were supposed to be divided among all village households; yet,
household surveys and interviews revealed that some households in each village were left out of this land apportionment.
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In Oudomsin’s lowlands, traditional rice paddy terraces and irrigation channels were levelled to
install hose irrigation systems for banana plantations. Household rice production and cultivated rice
paddy area dropped by half (figure 3d), although households remained largely rice-sufficient [52].
Intensive use of pesticides polluted soil and river water and decimated fish stocks, an important source
of protein. Leased paddies were no longer directly managed by their owners, who now had more time
and cash to engage in other economic activities, not least planting more rubber. Sales of rubber latex
and income from land leases doubled household income compared with 2005 levels [52]. The advent
of cash crops also brought about durable changes in norms, values and attitudes towards money (see
§3.6).

Our results thus suggest a profound and structural land change in Oudomsin. In Prang, the milder
diffusion of rubber in upland areas had fewer associated social and ecological impacts: deforestation
was substantially lower than in Oudomsin, households largely continued to practice shifting cultiva-
tion, and the amount of land converted to a cash crop (and associated social and ecological impacts)
was relatively small. Unlike in Oudomsin, Prang villagers did not have a market opportunity to plant
cash crops in rice paddies, and rice production was largely unaffected.

3.5. Nonlinear and S-shaped change trajectory
The cumulative adoption curve of rubber in Oudomsin is clearly nonlinear and follows an S-shape
pattern (figure 3a) and shows that the crop underwent a period of very rapid expansion after the
fraction of adopters reached 7% in 2003, only one year after initial uptake. Adoption reached 82% in
2006 and 100% in 2013, at which time rubber plantations covered over half of all upland areas and
over 70% of upland areas excluding the NPA (figure 3b). The S-shape is less pronounced but still
appreciable in Prang, where 82% of households had adopted rubber by 2014 after it was first planted
in 2004, but rubber plantations comprised only 7.5% of upland areas by 2017 (13% excluding the NPA).
The expansion of bananas in Oudomsin also follows an S-pattern, with a jump in uptake in the second
year (2011), when the fraction of adopters was at 5% (figure 3c). Within three more years, almost 45%
of households had leased one or more plots for banana production, and plantations extended over 60%
of flatland and 50% of rice paddy areas (figure 3d). The bust that followed was even faster, and banana
plantations disappeared within two years after 2015. The results show that the expansion of rubber and
banana exhibits an S-shape pattern not only at the level of each study area but also within each village
(figure 2a,c).

3.6. Hysteresis and irreversibility
Hysteresis means that a system would need to follow a qualitatively different trajectory to return to its
original condition [33], and this return is only possible if controlling variables are dialled down to a
level far removed (on the safe side) from the original critical threshold [75]. Irreversibility means that
recovery is no longer possible, no matter how far control parameters are dialled down [75], because
the reconfiguration of feedbacks has locked the system in its new regime [38]. We identify a number
of changes in Oudomsin and Prang that make a return to a pre-cash crop regime difficult and suggest
hysteresis, namely land claims in rubber plantations, normative changes and the inability to restore
previous crops.

3.6.1. Planting a cash crop to claim land

Planting rubber became a means to secure and claim land [76] in the context of land tenure insecurity
exacerbated by policy changes. Households could request land titles for rubber plantations, unlike
for shifting cultivation or collectively owned forest land. Land titles are costly, time-consuming and
grant the highest level of tenure security. Villagers have a high incentive to uphold land titles and are
unlikely to revert to land-use practices that could put such titles at risk.

3.6.2. Normative changes: new standard of living and ‘boom mentality’

The expansion of cash crops caused lasting transformations in the imaginaries, norms and values of
the population. Oudomsin villagers used the large and unprecedented influx of cash to build brick
houses and replace traditional bamboo and wooden structures, purchase motor vehicles, reinvest in
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rubber plantations and pay for their children’s education. Living standards closer to those of their
relatives in China became the new normal, and narratives expressing a wish to ‘get rich’, uncommon
in Laos prior to the expansion of rubber [54], became prevalent. The succession of cash crop booms
probably cemented the ‘boom mentality’ of anticipation of new booms [1]. Villagers who fully or partly
abandoned rice production newly saw themselves as entrepreneurs rather than as subsistence farmers
[54,77], and many expressed unwillingness to return to labour-intensive and low-yielding shifting
cultivation practices.

3.6.3. Inability to restore previous crop

Farmers who wanted to reinstate rice paddies in abandoned banana plantations in Oudomsin did
not have the machinery (tractors) or financial means necessary to uproot banana trees and restore
terraces and irrigation channels. The problems that had traditionally plagued paddy rice production—
poor irrigation infrastructure and unreliable yields—added to farmers’ reluctance, and many decided
to wait for a long-promised government irrigation project before investing in paddy restoration.
Most farmers switched from banana to sugarcane instead, a shift that was facilitated by a sugarcane
company offering land preparation in return for contract farming arrangements [1]. Many continued to
lease out their plots, mostly to nearby villagers, rather than resuming the direct management of their
land.

3.7. A regime shift?
In Oudomsin, the expansion of rubber in the uplands and banana in the lowlands each appear to
meet the characteristics of a regime shift (and a boom; see §4), since each brought about major and
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lasting social and ecological changes (table 1). These changes made it increasingly difficult to return to
subsistence-centred farming even when market conditions returned to pre-boom levels, such as during
the decline of rubber market prices or the collapse of the banana market. The succession of the sugar-
cane, rubber and banana booms can also be understood as stages of a larger regime shift from subsis-
tence to commercial agriculture (figure 1). Conversely, the milder expansion of cash crops in Prang
does not clearly qualify as a regime shift or a boom. While cumulative adoption curves of rubber
exhibit an S-shape, the fraction of converted land was relatively small, causing correspondingly fewer
impacts and arguably no fundamental restructuring of the land system.

4. Discussion
In a recent work making an important contribution to our understanding of crop booms, Castella
et al. [1] highlight three regular features of crop booms, namely that they are nested within each
other; follow a pattern of emplacement, displacement and replacement; and are subject to diverging
trajectories and variegated outcomes despite similar starting conditions. Here, we use a complex
systems lens to develop theoretical explanations for the patterns identified by Castella et al. [1], along
with other features of booms, including their intensity, nonlinearity and persistence.

Oudomsin’s favourable geographic and socioeconomic conditions and greater proximity to markets
make it a more suitable candidate than Prang for the expansion of commodity crops. However, we
argue that analytical approaches based on gradual change are not able to capture the sudden intensity of
such expansion. We have suggested that the nonlinearity of expansion is attributable to self-reinforcing
feedbacks operating at multiple scales. In §4.3, we highlight that these feedbacks were social in nature
and propose that multi-scale social feedbacks are an essential feature of crop booms that explain their
intensity and S-shaped pattern. As we discuss below, feedbacks were slightly different in Oudomsin
and Prang. Neighbourhood effects and imitation were pre-existing, or built-in, in both regions even
before the expansion of cash crops, but a land rush emerged in Oudomsin as crop expansion unfolded.
Imitation, affecting not only if but also how innovations are adopted, had a more destabilizing effect in
Oudomsin.

A focus on economic and geographic factors as the main drivers of land-use change [81,82] in
crop booms [83,84] misses other aspects highlighted in this work, namely that market factors acted
not so much as drivers but as initial triggers of adoption [50] and later lost in significance, with
expansion becoming seemingly decoupled from market factors owing to path dependencies. Changes
in policies were similarly important triggers for these and other booms [85–89], and previous booms
paved the way for subsequent ones [90]. Despite being exposed to similar triggers, Oudomsin and
Prang followed different trajectories and represent an example of variegated pathways and impacts of
agrarian change [1], attributable in part to differences in endogenous preconditions and feedbacks.

Next, we examine the overlaps and differences between crop booms and regime shifts (§4.1) and the
role of resource frontiers in both (§4.2). We propose a definition and causal-mechanistic explanation of
crop booms based on complex systems thinking (§4.3) and discuss the governance implications (§4.4)
and finally the limitations of our approach (§4.5).

4.1. Are all crop booms regime shifts?
Crop booms, narrowly defined, refer to a change in land cover. A land regime shift refers to a broader
social and ecological restructuring of the land system. Crop booms and land regime shifts can take
place in the absence of each other. Land regime shifts can occur in many forms and are frequently not
associated with a crop boom. Examples include forest transitions driven by self-reinforcing out-migra-
tion [20] or structural large-scale land abandonment following political collapse [91].

Crop booms can theoretically take place in the absence of a land regime shift if the transformation is
not major and persistent, without new feedbacks forming. Yet, most booms seem to have profound and
lasting impacts and involve a fundamental restructuring of many aspects of the land system, such as
ecosystem services, land ownership and production structures, land rents, resource access, distributive
mechanisms, social relations and local culture [5,92,93]. That is, most crop booms appear to occur as
part of, and in conjunction with, a land regime shift. This is particularly the case in frontiers, where the
transition from extensive land uses to intensive commodity production almost inevitably involves such
structural changes.
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4.2. What is special about frontiers?
Many resource booms have occurred in natural resource frontiers3 [1,10,13,15,69,97], where the
potential for resource extraction is (much) larger than actual extraction rates [57]. On one hand,
numerous lock-ins and stabilizing feedbacks keep the system in a low-intensity, pre-frontier regime
[98,99].

On the other hand, sudden changes that significantly facilitate resource extraction, improve market
access or increase profitability—such as infrastructure projects, commodity price spikes, technological
development or regulatory changes [18,100,101]—can cause a large and abrupt increase in the return
to land or expectations thereof. The resulting real or anticipated land rent gap [100] creates a large
incentive for the intensive use of land; in the words of Tania Li, it ‘makes land valuable in a spectacu-
larly new way’ [102].

While these dynamics are not exclusive to natural resource frontiers, frontiers might be particularly
susceptible to resource booms because their inherently large natural resource appropriation gap makes
them highly sensitive to changes in external conditions. Insecure land tenure, a hallmark of frontiers
[13], may exacerbate this effect by reducing the incentive to maintain stocks (‘use it or lose it’) [16].

4.3. Definition and causal explanation of crop booms from a complex systems perspective
Based on our analysis of crop booms—those described in this work and other cases presented in the
literature—we propose that crop booms are characterized by a set of regularly occurring features and
underlying causal mechanisms (§4.3.1–4.3.4), which are necessary elements in a rigorous definition of a
crop boom that we propose here: crop booms are localized instances of sudden and intense expansion of a new
commercial crop, with nonlinear cumulative adoption curves that resemble an S-shape, driven by predominantly
social self-reinforcing feedbacks that operate at multiple scales (figure 4).

4.3.1. Preconditions, triggers and self-reinforcing feedbacks explain the ‘why’, ‘when’ and S-shape (‘how’) of

booms

Preconditions (e.g. social, market, biophysical and/or institutional) explain the local occurrence of
a boom. Triggers—most likely a confluence of multiple and mutually reinforcing triggers—explain
booms’ suddenness and timing. The phase of rapid, nonlinear, intense and generally S-shaped
expansion is mainly attributable to internal self-reinforcing feedbacks that destabilize the system
beyond critical thresholds (figure 5a). That is, preconditions, triggers and self-reinforcing feedbacks
explain, respectively, the ‘why’, ‘when’ and intensity of booms. Among these, feedbacks are the key
mechanisms that shape how booms unfold. The mere presence of feedbacks does not imply that a
boom or a regime shift will take place; in fact, when the system is far from its tipping point (critical
threshold), feedbacks have a stabilizing effect. In the rest of this section, we discuss important details
about how feedbacks operate in the context of crop booms.

4.3.2. Types of feedbacks and how they become destabilizing beyond a critical threshold

The literature on regime shifts highlights two distinct pathways through which feedbacks become
destabilizing beyond a critical threshold: (i) the same feedbacks switch from stabilizing to destabilizing
[21,22,24], or (ii) there is a change in the overall mix of stabilizing and destabilizing feedbacks in
favour of the latter [16]. Our empirical analysis suggests that both pathways were present. Moreover,
our analysis suggests that the former were pre-existing, built-in feedbacks, and the latter were new
feedbacks, which we term emergent.

4.3.2.1. Built-in feedbacks

Imitation and neighbourhood effects were built-in (i.e. pre-existing) self-reinforcing (i.e. positive)
feedbacks in both study areas. Positive feedbacks inhibit the diffusion of an innovation when it is rare
but encourage it beyond a certain take-off point [22]. This aspect is important: positive feedbacks do
not per se have a destabilizing effect under all circumstances, but only after a certain critical threshold

3The concept of frontier is contested and multi-layered [94–96]; here, we use one relatively widespread definition.
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is exceeded; below that threshold, they have a stabilizing effect. In the study regions, imitation and
neighbourhood effects stabilized the subsistence regime when adoption of the new cash crop was still
low, but the same feedbacks tipped the system towards cash crop dominance (figure 1) once certain
critical thresholds were exceeded (figure 5a).

Plot-level neighbourhood effects arose from the practice of planting subsistence and commodity
crops by groups of households in spatial clusters. The critical threshold operating in this case may be
the fraction of adjacent or nearby plots converted to a new crop below which continuity is favoured
and above which conversion is incentivized (e.g. because growing the previous crop is no longer
feasible). For imitation, the threshold may be a critical mass of adopters within the village or even
adoption decisions by specific individuals with high prestige, both of which induce others to follow
suit. Both conformist and prestige bias are forms of biased imitation that lead to S-shaped adoption
patterns [22].

Exhibits non-linear,

S-shaped adoption curve,

often with sudden jump

Driven by self-reinforcing

social feedbacks

Spatial scale determined

by the scales of

(mutually amplifying)

self-reinforcing feedbacks

Percentage of adopters

time

1. 2. 3.

Figure 4. Definition of crop booms.
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Figure 5. (a) Causal-mechanistic explanation of crop boom dynamics based on complex systems theory. Examples of preconditions,
triggers, self-reinforcing feedbacks and critical thresholds are based on empirical evidence of rubber and banana expansion in the
study areas. (b) Policy-relevant aspects; leverage points for management interventions are underlined.
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Importantly, our data suggest that the destabilizing effect of imitation was not only related to the
decision of whether to adopt the new crop but also to the decision of how much to adopt—a fact that
is often overlooked in innovation adoption and diffusion models that incorporate social influence
[103,104]. If the norm is to allocate a small fraction of land to the new crop and there is no in-migration,
then a commodity may still exhibit S-like expansion without a full-fledged boom or regime shift, as
was the case in Prang. If the norm is to plant ‘as much as possible’, as was the case in Oudomsin, the
result is not only S-shaped land-use change dynamics but also large-scale and boom-like conversion
that targets all remaining land and can additionally lead to land-rush dynamics.

4.3.2.2. Emergent feedbacks

The land rush in Oudomsin unfolded as an additional and new self-reinforcing feedback as crop
expansion proceeded rapidly and used up seemingly all available land. The land rush was thus not
built-in from the beginning but rather emerged as a result of other self-reinforcing mechanisms in
combination with land scarcity. Hence, it appears to follow the second type of pathway. Here, the
critical threshold may be the fraction of untitled land within and around villages converted to a cash
crop that activated and exacerbated villagers’ perception of land scarcity, inducing even more people to
claim the remaining land by planting a cash crop [105,106].

4.3.3. The main self-reinforcing feedbacks are social in nature

Neighbourhood effects, imitation and the land rush were all social in nature: they involved relational
mechanisms such as social influence and normative conformity in imitation; sociotechnical proximity
mechanisms organizing interactions in time and space [107] such as land-use planning or clustered
agricultural activities giving rise to neighbourhood effects; or both in the case of the land rush. We
posit that the main self-reinforcing mechanisms acting in the context of crop booms are social in nature
(figure 4).

Beyond social influence [10,54,68,108] and land rush dynamics [64,68,109], other self-reinforcing
mechanisms have been cited in the context of agricultural expansion. These include agglomeration
economies [98,110]; policies that stimulate the emergence of powerful actors and rural elites, who
lobby for more favourable regulations [100,111]; in-migration of farmers attracting more migrants
through network and herd effects [13 20,112,113]; or reinvestment of high profits [18]. Strikingly, all
except the last are social in nature. Following our definition of crop booms, agricultural expansion
fuelled by fully independent profit reinvestment decisions alone would not constitute a boom, but it
would also be highly unlikely, as farming decisions are affected by multiple factors [114,115].

As a corollary to this point, the necessarily social nature of booms implies that agricultural
expansion caused by one independent agent, such as a single agribusiness corporation with a very
large land concession, would not qualify in itself as a boom. However, such a large-scale land
acquisition might become a potential triggering event for a land regime shift [116].

4.3.4. Self-reinforcing feedbacks operate at multiple scales and can amplify each other

The scale at which feedbacks affect dynamics is the scale of the interactions involved in those feed-
backs. For example, social feedbacks operate at scales associated with the structures affecting agents’
interactions, such as infrastructure and institutions [117]. Thus, the scale of a crop boom is determined
by the scale of the feedbacks involved (figure 4). Moreover, self-reinforcing feedbacks operating at
different scales can amplify and feed into each other [16]. We suggest that the existence of feedbacks
operating at different scales and possibly amplifying each other partly explains two well-known
aspects of booms, namely booms within booms and sudden jumps in adoption. Moreover, diffusion
mechanisms at broader scales help explain waves of booms across larger geographic regions.

4.3.4.1. Booms within booms

It has been recognized that crop booms are likely to emerge as booms within booms at various
spatial scales [1]. We suggest that each boom–scale combination corresponds to the scale of a certain
self-reinforcing dynamic. In our analysis, adoption trajectory plots show S-shaped expansion of rubber
and banana in the Oudomsin area, as well as in each village studied within that area. Rubber follows
a similar pattern in Prang. This finding supports Castella et al.’s [1] assertion that booms are nested
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within booms—in this case taking place at village and higher levels. Our findings also suggest that
feedbacks at different scales amplified each other because adoption decisions among neighbouring
plots affected the fraction of adopters at the village level and vice versa, culminating in a self-rein-
forcing rush to convert untitled land within and around villages, which in turn further exacerbated
neighbourhood effects and imitation processes. In other words, self-reinforcing feedbacks acting at
different scales can amplify one another and have a cumulative impact that is larger than the sum of
the parts.

4.3.4.2. Sudden jumps in adoption

The rate of cash crop adoption in the study regions jumped abruptly from low to high, a feature that
is appreciable in other empirical S-curves of agricultural innovation [118–120]. In Oudomsin, the jump
lies at around 8% for rubber and 5% for banana (figure 3a,c), which is at the lower end of reported
group sizes of 10–40% in social tipping processes [26,117]. We postulate that the low jump threshold
in Oudomsin might be related to the mutually amplifying effect of cross-scale feedbacks discussed
above. Another explanation for low jump thresholds is a context of high uncertainty [24], such as that
caused by tenure insecurity, volatile markets and weather shocks in Laos. Finally, it is important to take
into account that jumps in adoption should be understood as the aggregate result of feedbacks and
dynamics operating at various scales within a given window of analysis, rather than as a tipping point
representative of a region or process type; the choice of a different spatial window of analysis is likely
to result in a different jump threshold.

4.3.4.3. Waves of booms

Beyond the scales at which feedbacks operate, booms can spread between socially and physically
connected locations through cascading effects [62] or contagion [79,121], which may explain the waves
of booms sweeping through Southeast Asia in the last decades [1]. Levin’s [122] assertion that different
mechanisms explain patterns at different scales applies here as well: boom patterns appear to be
driven by diffusion mechanisms on broad scales and are autonomously generated by intrinsic feedback
mechanisms on fine scales.

4.4. Governance implications
Crop booms and regime shifts pose a challenge for management: they are abrupt and hard to predict;
can cause high social, environmental and economic costs, and can increase social and ecological
vulnerability [16]. Their speed makes adaptation difficult and exacerbates their impacts. They can be
triggered by small changes that, in other circumstances or contexts, may not induce a critical transition.
Self-reinforcing feedbacks responsible for rapid and nonlinear change are difficult to stop, and the
resulting reconfiguration can lock the system in a new state [16]. Such dynamics call for analytical
instruments and governance approaches that are different from those in place to address incremental
change [17,18].

4.4.1. Difficult to recognize early but can be anticipated

Crop booms are almost by definition not identifiable as such at their outset, but only after land-cover
changes have unfolded significantly. At this point, the tipping process has probably been activated
and feedback mechanisms driving the transformation at various scales have become destabilizing and
are difficult to stop. The difficulty to identify booms early and their unpredictability [19] contribute
to the frequently reactive nature of policy responses [1]. Early warning indicators such as increased
autocorrelation or variance [60,123] can in theory signal dynamics that are approaching criticality, but
measuring social tipping presents important practical challenges [26].

An alternative to early recognition is to identify land systems that are prone to regime shifts, i.e.
to anticipate booms. Knowing that booms can arise rapidly following initial adoption—particularly in
frontiers and/or in localities having undergone previous booms [90] and presenting high biophysical
and social connectivity [124]—can allow policymakers and jurisdictions to prepare for eventual booms,
including scenario planning, stakeholder engagement and implementing pre-emptive measures. Such
anticipatory governance targets management interventions while they are still possible [125] (figure
5b).
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For example, Sing District could have followed through with the promised irrigation infrastruc-
ture project, which would have enhanced the resilience of agricultural production and could have
prevented or slowed down the expansion of banana plantations on valuable rice paddy land. Meas-
ures aimed at reducing livelihood vulnerability, such as affordable healthcare and education, farm
insurance or low-interest loans that do not use agricultural land as collateral [52], may also make
farmers less prone to adopting commodities in a boom-like fashion.

4.4.2. Hard to stop contagion-like spread

Once self-reinforcing dynamics set in, they become the dominant force driving the system. This
helps explain why land-use decisions may become decoupled from original triggers such as market
prices [50]. Also, when the dominant dynamic driving land change is multi-scale contagion fuelled by
self-reinforcing mechanisms, optimal site selection based on biophysical suitability loses importance as
a criterion for land-use decisions. All this explains why booms are hard to model. From a governance
perspective, understanding self-reinforcing dynamics is not only essential to anticipate how crop
booms might unfold but also serves as a precautionary tale: policy and government interventions such
as building a dam or a road or making large changes in policies [126] may induce a sudden land rent
gap and trigger destabilizing and unanticipated processes—including, possibly, a crop boom—that are
difficult to stop (figure 5b).

4.4.3. Window of analysis may miss patterns of change

Pattern is inextricably linked to the window of analysis: drawing too large or too small a window
might miss dynamics if there is a mismatch between the size of the window and the scale at which
relevant feedbacks operate [122]. A large window of analysis at the national or province level may
suggest that a crop is undergoing steady or linear expansion, while a lower-resolution analysis may
show consecutive local booms in different locations [1]. Capturing booms in land-use change data thus
requires fine-tuning the scale of analysis and paying close attention to local dynamics.

4.4.4. Scale mismatches imply feedback mismatches

Scales at which natural resources are governed often do not match with the scale of environmental and
social dynamics [127]. In Oudomsin, individual fines were ineffective against collective deforestation
decisions, and collective sanctions or incentives may have been more effective in preserving village
forests. Temporal mismatches [30] caused a delay in some stabilizing feedbacks such as pest outbreaks,
but information transfer in social networks was rapid enough to prevent some farmers from adopting
banana after learning about its long-term negative outcomes. Jurisdictions, too, can play an important
role in the dissemination of information.

4.4.5. Hysteresis, path-dependency and lock-ins

Certain social-ecological changes could be made more reversible through management interventions
that remove lock-ins (e.g. providing economic support to rebuild irrigation infrastructure) or reduce
hysteresis. For example, granting titles for shifting cultivation fallows would allow farmers to more
easily switch back and forth between shifting cultivation and cash crops. However, in the aftermath of
a crop boom, some changes are likely to persist even with such interventions, as stakeholders tend to
reinvent local rules and relations in line with the new emerging social-ecological system [1].

4.5. Limitations
Our approach to identifying preconditions, triggers and self-reinforcing mechanisms is based on
qualitative narrative analysis combined with quantitative land-use change trajectory data obtained
from the household survey. Our methodology is not intended—nor does it allow us—to quantita-
tively assess the relative strength of various self-reinforcing mechanisms or triggers or to quantita-
tively differentiate between feedback types. Rather, we jointly interpret qualitative and quantitative
data and use a combination of inductive and deductive thinking, which allows us to identify and
understand causal mechanisms [49] and to propose the theory outlined in §4.3. Future work could
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numerically assess the relative importance and sequence of the different causal mechanisms, e.g. by
using modelling approaches that quantify contagion and cascading dynamics [62,80].

The cases of rubber and banana expansion in Laos are paradigmatic examples of crop booms and
bear many similarities to other booms in Southeast and East Asia [1], many of which were driven by
similar exogenous factors such as high global demand for commodities and land-use reforms imposed
by foreign donors consisting of land-use planning, delimitation of conservation areas and interdiction
of shifting cultivation. Booms occurring in different contexts, such as in Europe [9] or in North America
[8], also appear to bear striking resemblances in their internal dynamics; that is, they all seem to be
fuelled by mainly social self-reinforcing mechanisms. However, additional detailed analyses of booms
in different biogeographical and socio-political settings and involving various constellations of land
users, power dynamics, commodity types, etc., are required to verify the broad validity of the crop
boom definition and causal-mechanistic explanation proposed herein.

5. Conclusion
The dynamics of crop booms and land regime shifts—abruptness, speed, nonlinearity and large-scale
change—present important analytical and governance challenges. Conventional logic suggests that
market forces and biogeographical characteristics are the most important factors influencing the
emergence of booms. In this work, we apply a complex systems perspective, focusing on regime
shifts, to provide new insights about crop boom dynamics. We propose that triggers such as market
and policy changes explain the timing of crop booms, and preconditions explain their local occurrence
but not their intensity, nonlinearity and ‘runaway reaction’-like nature. Rather, we attribute the last
features to self-reinforcing feedbacks, which were social in nature. The presence of positive feedbacks
operating at multiple scales and sometimes amplifying one another can help explain well-known
characteristics of booms, such as the nested occurrence of booms within booms or sudden jumps in
adoption. Based on these insights, we propose a definition and causal-mechanistic explanation—a
middle-range theory—of crop booms and identify possible leverage points for management interven-
tions, such as implementing pre-emptive measures that increase social-ecological resilience, consider-
ing the trigger potential of sudden policy changes or reducing lock-ins.

Our novel perspective of crop booms as regime shifts in land systems connects two, so far discon-
nected, fields of research and can yield valuable insights into the analysis of other sudden, rapid and
lasting land-use changes. Our work is informed by case study research in the context of smallholder
agriculture in a forest frontier setting, and it remains to be assessed to what extent it is valid in
other contexts. Further knowledge gaps that could be addressed in future empirical work include, for
example, the identification of early warning signals of social or biophysical nature, the relative role and
strength of different feedback mechanisms, the existence and numerical value of critical thresholds in
different contexts or the factors exacerbating or diminishing lock-ins, hysteresis and path-dependence.

Ethics. Research permits were obtained from the Luang Namtha Province Area Forestry Office (PAFO) and from the
District Area Forestry Offices (DAFO) in Sing and Vieng Poukha Districts for the duration of all fieldwork activities
in each of the studied villages. The identification of households to be included in the survey and of focus group
participants was done in conjunction with the village chief and/or deputy chief of each village. Informed consent
was obtained from all subjects who participated in the study. All published datasets and results are anonymized
and aggregated at village and higher levels.
Data accessibility. We have included all the data used to develop figures 2 and 3 as supplementary materials [128].
Declaration of AI use. We have not used AI-assisted technologies in creating this article.
Authors’ contributions. V.J.: conceptualization, data curation, formal analysis, investigation, methodology, validation,
visualization, writing—original draft, writing—review and editing; M.S.: conceptualization, writing—review and
editing; J.R.: conceptualization, writing—review and editing; N.W.: conceptualization, writing—review and editing;
S.A.L.: writing—review and editing; D.I.R.: writing—review and editing; J.-C.C.: writing—review and editing; P.M.:
conceptualization, writing—review and editing.

All authors gave final approval for publication and agreed to be held accountable for the work performed
therein.
Conflict of interest declaration. We declare we have no competing interests.
Funding. Funding for this study was provided by Swiss National Science Foundation (SNSF) PostdocMobility
grant P500PS_202957 to V.J.; Princeton University’s Dean for Research, High Meadows Environmental Institute,
Andlinger Center for Energy and the Environment and the Office of the Provost to V.J., S.A.L. and D.I.R.; European
Research Council (ERC) under the European Union’s Horizon 2020 Research and Innovation Program (grant
agreement no. 677140 MIDLAND) to P.M.; European Research Council (ERC) under the European Union’s Horizon
2020 research and innovation programme (grant agreement No 682472—MUSES) and Swedish Research Council

21
royalsocietypublishing.org/journal/rsos 

R. Soc. Open Sci. 11: 231571

 D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

fr
om

 h
ttp

s:
//r

oy
al

so
ci

et
yp

ub
lis

hi
ng

.o
rg

/ o
n 

30
 J

ul
y 

20
24

 



(grant Nr. 2018-06139) to M.S.; European Research Council Advanced grant project ERA (Earth Resilience in the
Anthropocene, ERC-2016- ADG-743080) to N.W.
Acknowledgements. We would like to express our deep gratitude to the farmers and other stakeholders in Laos
who participated in the study; our colleagues at the Faculty of Forestry, National University of Laos, in particular
Thoumthone Vongvisouk, Sithong Thongmanivong and Khamla Phanvilay, for their project support and help in
obtaining research permits; and Phonesak Singphaxai, Kham Teuang Phanavanh, Tom Chanthapone, Bounsing
Soukkaseum and Sengchan Kaibuasee, for their invaluable assistance in the field and their work as translators in the
interviews and household surveys. We appreciate the collaboration through the ‘Earth Resilience and Sustainability
Initiative’ (https://earthresiliencesustainability.org), a joint effort of Princeton University, the Stockholm Resilience
Centre at Stockholm University and the Potsdam Institute for Climate Impact Research. We are grateful to Oliver
Coomes for helpful comments on an earlier version of the manuscript and to George Hagstrom for enlightening
discussions and for pointing us in the direction of random-field models. This study contributes to the Global Land
Programme (https://www.glp.earth).

References
1. Castella JC et al. 2023 Beyond the boom-bust cycle: an interdisciplinary framework for analysing crop booms. Glob. Environ. Change 80, 102651.

(doi:10.1016/j.gloenvcha.2023.102651)
2. Gatto M, Wollni M, Asnawi R, Qaim M. 2017 Oil palm boom, contract farming, and rural economic development: village-level evidence from

Indonesia. World Dev. 95, 127–140. (doi:10.1016/j.worlddev.2017.02.013)
3. Gasparri NI, Kuemmerle T, Meyfroidt P, le Polain de Waroux Y, Kreft H. 2016 The emerging soybean production frontier in southern Africa:

conservation challenges and the role of south-south telecouplings. Conserv. Lett. 9, 21–31. (doi:10.1111/conl.12173)
4. Nghiem T, Kono Y, Leisz SJ. 2020 Crop boom as a trigger of smallholder livelihood and land use transformations: the case of coffee production

in the northern mountain region of Vietnam. Land 9, 56. (doi:10.3390/land9020056)
5. Li TM. 2002 Local histories, global markets: cocoa and class in upland Sulawesi. Dev. Change 33, 415–437. (doi:10.1111/1467-7660.00261)
6. Castella JC, Ornetsmüller C, Lestrelin G, Verburg P, Lienhard P. 2016 Mitigating the negative impacts of the maize boom on landscapes and

livelihoods in Laos. In AC and SD 2016 Agri-chains and sustainable development: linking local and global Dynamics, Montpellier: CIRAD. INT. CONF.
On Agri-chains and sustainable development, 12–14 December, pp. 10–12. Montpellier, France. See https://publications.cirad.fr/une_notice.
php?dk=582969.

7. Meyfroidt P et al. 2018 Middle-range theories of land system change. Glob. Environ. Change 53, 52–67. (doi:10.1016/j.gloenvcha.2018.08.006)
8. Campbell M. 2019 The honeycrisp boom. The Signal. 15 February 2019. See https://signalhfx.ca/the-honeycrisp-boom/ (accessed: 28 May

2024).
9. Andrés AG. 2017 La «burbuja» del aguacate llega a la comunitat. La Razón 1–6. https://www.larazon.es/local/comunidad-valenciana/la-

burbuja-del-aguacate-llega-a-la-comunitat-PG17337495/
10. Ornetsmüller C, Castella JC, Verburg PH. 2018 A multiscale gaming approach to understand farmer’s decision making in the boom of maize

cultivation in Laos. Ecol. Soc. 23, 35. (doi:10.5751/ES-10104-230235)
11. Barbier EB. 2020 Long run agricultural land expansion, booms and busts. Land Use Policy 93, 103808. (doi:10.1016/j.landusepol.2019.01.011)
12. Rodrigues ASL, Ewers RM, Parry L, Souza C, Veríssimo A, Balmford A. 2009 Boom-and-bust development patterns across the Amazon

deforestation frontier. Science 324, 1435–1437. (doi:10.1126/science.1174002)
13. Hall D. 2011 Land grabs, land control, and Southeast Asian crop booms. J. Peasant Stud. 38, 837–857. (doi:10.1080/03066150.2011.607706)
14. Clough Y, Faust H, Tscharntke T. 2009 Cacao boom and bust: sustainability of agroforests and opportunities for biodiversity conservation.

Conserv. Lett. 2, 197–205. (doi:10.1111/j.1755-263X.2009.00072.x)
15. Heemskerk M. 2001 Do international commodity prices drive natural resource booms? An empirical analysis of small-scale gold mining in

Suriname. Ecol. Econ. 39, 295–308. (doi:10.1016/S0921-8009(01)00223-3)
16. Crépin AS, Biggs R, Polasky S, Troell M, de Zeeuw A. 2012 Regime shifts and management. Ecol. Econ. 84, 15–22. (doi:10.1016/j.ecolecon.2012.

09.003)
17. Filatova T, Polhill JG, van Ewijk S. 2016 Regime shifts in coupled socio-environmental systems: review of modelling challenges and approaches.

Environ. Model. Softw. 75, 333–347. (doi:10.1016/j.envsoft.2015.04.003)
18. Ramankutty N, Coomes OT. 2016 Land-use regime shifts: an analytical framework and agenda for future land-use research. Ecol. Soc. 21. (doi:

10.5751/ES-08370-210201)
19. Müller D, Sun Z, Vongvisouk T, Pflugmacher D, Xu J, Mertz O. 2014 Regime shifts limit the predictability of land-system change. Glob. Environ.

Change 28, 75–83. (doi:10.1016/j.gloenvcha.2014.06.003)
20. Ospina D, Peterson G, Crépin AS. 2019 Migrant remittances can reduce the potential of local forest transitions—a social-ecological regime shift

analysis. Environ. Res. Lett. 14, 024017. (doi:10.1088/1748-9326/aaf0ee)
21. Scheffer M. 2009 Critial transitions in nature and society. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press. (doi:10.1515/9781400833276)
22. Henrich J. 2001 Cultural transmission and the diffusion of innovations: adoption dynamics indicate that biased cultural transmission is the

predominate force in behavioral change. Am. Anthropol. 103, 992–1013. (doi:10.1525/aa.2001.103.4.992)
23. Rogers EM. 1983 Diffusion of innovations, 3rd edn. New York, NY: Collier Macmillan Publishers.

22
royalsocietypublishing.org/journal/rsos 

R. Soc. Open Sci. 11: 231571

 D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

fr
om

 h
ttp

s:
//r

oy
al

so
ci

et
yp

ub
lis

hi
ng

.o
rg

/ o
n 

30
 J

ul
y 

20
24

 

https://earthresiliencesustainability.org
https://glp.earth/
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.gloenvcha.2023.102651
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.worlddev.2017.02.013
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/conl.12173
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/land9020056
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/1467-7660.00261
https://publications.cirad.fr/une_notice.php?dk=582969
https://publications.cirad.fr/une_notice.php?dk=582969
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.gloenvcha.2018.08.006
https://www.larazon.es/local/comunidad-valenciana/la-burbuja-del-aguacate-llega-a-la-comunitat-PG17337495/
https://www.larazon.es/local/comunidad-valenciana/la-burbuja-del-aguacate-llega-a-la-comunitat-PG17337495/
http://dx.doi.org/10.5751/ES-10104-230235
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.landusepol.2019.01.011
http://dx.doi.org/10.1126/science.1174002
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/03066150.2011.607706
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1755-263X.2009.00072.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0921-8009(01)00223-3
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2012.09.003
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2012.09.003
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.envsoft.2015.04.003
http://dx.doi.org/10.5751/ES-08370-210201
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.gloenvcha.2014.06.003
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1748-9326/aaf0ee
http://dx.doi.org/10.1515/9781400833276
http://dx.doi.org/10.1525/aa.2001.103.4.992


24. Bouchaud JP. 2013 Crises and collective socio-economic phenomena: simple models and challenges. J. Stat. Phys. 151, 567–606. (doi:10.1007/
s10955-012-0687-3)

25. Martins ACR, Pereira C de B, Vicente R. 2009 An opinion dynamics model for the diffusion of innovations. Physica A 388, 3225–3232. (doi:10.
1016/j.physa.2009.04.007)

26. Centola D, Becker J, Brackbill D, Baronchelli A. 2018 Experimental evidence for tipping points in social convention. Science 360, 1116–1119.
(doi:10.1126/science.aas8827)

27. Scheffer M, Carpenter SR. 2003 Catastrophic regime shifts in ecosystems: linking theory to observation. Trends Ecol. Evol. (Amst.) 18, 648–656.
(doi:10.1016/j.tree.2003.09.002)

28. Lade SJ, Tavoni A, Levin SA, Schlüter M. 2013 Regime shifts in a social-ecological system. Theor. Ecol. 6, 359–372. (doi:10.1007/s12080-013-
0187-3)

29. Arrow KJ, Ehrlich PR, Levin SA. Some perspectives on linked Ecosystems and socio-economic systems. In Environment and development
economics: essays in honour of Sir Partha Dasgupta (eds S Barrett, KM Mäler, ES Maskin), pp. 95–116. Oxford, UK: Oxford University Press. (doi:
10.1093/acprof:oso/9780199677856.001.0001)

30. Levin S et al. 2013 Social-ecological systems as complex adaptive systems: modeling and policy implications. Envir. Dev. Econ. 18, 111–132.
(doi:10.1017/S1355770X12000460)

31. Steele JH. 1998 Regime shifts in marine ecosystems. Ecol. Appl. 8, S33. (doi:10.2307/2641361)
32. Bizyaeva A, Franci A, Leonard NE. 2021 Nonlinear opinion dynamics with tunable sensitivity. Arxiv. (doi:10.48550/arXiv.2009.04332)
33. Milkoreit M et al. 2018 Defining tipping points for social-ecological systems scholarship—an interdisciplinary literature review. Environ. Res.

Lett. 13, 033005. (doi:10.1088/1748-9326/aaaa75)
34. Thom R, Fowler DH. 1976 Structural stability and morphogenesis. English translation of Stabilite Structurelle et Morphogenese, 1973, p. 348.

Reading, MA: W.A. Benjamin, Inc.
35. Holling CS. 1973 Resilience and stability of ecological systems. Annu. Rev. Ecol. Syst 4, 1–23. (doi:10.1146/annurev.es.04.110173.000245)
36. Ashwin P, Wieczorek S, Vitolo R, Cox P. 2012 Tipping points in open systems: bifurcation, noise-induced and rate-dependent examples in the

climate system. Phil. Trans. R. Soc. A 370, 1166–1184. (doi:10.1098/rsta.2011.0306)
37. Walker B, Holling CS, Carpenter SR, Kinzig AP. 2004 Resilience, adaptability and transformability in social-ecological systems. E&S 9. (doi:10.

5751/ES-00650-090205)
38. Nyström M et al. 2012 Confronting feedbacks of degraded marine ecosystems. Ecosystems 15, 695–710. (doi:10.1007/s10021-012-9530-6)
39. Hagstrom GI, Levin SA. 2023 Phase transitions and the theory of early warning indicators for critical transitions. In How worlds collapse (eds M

Centeno, P Callahan, P Larcey, T Patterson), pp. 358–374. New York, NY: Routledge.
40. Meyfroidt P, Bremond A, Ryan CM, Archer E, Aspinall R, Erb K, et al. 2022 Ten facts about land systems for sustainability. Proc. Natl Acad. Sci. USA

119, 1–12. (doi:10.1073/pnas.2109217118)
41. Junquera V, Grêt-Regamey A. 2019 Crop booms at the forest frontier: triggers, reinforcing dynamics, and the diffusion of knowledge and

norms. Glob. Environ. Change 57, 101929. (doi:10.1016/j.gloenvcha.2019.101929)
42. Kong R, Diepart JC, Castella JC, Lestrelin G, Tivet F, Belmain E, Bégué A. 2019 Understanding the drivers of deforestation and agricultural

transformations in the northwestern uplands of Cambodia. Appl Geogr 102, 84–98. (doi:10.1016/j.apgeog.2018.12.006)
43. Ornetsmüller C, Castella JC, Thanichanon P, Lestrelin G, Verburg PH. 2019 Modelling the location and spatial pattern of a crop boom: a case

study from Laos. Environ. Sci. Policy 99, 58–71. (doi:10.1016/j.envsci.2019.04.001)
44. Sturgeon JC. 2010 Governing minorities and development in Xishuangbanna, China: Akha and Dai rubber farmers as entrepreneurs. Geoforum

41, 318–328. (doi:10.1016/j.geoforum.2009.10.010)
45. Shi W. 2008 Rubber boom in Luang Namtha: a Transnational Perspective. Rural development in mountainous areas of Northern Lao PDR. Deutsche

Gesellschaft für Technische Zusammenarbeit (GTZ).
46. Fujita Y, Vongvisouk S, Thongmanivong T. 2006 Dynamic land use change in Sing District, Luang Namtha Province, Lao PDR. International

Program for Research on the Interactions between Population, Development, and the Environment (PRIPODE).
47. Friis C, Nielsen JØ. 2017 Land-use change in a telecoupled world: the relevance and applicability of the telecoupling framework in the case of

banana plantation expansion in Laos. Ecol. Soc 22, 164. (doi:10.5751/ES-09480-220430)
48. Dwyer MB. 2014 Micro-geopolitics: capitalising security in Laos’s golden quadrangle. Geopolitics 19, 377–405. (doi:10.1080/14650045.2013.

780033)
49. Magliocca NR et al. 2018 Closing global knowledge gaps: producing generalized knowledge from case studies of social-ecological systems.

Glob. Environ. Change 50, 1–14. (doi:10.1016/j.gloenvcha.2018.03.003)
50. Junquera V, Meyfroidt P, Sun Z, Latthachack P, Grêt-Regamey A. 2020 From global drivers to local land-use change: understanding the

northern Laos rubber boom. Environ. Sci. Policy 109, 103–115. (doi:10.1016/j.envsci.2020.04.013)
51. Latthachack P, Llopis JC, Heinimann A, Thongmanivong S, Vongvisouk T, Messerli P, Zaehringer JG. 2023 Agricultural commercialization in

borderlands: capturing the transformation of a tropical forest frontier through participatory mapping. Front. Sustain. Food Syst 6:1048470.
(doi:10.3389/fsufs.2022.1048470)

52. Junquera V, Grêt-Regamey A. 2020 Assessing livelihood vulnerability using a Bayesian network: a case study in northern Laos. Ecol. Soc 25.
(doi:10.5751/ES-12049-250438)

53. Lagerqvist YF. 2013 Imagining the borderlands: contending stories of a resource frontier in Muang Sing. Singap. J. Trop. Geogr. 34, 57–69. (doi:
10.1111/sjtg.12013)

23
royalsocietypublishing.org/journal/rsos 

R. Soc. Open Sci. 11: 231571

 D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

fr
om

 h
ttp

s:
//r

oy
al

so
ci

et
yp

ub
lis

hi
ng

.o
rg

/ o
n 

30
 J

ul
y 

20
24

 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10955-012-0687-3
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10955-012-0687-3
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.physa.2009.04.007
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.physa.2009.04.007
http://dx.doi.org/10.1126/science.aas8827
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.tree.2003.09.002
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s12080-013-0187-3
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s12080-013-0187-3
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/acprof:oso/9780199677856.001.0001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/S1355770X12000460
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/2641361
http://dx.doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2009.04332
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1748-9326/aaaa75
http://dx.doi.org/10.1146/annurev.es.04.110173.000245
http://dx.doi.org/10.1098/rsta.2011.0306
http://dx.doi.org/10.5751/ES-00650-090205
http://dx.doi.org/10.5751/ES-00650-090205
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10021-012-9530-6
http://dx.doi.org/10.1073/pnas.2109217118
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.gloenvcha.2019.101929
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.apgeog.2018.12.006
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.envsci.2019.04.001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.geoforum.2009.10.010
http://dx.doi.org/10.5751/ES-09480-220430
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/14650045.2013.780033
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/14650045.2013.780033
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.gloenvcha.2018.03.003
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.envsci.2020.04.013
http://dx.doi.org/10.3389/fsufs.2022.1048470
http://dx.doi.org/10.5751/ES-12049-250438
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/sjtg.12013


54. Sturgeon JC. 2013 Cross-border rubber cultivation between China and Laos: regionalization by Akha and Tai rubber farmers. Singap. J. Trop.
Geogr. 34, 70–85. (doi:10.1111/sjtg.12014)

55. Thongmanivong S, Vongvisouk T. 2006 Impacts of cash crops on rural Livelihoodds: A case study from Muang sing, Luang Namtha province,
northern Lao PDR. In Hanging in the balance: equity in community-based natural resource management in Asia [Internet]. regional community
forestry training center for Asia and the Pacific (RECOFTC) (eds S Mahanty, J Fox, M Nurse, P Stephen, L McLees), pp. 106–121. See http://
scholarspace.manoa.hawaii.edu/bitstream/handle/10125/3405/hanging-in-balance.pdf?sequence=1#page=20.

56. Fox J, Castella JC. 2013 Expansion of rubber (Hevea brasiliensis) in Mainland Southeast Asia: what are the prospects for smallholders? J. Peasant
Stud. 40, 155–170. (doi:10.1080/03066150.2012.750605)

57. Barbier EB. 2012 Scarcity, frontiers and development. Geogr. J. 178, 110–122. (doi:10.1111/j.1475-4959.2012.00462.x)
58. Indexmundi. 2020 Rubber (Asia, RSS3 grade), monthly price (Yuan Renminbi per kilogram). Singapore Commodity Exchange Ltd (SICOM). See

http://www.thaitexgroup.com/.
59. Timmermans S, Tavory I. 2012 Theory construction in qualitative research: from grounded theory to abductive analysis. Soc. Theory. 30, 167–

186. (doi:10.1177/0735275112457914)
60. Scheffer M et al. 2009 Early-warning signals for critical transitions. Nature 461, 53–59. (doi:10.1038/nature08227)
61. Phillips F. 2007 On S-curves and tipping points. Technol. Forecast. Soc. Change 74, 715–730. (doi:10.1016/j.techfore.2006.11.006)
62. Rocha JC, Peterson G, Bodin Ö, Levin S. 2018 Cascading regime shifts within and across scales. Science 362, 1379–1383. (doi:10.1126/science.

aat7850)
63. Wunderling N, Donges JF, Kurths J, Winkelmann R. 2021 Interacting tipping elements increase risk of climate domino effects under global

warming. Earth Syst. Dynam. 12, 601–619. (doi:10.5194/esd-12-601-2021)
64. Münster D. 2015 Ginger is a gamble: crop booms, rural uncertainty, and the neoliberalization of agriculture in South India. Focaal 2015, 100–

113. (doi:10.3167/fcl.2015.710109)
65. Hua X, Kono Y, Zhang L. 2023 Excavating agrarian transformation under ‘secure’ crop booms: insights from the China-Myanmar borderland. J.

Peasant Stud. 50, 339–368. (doi:10.1080/03066150.2021.1926993)
66. Meyfroidt P. 2016 Approaches and terminology for causal analysis in land systems science. J. Land Use Sci. 11, 501–522. (doi:10.1080/

1747423X.2015.1117530)
67. Sutherland LA, Burton RJF, Ingram J, Blackstock K, Slee B, Gotts N. 2012 Triggering change: towards a conceptualisation of major change

processes in farm decision-making. J. Environ. Manage. 104, 142–151. (doi:10.1016/j.jenvman.2012.03.013)
68. Mahanty S, Milne S. 2016 Anatomy of a boom: cassava as a ‘gateway’ crop in Cambodia’s north eastern borderland. Asia Pac. Viewp. 57, 180–

193. (doi:10.1111/apv.12122)
69. Li TM. 2014 Land′s end: capitalist relations on an indigenous frontier, p. 240. Duke University Press Books. (doi:10.1215/9780822376460). See

http://read.dukeupress.edu/books/book/248/Lands-EndCapitalist-Relations-on-an-Indigenous.
70. Lu JN. 2017 Tapping into rubber: China’s opium replacement program and rubber production in Laos. J. Peasant Stud. 44, 726–747. (doi:10.

1080/03066150.2017.1314268)
71. Roe G. 2009 Feedbacks, timescales, and seeing red. Annu. Rev. Earth Planet. Sci 37, 93–115. (doi:10.1146/annurev.earth.061008.134734)
72. Abdallah C, Dorato P, Benites-Read J, Byrne R. 1993 Delayed positive feedback can stabilize oscillatory systems. In 1993 American Control

Conference, San Francisco, CA, USA, pp. 3106–3107. (doi:10.23919/ACC.1993.4793475)
73. Nicolas S. 2018 Well-being and land use changes in northern Laos. Master's thesis, Université de Lausanne, Lausanne, Switzerland. https://igd.

unil.ch/memoires/uploads/memoire/memoire_pdf/1572/e59b4437-69a7-4619-835b-79fbd6720a16.pdf.
74. Broegaard RB, Rasmussen LV, Dawson N, Mertz O, Vongvisouk T, Grogan K. 2017 Wild food collection and nutrition under commercial

agriculture expansion in agriculture-forest landscapes. For. Policy Econ. 84, 92–101. (doi:10.1016/j.forpol.2016.12.012)
75. Macy MW, Ma M, Tabin DR, Gao J, Szymanski BK. 2021 Polarization and tipping points. Proc. Natl Acad. Sci. USA 118, e2102144118. (doi:10.

1073/pnas.2102144118)
76. Kronenburg García A, van Dijk H. 2019 Towards a theory of claim making: bridging access and property theory. Soc. Nat. Resour. 33, 167–183.

(doi:10.1080/08941920.2018.1559381)
77. Haberecht S. 2010 Rubber planting in Laos: local approaches to new challenges. Work. Pap. Dev. Sociol. Soc. Anthropol. 365.https://nbn-

resolving.org/urn:nbn:de:0168-ssoar-427447
78. Dakos V. 2019 Ecological transitions: regime shifts, thresholds and tipping points. Oxford Bibliographies in Environmental Science. See https://

hal.archives-ouvertes.fr/hal-02195008.
79. Bestelmeyer BT, Peters DPC, Archer SR, Browning DM, Okin GS, Schooley RL, Webb NP. 2018 The grassland–shrubland regime shift in the

southwestern united states: Misconceptions and their implications for management. Bioscience 68, 678–690. (doi:10.1093/biosci/biy065)
80. Centola D, Macy M. 2007 Complex contagions and the weakness of long ties. Am. J. Sociol. 113, 702–734. (doi:10.1086/521848)
81. Verburg PH, Alexander P, Evans T, Magliocca NR, Malek Z, Rounsevell MD, van Vliet J. 2019 Beyond land cover change: towards a new

generation of land use models. Curr. Opin. Environ. Sustain. 38, 77–85. (doi:10.1016/j.cosust.2019.05.002)
82. Müller-Hansen F, Schlüter M, Mäs M, Donges JF, Kolb JJ, Thonicke K, Heitzig J. 2017 Towards representing human behavior and decision

making in Earth system models – an overview of techniques and approaches. Earth Syst. Dynam. 8, 977–1007. (doi:10.5194/esd-8-977-2017)
83. Andreotti F et al. 2022 When neglected species gain global interest: lessons learned from quinoa’s boom and bust for teff and minor millet.

Glob. Food Sec. 32, 100613. (doi:10.1016/j.gfs.2022.100613)

24
royalsocietypublishing.org/journal/rsos 

R. Soc. Open Sci. 11: 231571

 D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

fr
om

 h
ttp

s:
//r

oy
al

so
ci

et
yp

ub
lis

hi
ng

.o
rg

/ o
n 

30
 J

ul
y 

20
24

 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/sjtg.12014
http://scholarspace.manoa.hawaii.edu/bitstream/handle/10125/3405/hanging-in-balance.pdf?sequence=1#page=20
http://scholarspace.manoa.hawaii.edu/bitstream/handle/10125/3405/hanging-in-balance.pdf?sequence=1#page=20
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/03066150.2012.750605
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1475-4959.2012.00462.x
http://www.thaitexgroup.com/
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0735275112457914
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/nature08227
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2006.11.006
http://dx.doi.org/10.1126/science.aat7850
http://dx.doi.org/10.1126/science.aat7850
http://dx.doi.org/10.5194/esd-12-601-2021
http://dx.doi.org/10.3167/fcl.2015.710109
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/03066150.2021.1926993
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/1747423X.2015.1117530
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/1747423X.2015.1117530
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvman.2012.03.013
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/apv.12122
http://dx.doi.org/10.1215/9780822376460
http://read.dukeupress.edu/books/book/248/Lands-EndCapitalist-Relations-on-an-Indigenous
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/03066150.2017.1314268
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/03066150.2017.1314268
http://dx.doi.org/10.1146/annurev.earth.061008.134734
http://dx.doi.org/10.23919/ACC.1993.4793475
https://igd.unil.ch/memoires/uploads/memoire/memoire_pdf/1572/e59b4437-69a7-4619-835b-79fbd6720a16.pdf
https://igd.unil.ch/memoires/uploads/memoire/memoire_pdf/1572/e59b4437-69a7-4619-835b-79fbd6720a16.pdf
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.forpol.2016.12.012
http://dx.doi.org/10.1073/pnas.2102144118
http://dx.doi.org/10.1073/pnas.2102144118
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/08941920.2018.1559381
https://nbn-resolving.org/urn:nbn:de:0168-ssoar-427447
https://nbn-resolving.org/urn:nbn:de:0168-ssoar-427447
https://hal.archives-ouvertes.fr/hal-02195008
https://hal.archives-ouvertes.fr/hal-02195008
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/biosci/biy065
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/521848
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.cosust.2019.05.002
http://dx.doi.org/10.5194/esd-8-977-2017
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.gfs.2022.100613


84. Byerlee D. 2014 The fall and rise again of plantations in tropical Asia: history repeated? Land
3, 574–597. (doi:10.3390/land3030574)
85. Gatto M, Wollni M, Qaim M. 2015 Oil palm boom and land-use dynamics in Indonesia: the role of policies and socioeconomic factors. Land use

policy 46, 292–303. (doi:10.1016/j.landusepol.2015.03.001)
86. Zaehringer JG, Lundsgaard-Hansen L, Thein TT, Llopis JC, Tun NN, Myint W, Schneider F. 2020 The cash crop boom in southern Myanmar:

tracing land use regime shifts through participatory mapping. Ecosyst. People 16, 36–49. (doi:10.1080/26395916.2019.1699164)
87. Hall D, Hirsch P, Li TM (eds). 2011 Powers of exclusion: land dilemmas in Southeast Asia. Singapore: NUS Press. See https://nuspress.nus.edu.sg/

products/powers-of-exclusion.
88. Crook RC. 2001 Cocoa booms, the legalisation of land relations and politics in cote D’Ivoire and Ghana:explaining farmers’ responses. IDS Bull. 32,

35–45. (doi:10.1111/j.1759-5436.2001.mp32001005.x)
89. Vongvisouk T, Broegaard RB, Mertz O, Thongmanivong S. 2016 Rush for cash crops and forest protection: neither land sparing nor land sharing.

Land use policy 55, 182–192. (doi:10.1016/j.landusepol.2016.04.001)
90. Bukhi Mabele M, Kiwango WA. 2023 From timber rush to avocado rush? Insights and areas for research on restoration and development

initiatives in Southern Highlands, Tanzania. Geoforum 141, 103733. (doi:10.1016/j.geoforum.2023.103733)
91. Hostert P, Kuemmerle T, Prishchepov A, Sieber A, Lambin EF, Radeloff VC. 2011 Rapid land use change after socio-economic disturbances: the

collapse of the Soviet Union versus Chernobyl. Environ. Res. Lett 6, 045201. (doi:10.1088/1748-9326/6/4/045201)
92. Griffin C. 2020 ‘Prosperity beyond belief’: The interaction between a potato crop boom, vulnerability and volcanic hazard in Central Java,

Indonesia. Singap. J. Trop. Geogr. 41, 23–39. (doi:10.1111/sjtg.12294)
93. Ahrends A, Hollingsworth PM, Ziegler AD, Fox JM, Chen H, Su Y, Xu J. 2015 Current trends of rubber plantation expansion may threaten

biodiversity and livelihoods. Glob. Environ. Change 34, 48–58. (doi:10.1016/j.gloenvcha.2015.06.002)
94. Kröger M, Nygren A. 2020 Shifting frontier dynamics in Latin America. J. Agrar. 20, 364–386. (doi:10.1111/joac.12354)
95. Barney K. 2009 Laos and the making of a ‘relational’ resource frontier. Geogr. J. 175, 146–159. (doi:10.1111/j.1475-4959.2009.00323.x)
96. Rasmussen MB, Lund C. 2018 Reconfiguring frontier spaces: the territorialization of resource control. World Dev. 101, 388–399. (doi:10.1016/j.

worlddev.2017.01.018)
97. Baumann M et al. 2022 Frontier metrics for a process-based understanding of deforestation dynamics. Environ. Res. Lett. 17, 095010. (doi:10.

1088/1748-9326/ac8b9a)
98. Abeygunawardane D, Kronenburg García A, Sun Z, Müller D, Sitoe A, Meyfroidt P. 2022 Resource frontiers and agglomeration economies: the

varied logics of transnational land-based investing in southern and eastern Africa. Ambio 51, 1535–1551. (doi:10.1007/s13280-021-01682-z)
99. Kronenburg García A, Meyfroidt P, Abeygunawardane D, Sitoe AA. 2022 Waves and legacies: the making of an investment frontier in Niassa,

Mozambique. Ecol. Soc. 27. (doi:10.5751/ES-13159-270140)
100. le Polain de Waroux Y et al. 2018 Rents, actors, and the expansion of commodity frontiers in the Gran Chaco. Ann. Am. Assoc. Geogr. 108, 204–

225. (doi:10.1080/24694452.2017.1360761)
101. Castella J, Phaipasith S. Rural roads are paving the way for land-use intensification in the uplands of Laos. Land 10(3), 330. (doi:10.3390/

land10030330)
102. Li TM. 2012 What is land? Anthropological perspectives on the global land rush. In Int. Conf. on Global Land Grabbing II [Internet]. https://

cornell-landproject.org/download/landgrab2012papers/li.pdf.
103. Besley T, Case A. 1993 Modeling technology adoption in developing countries. Am. Econ. Rev. 83, 396–402. https://www.jstor.org/stable/

2117697
104. Bandiera O, Rasul I. 2006 Social networks and technology adoption in northern Mozambique. Econ. J. 116, 869–902. (doi:10.1111/j.1468-

0297.2006.01115.x)
105. Meyfroidt P. 2013 Environmental cognitions, land change, and social–ecological feedbacks: an overview. J. Land Use Sci. 8, 341–367. (doi:10.

1080/1747423X.2012.667452)
106. Meyfroidt P. 2013 Environmental cognitions, land change and social-ecological feedbacks: local case studies of forest transition in Vietnam.

Hum. Ecol. 41, 367–392. (doi:10.1007/s10745-012-9560-x)
107. Rivera MT, Soderstrom SB, Uzzi B. 2010 Dynamics of dyads in social networks: assortative, relational, and proximity mechanisms. Annu. Rev.

Sociol. 36, 91–115. (doi:10.1146/annurev.soc.34.040507.134743)
108. Baird IG, Vue P. 2017 The ties that bind: the role of Hmong social networks in developing small-scale rubber cultivation in Laos. Mobilities 12,

136–154. (doi:10.1080/17450101.2015.1016821)
109. Anku J, Andrews N, Cochrane L. 2023 The global land rush and agricultural investment in Ghana: existing knowledge, gaps, and future

directions. Land 12, 132. (doi:10.3390/land12010132)
110. Garrett RD, Lambin EF, Naylor RL. 2013 The new economic geography of land use change: supply chain configurations and land use in the

Brazilian Amazon. Land Use Policy 34, 265–275. (doi:10.1016/j.landusepol.2013.03.011)
111. Giraudo ME. 2021 Taxing the ‘crop of the century’: the role of institutions in governing the soy boom in South America. Globalizations 18, 516–

532. (doi:10.1080/14747731.2020.1795426)
112. le Polain de Waroux Y. 2019 Capital has no homeland: the formation of transnational producer cohorts in South America’s commodity frontiers.

Geoforum 105, 131–144. (doi:10.1016/j.geoforum.2019.05.016)
113. Dimaggio P, Garip F. 2012 Network effects and social inequality. Annu. Rev. Sociol. 38, 93–118. (doi:10.1146/annurev.soc.012809.102545)

25
royalsocietypublishing.org/journal/rsos 

R. Soc. Open Sci. 11: 231571

 D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

fr
om

 h
ttp

s:
//r

oy
al

so
ci

et
yp

ub
lis

hi
ng

.o
rg

/ o
n 

30
 J

ul
y 

20
24

 

http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/land3030574
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.landusepol.2015.03.001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/26395916.2019.1699164
https://nuspress.nus.edu.sg/products/powers-of-exclusion
https://nuspress.nus.edu.sg/products/powers-of-exclusion
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1759-5436.2001.mp32001005.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.landusepol.2016.04.001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.geoforum.2023.103733
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1748-9326/6/4/045201
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/sjtg.12294
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.gloenvcha.2015.06.002
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/joac.12354
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1475-4959.2009.00323.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.worlddev.2017.01.018
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.worlddev.2017.01.018
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1748-9326/ac8b9a
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1748-9326/ac8b9a
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s13280-021-01682-z
http://dx.doi.org/10.5751/ES-13159-270140
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/24694452.2017.1360761
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/land10030330
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/land10030330
https://cornell-landproject.org/download/landgrab2012papers/li.pdf
https://cornell-landproject.org/download/landgrab2012papers/li.pdf
https://www.jstor.org/stable/2117697
https://www.jstor.org/stable/2117697
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-0297.2006.01115.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-0297.2006.01115.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/1747423X.2012.667452
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/1747423X.2012.667452
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10745-012-9560-x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1146/annurev.soc.34.040507.134743
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/17450101.2015.1016821
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/land12010132
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.landusepol.2013.03.011
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/14747731.2020.1795426
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.geoforum.2019.05.016
http://dx.doi.org/10.1146/annurev.soc.012809.102545


114. Feintrenie L, Schwarze S, Levang P. 2010 Are local people conservationists? Analysis of transition dynamics from agroforests to monoculture
plantations in Indonesia. Ecol. Soc. 15. (doi:10.5751/ES-03870-150437)

115. Huber R et al. 2018 Representation of decision-making in European agricultural agent-based models. Agric. Syst. 167, 143–160. (doi:10.1016/j.
agsy.2018.09.007)

116. Magliocca NR, Dhungana P, Sink CD. 2023 Review of counterfactual land change modeling for causal inference in land system science. J. Land
Use Sci. 18, 1–24. (doi:10.1080/1747423X.2023.2173325)

117. Winkelmann R et al. 2022 Social tipping processes towards climate action: a conceptual framework. Ecol. Econ. 192, 107242. (doi:10.1016/j.
ecolecon.2021.107242)

118. Mascia MB, Mills M. 2018 When conservation goes viral: the diffusion of innovative biodiversity conservation policies and practices. Conserv.
Lett. 11, 1–9. (doi:10.1111/conl.12442)

119. Jamal S, Pomp M. 1993 Smallholder adoption of tree crops: A case study of cocoa in Sulawesi. Bull. Indones. Econ. Stud. 29, 69–94. (doi:10.
1080/00074919312331336461)

120. Ryan B, Gross N. 1950 Acceptance and diffusion of hybrid corn seed in two Iowa communities. Research bulletin (Iowa Agriculture and home
economics experiment station): vol. 29: no. 372, article 1. See http://lib.dr.iastate.edu/researchbulletin/vol29/iss372/1.

121. Rodriguez JC. 2007 Measuring financial contagion: A copula approach. J. Empir. Finance 14, 401–423. (doi:10.1016/j.jempfin.2006.07.002)
122. Levin SA. 1992 The problem of pattern and scale in ecology. Ecology 73, 1943–1967. (doi:10.2307/1941447)
123. Dakos V et al. 2012 Methods for detecting early warnings of critical transitions in time series illustrated using simulated ecological data. PLoS

One 7, e41010. (doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0041010)
124. Mahanty S. 2019 A tale of two networks: Market formation on the Cambodia–Vietnam frontier. Trans. Inst. British Geog. 44, 315–330. (doi:10.

1111/tran.12286)
125. Levin SA et al. 2022 Governance in the face of extreme events: Lessons from evolutionary processes for structuring interventions, and the need

to go beyond. Ecosystems (N. Y., Print) 25, 697–711. (doi:10.1007/s10021-021-00680-2)
126. Vongvisouk T, Nanhthavong V, Latthachack P, Thongphanh D, Zaehringer JG, Thongmanivong S. 2009 Economic development and smallholder

agency in Lao PDR - Policy Brief. See https://boris.unibe.ch/156165/1/Final_E_TPB_Lao_PDR_online.pdf.
127. Coenen J et al. 2023 Toward spatial fit in the governance of global commodity flows. Ecol. Soc. 28. (doi:10.5751/ES-14133-280224)
128. Junquera V, Schlüter M, Rocha J, Wunderling N, Levin S, Rubenstein D, et al. 2024 Supplementary material from: Crop booms as regime shifts.

Figshare. (doi:10.6084/m9.figshare.c.7227066)

26
royalsocietypublishing.org/journal/rsos 

R. Soc. Open Sci. 11: 231571

 D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

fr
om

 h
ttp

s:
//r

oy
al

so
ci

et
yp

ub
lis

hi
ng

.o
rg

/ o
n 

30
 J

ul
y 

20
24

 

http://dx.doi.org/10.5751/ES-03870-150437
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.agsy.2018.09.007
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.agsy.2018.09.007
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/1747423X.2023.2173325
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2021.107242
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2021.107242
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/conl.12442
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00074919312331336461
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00074919312331336461
http://lib.dr.iastate.edu/researchbulletin/vol29/iss372/1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jempfin.2006.07.002
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/1941447
http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0041010
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/tran.12286
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/tran.12286
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10021-021-00680-2
https://boris.unibe.ch/156165/1/Final_E_TPB_Lao_PDR_online.pdf
http://dx.doi.org/10.5751/ES-14133-280224
http://dx.doi.org/10.6084/m9.figshare.c.7227066

	Crop booms as regime shifts
	1. Introduction
	2. Material and methods
	2.1. Study area description and land-use history
	2.2. Data collection
	2.3. Data analysis

	3. Results: a complex systems perspective of rubber and banana expansion
	3.1. Preconditions
	3.2. Triggers
	3.3. Self-reinforcing feedbacks
	3.4. Profound and structural land system change
	3.5. Nonlinear and S-shaped change trajectory
	3.6. Hysteresis and irreversibility
	3.7. A regime shift?

	4. Discussion
	4.1. Are all crop booms regime shifts?
	4.2. What is special about frontiers?
	4.3. Definition and causal explanation of crop booms from a complex systems perspective
	4.4. Governance implications
	4.5. Limitations

	5. Conclusion


