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A B S T R A C T

International trade plays a critical role in global food security, with global consumption having highly localized
environmental impacts. It has been difficult to gain insights into these effects due to the diversity of food pro-
duction, and complexity of supply chains in international trade. We present a Spatially-explicit Multi-Regional
Input-Output (SMRIO) model which couples primary crops and livestock at a high spatial resolution with a
global Multi-Regional Input-Output (MRIO) model. We then identify hotspots (the most significant production
regions) for primary crops and livestock driven by international consumption. We present the method and data
behind this approach, and provide illustrative case studies for Indonesian palm oil and Brazilian soy and beef
production. Regionally, China is the largest primary crop consumer, while the EU28 is the largest livestock
consumer. Primary crops and livestock hotspots are highly unequal, and the embodied primary crops and li-
vestock for high-income countries are distributed over larger areas when compared to lower-income countries
since high-income countries have more numerous trade links. Identified hotspots could allow for increased
cooperation between consumers (high-income countries) and producers (lower-income countries) to improve
sustainability programs for global food security.

1. Introduction

Global food security is fundamental for human development with 12
of 17 Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) having direct relation-
ships with food systems (Meyfroidt, 2018). However, global food se-
curity is challenged by increasing global food demand due to both
population growth and potential dietary shifts to higher calorie intake
and a greater proportion of animal products (Godfray et al., 2010).
Global population doubled from 1950 (2.5 billion) to 1987 (5.1 billion),
and tripled by 2018 (7.6 billion) (Fig. S1) (UN, 2019). Although po-
pulation growth is slowing, estimates suggest a global population of
almost 10 billion by 2050 at a medium variant scenario (UN, 2019). To
meet this growth, the FAO suggests that cereal, meat, fruit and vege-
tables, and oil supply need to increase by ~39%–56%, ~29%–55%,
~48%–54%, and ~40%–51% respectively (between 2012 and 2050)
(FAO, 2018). Since the green revolution, increases in crop yield and
cropland area have kept pace with increases in global food demand
(Pellegrini and Fernández, 2018); however, food supply is unevenly
distributed (Wood et al., 2018), and yields have stagnated in recent
years (Alston et al., 2009). Between 2008 and 2050, four staple crops –
wheat, rice, soybean, and maize – are estimated to have annual yield
growths of 0.9%, 1.0%, 1.3% and 1.6% respectively (Ray et al., 2013),

half the rate needed to satisfy demand while keeping prices stable (Ray
et al., 2013). In some regions, yield growth may even stagnate entirely
(Ray et al., 2012). The projected demand growth may exceed yield
growth given these estimations. Following current food production and
consumption patterns, environmental impacts are estimated to increase
by 50%–90% from 2010 to 2050 in the absence of technological pro-
gress and targeted mitigation measures (Springmann et al., 2018). To
stay within a safe operating space for humanity, we must therefore limit
both the inputs and space required for food production (Springmann
et al., 2018). This is because agricultural production requires increasing
areas of land (Bruckner et al., 2019) and freshwater (Wang and
Zimmerman, 2016), causing serious environmental impacts, such as
eutrophication, soil acidification, ecotoxicity, greenhouse gas emis-
sions, and biodiversity loss (Mottet et al., 2017). While many studies
only focus on crops, we also examine the spatial distribution of live-
stock. Feed contains a large amount of additives, antibiotics, and an-
timicrobials, but most of them are not degraded in the animal's body.
Instead, they are excreted by the livestock and released to the en-
vironment (Steinfeld et al., 2006; Mottet et al., 2017). As the con-
sequence, these compounds harm environmental and human health by
accelerating eutrophication, deteriorating soil contamination, and
promoting the spread of drug-resistant pathogens (Steinfeld et al.,
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2006; Mottet et al., 2017; Van Boeckel et al., 2015). Additionally, the
fact that about one third of food is lost or wasted embodied in food
supply chain from farm to fork exacerbates these burdens (Xue et al.,
2017). Food loss and waste occurs at every phase from production to
final consumption along the food supply chain, and varies for agri-
cultural products at different regions (Xue et al., 2017). For example,
fruits and vegetables are lost or wasted more than cereals, and lower-
income countries have a higher ratio of food loss at the production
stage, while higher-income countries have a higher rate of food waste at
the consumption stage (Xue et al., 2017). On top of these significant
challenges, climate change and the increasing frequency of extreme
weather events further exacerbate the problems faced by agricultural
production (Lesk et al., 2016).

Some countries have gradually given up expanding cropland (Green
et al., 2005), and have spared cropland to preserve nature (Balmford
et al., 2005). This can result in a shift of the environmental burden
related to agricultural production from high-income nations to low- and
middle-income nations through trade (Scherer et al., 2018). Although
trade can globally increase resource use efficiency and reduce en-
vironmental impacts in some cases (Lambin and Meyfroidt, 2011), the
externalities in producing countries are not accounted for in trade.
Globalization has led to a spatial disconnect between production and
consumption of agricultural products (Kissinger, 2012). Growing in-
ternational trade provides exotic or seasonal agricultural products for
consumers year-round (Fader et al., 2013), improving food supply. The
amount of global food trade, as measured in caloric content, has dou-
bled from 1986 to 2009, enough to feed more than 1 billion people. The
global food trade as percentage of global food production increased
from 15% to 23% (D'Odorico et al., 2014). Understanding the role of
international trade in food systems is essential in understanding the
environmental impacts of global food supply and demand. Previous
studies have focused on embodied environmental pressures and im-
pacts, such as land use, water use, greenhouse gas emissions, and bio-
diversity loss (Mottet et al., 2017). These studies attribute the en-
vironmental responsibility of this supply to the consumers of food
(Wiedmann, 2009).

Two prominent examples of shifting environmental burdens
through international trade are the export of Brazilian soy and
Indonesian palm oil. Increasing global demand for beef, soybean oil,
and soybean meal used, to a large extent, to feed livestock and produce
biofuels has promoted Brazil to a position as one of the largest exporters
of soybean and beef in the world (Barona et al., 2010). Brazil is ex-
pected to have the largest potential for agricultural expansion within
this century (Lapola et al., 2014). Another high-yielding oil crop, oil
palm has been the fastest growing crop in the 21st century (Naylor,
2016), driven by increasing demand for high-yielding crops producing
refined vegetable oil. Much of this growth has occurred in South Asia,
mainly Indonesia, where ~55% of global palm oil production takes
place (Barona et al., 2010). However, agricultural expansion in tropical
regions often comes at the expense of deforestation and the destruction
of associated ecosystem services, devastating biodiversity, emitting
large amounts of greenhouse gases (GHGs), and disturbing hydrological
regulation. In Brazil's case, even though deforestation has been de-
creasing since 2004, it has seen the largest deforestation of any country
worldwide. This is mainly due to agroindustry clearing for pasture and
soybeans (Lapola et al., 2014). Deforestation appears to be worsening in
Indonesia, with oil palm expanding at an average rate of 4500 km2

annually, resulting in an average 1700 km2 of deforestation per year
from 1995 to 2015 (Austin et al., 2017).

In the past decades, increasing global food consumption was partly
achieved by international trade at the expense of the local environment.
This led to the global food system losing its resilience by becoming too
homogeneous and dependent on continued trade (Suweis et al., 2015).
Therefore, identifying spatial heterogeneity of different consumption
patterns and setting a safe target for primary crops and livestock con-
sumption are helpful for guiding more sustainable practices and

healthier diets. Consumption-based accounting of primary crops and
livestock raises consumer awareness of the original sources of their food
and this can facilitate global cooperation between production- and
consumption-oriented countries (Wiedmann, 2009). For example, while
impacts of food production are often outsourced from high-income to
lower-income nations, high-income nations often have advanced tech-
nology and management experience that can be transferred to those
lower-income, producing countries. According to our knowledge, there
has been no comprehensive assessment of crops and livestock embodied
in trade at a high spatial resolution. To fill this gap, we develop a
spatially explicit multi-regional input-output model (SMRIO) based on
the EXIOBASE input-output model (Stadler et al., 2017), and in-
vestigate case studies on Brazilian soybean and cattle, and Indonesian
palm oil to show the utility of this approach. Additionally, our work
facilitates a more accurate assessment of environmental impacts from
agriculture driven by final demand of any region in EXIOBASE, as our
spatially explicit primary embodied crops and livestock can easily be
combined with environmental intensities.

2. Materials and methods

Here we use a global, environmentally-extended multi-regional
input-output (MRIO) model, EXIOBASE, linked to crop and livestock
data derived from FAOSTAT, to calculate the consumption of crops and
livestock for countries and regions. To avoid double-accounting in the
system, we remove primary crops fed to livestock. The choice of live-
stock over feed for the food-related material footprint is justified by
livestock being closer to human food consumption. As such, the in-
formation is easier to understand for consumers who usually choose
food based on simple and informationally frugal heuristics (Schulte-
Mecklenbeck et al., 2013). We then spatially allocate the consumption-
based result of crops and livestock to the grid-level. We do this by using
crop and livestock maps (Table 1), and by using both road quality and
density (Meijer et al., 2018) to distinguish between production likely
for export and production for domestic consumption.

Compared with other global MRIOs, EXIOBASE 3 contains the most
detailed sectoral and environmental information and covers a long
period from 1995 to 2015 (Stadler et al., 2017). For a detailed com-
parison, see Tukker and Dietzenbacher (2013). EXIOBASE 3 includes
163 industries, 200 products, 28 EU countries, 16 other major countries
(Table S3), and 5 regions for the rest of the world (Stadler et al., 2017).
In order to construct EXIOBASE 3, a series of underlying databases are
needed to estimate bilateral trade flows, including re-exports. Specifi-
cally, for re-exports, EXIOBASE 3 uses publicly available data from
Comtrade on either re-exports or re-imports at the country level to es-
timate changes over time in the share of re-exports in total exports from
the 2007 base year (Stadler et al., 2017). Since spatial databases for
crops and livestock are available in 2006, we choose this year for
EXIOBASE. The database includes 8 crop sectors linking 163 types of
crop derived from FAOSTAT (domestic extraction of primary crops,
cereals are based on the weight of dry grain, vegetable and fruits are
based on the weight of fresh fruit of human consumption, treenuts are
based on the weight of nut for sale) with input-output accounts (Table

Table 1
Spatial data employed in this paper.

Data Data source Resolution

Global distribution of crops (SPAM) http://mapspam.info/ 5 arc minutes
Global distribution of livestock

(Robinson et al., 2014)
http://www.livestock.
geo-wiki.org

30 arc seconds

Global administrative areas https://gadm.org/data.
html, Version 3.6

vector data

Global Roads Inventory Project
(GRIP) (Meijer et al., 2018)

http://www.globio.
info/download-grip-
dataset

5 arc minutes
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S1). This forms the foundation for analyzing the distribution of crops
driven by consumption.

To keep the livestock data consistent with that of spatial databases
and comparable between different types of animal, we select related
data from FAOSTAT to create 6 livestock satellite accounts to match
with EXIOBASE, including cattle, pig, chicken, duck, goat, and sheep
(Table S2). In addition, we use primary livestock products instead of
live animals to keep them comparable. The mapping relationship be-
tween FAO countries and EXIOBASE countries and regions is shown in
Table S3. Even though aquaculture is becoming more and more im-
portant (Naylor, 2016), we do not consider it in this paper because of a
lack of spatially explicit data for aquaculture.

2.1. The spatial distribution of crops and livestock

We use spatial crop production data from the Spatial Production
Allocation Model (SPAM) version 3.2. SPAM depicts the spatial dis-
tribution of 42 types of crop, including variables on production, yield,
physical area, and harvest area (You et al., 2014). SPAM uses the
average value of statistical data from 2004 to 2006. In order to match
these data with the crop categories available in FAOSTAT, we aggregate
Millet Pearl and Millet Small into Millet, and we aggregate Coffee Arabica
and Coffee Robusta into Coffee (see Supplementary material).

For livestock data, we use a high-resolution livestock density dataset
at 30×30 s for 2006, including cattle, goat, sheep, pig, chicken, and
part of duck (Robinson et al., 2014). In order to keep the same spatial
resolution with road density as described below, we scale this down to
5× 5min.

2.2. Global Roads Inventory Project (GRIP)

Previous studies using SMRIO approaches assume proportionality
between production volumes and locations (Kanemoto et al., 2016).
This proportionality means there is no ability to distinguish between
regions that produce food for export and regions that consume this food
locally. This can be important in regions with both subsistence farming
and industrial production in low- and middle-income nations (consider
the Indonesian case with a high amount of subsistence consumption yet
producing large amounts of palm oil for international markets). To
address this and take the literature a step forward, we start from the
assumption that agricultural products have better access to markets if
there are better transportation services (Meijer et al., 2018; Verburg
et al., 2011). We use data from the Global Roads Inventory Project
(GRIP) (Meijer et al., 2018) to allocate the spatial distribution of pri-
mary crops and livestock for export. We regard regions where road
density is higher than 100m/km2 as the first-priority for export, and
the remaining area as the first-priority for domestic consumption. We
allocate exported primary crops and livestock into the first-priority
region for export. If the ratio of actual exports to the production in this
region is above one (implying that more is produced for export than
currently produced in this region), we allocate the rest of primary crops
and livestock for export into the lower-priority region for export (first-
priority region for domestic consumption). Similarly, we allocate pri-
mary crops and livestock into first-priority regions for domestic con-
sumption, and the rest for domestic consumption is allocated into the
second-priority region for domestic consumption (Canada is a special
case, please see explanatory note 1 Special solution for Canada in the
Supplementary material).

2.3. SMRIO analysis

We use spatial distributions as spatial weights, and allocate con-
sumption-based primary crops and livestock into grid cells with the
same proportion of each grid cell accounting for the total amount in a
country or region, according to equations (1) and (2), which have been
used to allocate carbon emissions (Kanemoto et al., 2016). By doing so,

we trace the spatial distribution of the production source for crops and
livestock to the consumption destination.
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where Fs is the spatial distribution of the total consumption of country
s; Rr is the distribution map of crops or livestock in absolute values in
country r that produces crops or livestock; eir is the crop or livestock
intensity for sector i in country r; L is the Leontief inverse matrix; I is the
identity matrix, and A is the technical coefficient matrix to describe
input output relationships between sectors and countries; yjts is the final
consumption of sector j of the country t with the last sale to the desti-
nation country s. dir is the share of sector i in country r.

2.4. Comparison with tentative targets

A safe operating space typically relates to environmental impacts
(e.g., biodiversity loss) or to emissions as outputs from the anthropo-
sphere (e.g., greenhouse gas emissions) (Steffen et al., 2015), especially
from food production (Campbell et al., 2017). Operationalizing such
planetary boundaries is complicated and has not yet been done for most
environmental impacts. The most comprehensive assessments exist for
carbon emission targets (IPCC, 2018; UNEP, 2014). Further tentative
boundaries for water and land use have been suggested based on limits
of physical availability (Hoekstra and Wiedmann, 2014; Tukker et al.,
2016). Bringezu suggested halving (agricultural) resource use com-
pared to the 2000 level to reduce environmental pressures, as human
impacts on the planet were already too high in 2000 (Bringezu, 2015).
These suggested targets for resource use have not been unanimously
accepted for several reasons (Tukker et al., 2016). Most importantly,
these targets are not based on an actual assessment of physical limits or
levels of unacceptable environmental damage, but are simply based on
the assumption that any further increase implies the risk to further
aggravate environmental impact beyond acceptable limits. While this
objection is undoubtedly true, this approach offers a heuristic for un-
derstanding the increasing environmental pressures triggered by food
consumption through supply chains. In this case, and in the absence of
any updated alternative, we will use the target of keeping the use of
primary crops and livestock at the 2000 level for illustrative purposes.

In 2000, primary crops, excluding feed crops, totaled 5.9 Gt, and
livestock totaled 0.8 Gt, based on EXIOBASE 3 and FAOSTAT
(FAOSTAT, 2019; Stadler et al., 2017). Based on this, we obtain per-
capita targets for embodied primary crops and livestock of 0.90 t/capita
and 0.12 t/capita in 2006, our year of analysis. These targets are
roughly in line with the latest food-specific healthy diet recommenda-
tion (Willett et al., 2019). The EAT-Lancet Commission recommends
0.4 t/capita/year of plant-based food, and 0.1 t/capita of animal-based
food (except for fish) for human direct consumption. If we assume one
third of primary crops are consumed directly by humans, one third of
primary crops are used to feed livestock (Mottet et al., 2017), and one
third of primary crops are wasted, while also one third of livestock are
wasted (Xue et al., 2017), and two thirds of livestock are consumed by
humans directly, it requires additional production of 0.4 t/capita/year
for primary crops (excluding feed), and 0.05 t/capita/year for livestock.
This sums up to almost 0.8 t/capita for primary crops and 0.15 t/capita
for livestock, which is similar to 0.9 t/capita for primary crops and
0.12 t/capita used in our study. To investigate the variation of per-ca-
pita mass for different nations regarding primary crops, we set 0 to
0.45 t/capita as far below the target, 0.45 t/capita to 0.9 t/capita as
below the safe target, 0.9 to 1.8 t/capita as exceeding the target,
and> 1.8 t/capita as far exceeding the target. For livestock, we set 0 to
0.06 t/capita as far below the target, 0.06 t/capita to 0.12 t/capita as
below the safe target, 0.12 to 0.24 t/capita as exceeding the target,
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and>0.24 t/capita as far exceeding the target.

3. Results

3.1. Hotspots of primary crops and livestock

As expected, per-capita primary crop and livestock consumption is
positively correlated with the per-capita GDP (Fig. S2). For example,
the highest per-capita crop consumption is found in Luxembourg
(8423 kg/capita), 12 times higher than in Indonesia (643 kg/capita).
This phenomenon is more significant for livestock with a factor of 30
difference among per-capita total livestock weight, at 845 kg/capita in
Ireland compared to 26 kg/capita in Indonesia (Fig. S2). In addition,
high-income nations have more significant overseas primary crop and
livestock hotspots than that of low-income nations (Fig. 1), because
they have a comparative advantage in capital while having more ex-
pensive labor and land (Fig. S3). This is consistent with previous studies
(Behrens et al., 2017; Suweis et al., 2015). Fig. 1 depicts primary crop
and livestock hotspots driven by the three largest economies: the EU28,
the United States (US), and China. The spatial distribution of primary
crop and livestock hotspots generally matches.

China is the largest consumer of primary crops, accounting for
18.4% of global primary crop consumption (Fig. S4). Fig. 1 (a) reveals
the spatial distribution of primary crops driven by China's consumption.
The most significant primary crop hotspots are located in East China,
following the so-called ‘Hu-line’ closely (a geographical line South to
North between Heihe in Heilongjiang Province and Tengchong in
Yunnan Province). More than 90% of Chinese people live in the east of
the “Hu line”, an area home to the most intensive cropland in China,
including the three great plains of China: the Northeast China Plain, the
North China Plain, and the Yangtze Plain.

International crop hotspots driven by Chinese consumption include

the Corn Belt in the US, and the Cerrado biome of Brazil, which are a
major source of China's soybeans. China is the largest consumer of
soybean in the world, accounting for 28.7% of total production. To a
large extent this is possible with large amounts of imports, at 32.6% of
the global total soybeans imports in the supply chain. The US and Brazil
are the largest two contributors to China's soybean consumption with
20.4 Mt and 17.9Mt, respectively. China is also the largest importer of
palm oil with hotspots in Sumatera in Indonesia (the largest exporter of
palm oil).

For many other products, the US has larger trade flows. Domestic
primary crop hotspots are centered on the well-known Corn Belt.
Although it is the largest producer and exporter of cereals, it is the
largest importer of global vegetables, tropical fruits, and temperate
fruits, accounting for 15.2%, 19.4%, and 13.7% of global imports, re-
spectively. In addition, 43.6% of vegetables, 57.0% of tropical fruits,
and 35. 2% of temperate fruits consumed in the US come from abroad.
An estimated 15.1% of vegetables and 6.6% of temperate fruits for US
final consumption import from China, mainly from the east of China.
The US imports 15.3% of its tropical fruit from Mexico, mainly sur-
rounding the Gulf of Mexico; and 7.6% of tropical fruit from Brazil,
mainly the Upper Paraná Basin.

Turning to the EU28, large amounts of domestic production of
primary crops translates into limited imports. Where imports arise they
are generally from the Corn Belt of the US; the Cerrado biome of Brazil;
Sumatra and Kalimantan in Indonesia; the east of China; and the Indo-
Gangetic Plain in India. The result is consistent with previous studies
that the spatial distribution of land and water use for crop production
driven by EU consumption (Bruckner et al., 2019; Lutter et al., 2016).

Compared with primary crop hotspots, livestock production is
driven by domestic rather than foreign consumption. Domestic live-
stock makes up 88% of EU28 livestock consumption (it is also the lar-
gest consumer of livestock at 23.5% of global consumption) (Fig. S5).

Fig. 1. Spatial distribution of the primary crop hotspots driven by consumption of China (a), the US (b), and the EU28 (c), and the livestock hotspots driven by
consumption of China (d), the US (e) and the EU28 (f).

Z. Sun, et al. Global Food Security xxx (xxxx) xxxx

4



Overseas livestock hotspots of the EU28 are scattered in the east of
China,; the south of India, the southeast and southwest of Australia, and
the Pampa in South America.

The US imports the largest percentage of livestock, accounting for
12.8%–15.8% of global animal trade flows (all animals summed to-
gether). Since the US produces mainly pig, cattle, and chicken, other
animals are generally imported. As such 96.2% of goats, 91.9% of
sheep, 59.4% of ducks, 28.6% of pigs, 14.7% of cattle, and 11.6% of
chickens originate from abroad. A significant pig hotspot is located in
the Interior Plains since a large amount of maize and soybean produced
in the area provides feed for rearing. Other hotspots are scattered in the
east of China, such as the North China Plain, the south of Canada, the
southeast of Mexico, the west and north of the Netherlands, the west of
the United Kingdom, the south of India, the southeast and southwest of
Australia, and the northeast of Spain.

China is the largest consumer of primary crops, it is the third largest
consumer of livestock, accounting for 11.0% of global consumption.
The livestock hotspot for China is also east of the “Hu-Line”, which
provides feed for livestock. Other significant hotspots are located in the
west of the “Hu-line” and distributed in the top four prairies, namely
Hulunbeier Prairie, Xilin Gol Prairie, Erie Prairie, and Nagga Alpine
Steppe, which suit the grazing of ruminant animals.

3.2. Consumption of brazilian soybean and beef and Indonesian palm oil

To reveal specific issues for regions under pressure, we provide case
studies on the role of beef and soybean production in Brazil and palm
oil production in Indonesia through international supply chains.

Brazil is a dominant producer of soybeans, accounting for 23.4% of
the global production and 30.6% of global exports respectively. Only
4.7% of Brazil's soybean production is used domestically, with 35.7%
exported to China, 22.5% exported to the EU28, and 6.0% exported to
the USA (Fig. 2 a, c), both directly and indirectly. Because most of
soybeans are consumed by foreign countries, the spatial distribution of
soybeans for domestic and overseas consumption is almost identical,
and concentrates on its producing regions–the South Atlantic Forest

biome, the Cerrado biome, and the South Amazon biome. The result is
similar to previous analysis (Godar et al., 2015). In contrast, most of
cattle is consumed domestically, even though Brazil was the second
largest producer of cattle in 2006, exporting 1.23Mt of beef to the
EU28, 0.2 Mt to the US, and 0.1Mt to China. The major regions for
domestic beef consumption concentrate on the Paraná River basin, the
Tocantins basin, and along the Atlantic coast in the Atlantic Forest
biome, which covers a large amount of pasture suitable for grazing.
However, major regions for beef consumption abroad mainly gather in
the South of the Paraná River basin and the Atlantic coast in the
Atlantic Forest biome, which are the major cattle feeding areas, have a
developed transportation network, and are near the Brazilian ports
(Google Map, 2018).

Indonesia, the largest exporter of palm oil, contributes 49.8% to the
global exports embodied in the supply chain. However, only 27.6% of
palm oil is used for domestic consumption, 13.1% is exported to the
EU28, 10.5% is exported to China, and 7.4% is exported to the US
(Fig. 3), both directly and indirectly. Regions for domestic palm oil
consumption in Indonesia range from Sumatra to Papua, covering al-
most all of Indonesia's territory, even though the intensity, palm oil
mass per grid cell, gradually decreases. In contrast, regions for overseas
palm oil consumption mainly gather in Sumatera and the South of
Kalimantan, because most of Indonesian ports locate at the coast
around these two islands (Google Map, 2018). In addition, one of the
most important transportation hubs– Strait of Malacca settles between
Sumatra and Malay Peninsula, and it provides a transportation ad-
vantage for these two islands.

3.3. Comparison with tentative targets

We find that primary crop and livestock consumption in almost all
high-income countries (some of them, for example, New Zealand are
included in rest-of-the-world regions) is beyond the illustrative target in
2006 (Fig. 4). Especially some of them, such as Australia, the US, Ca-
nada, the United Kingdom, and France, consume more than double the
safe threshold. In contrast, the consumption of most low- and middle

Fig. 2. Brazilian soybeans and beef for domestic consumption (a, b) and consumption in foreign countries (c, d).
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countries, mainly in Asia, the Middle East, and Africa, which constitute
75% of the global population (including China, India, Indonesia, South
Africa, rest of Asia and Oceania, rest of America, rest of Africa, rest of
Middle East) is within the safe operating space. The consumption in the
rest of Africa and rest of Asia regions, making up 25% of the global
population, is even far below the indicative target.

4. Discussion

Some studies, for example, the well-known transparent supply
chains for sustainable economies (TRASE) project (Godar et al., 2015),
have been tracing global supply chains sub-nationally very well
(Gardner et al., 2019). However, the TRASE project mainly focuses on
the environmental and social risks of agricultural expansion of a few
commodities (soy, palm oil, sugarcane, cocoa, coffee, timber, and beef)
on tropical forest ecosystems, and the SEI-PCS model (Spatially Explicit
Information on Production to Consumption Systems) mainly focuses on
subnational administrative regions (Godar et al., 2015). In this paper,
we trace the supply chain of more agricultural products, namely 40
crop categories (as available in SPAM except for 2 types due to ag-
gregations) and 6 types of livestock. We identify spatially explicit
hotspots at a higher resolution (5 arc min) driven by final consumption
by tracing primary crops and livestock embodied in supply chains based
on SMRIO analyses. We find that low- and middle-income countries, for
example China, have a greater self-sufficiency (here defined as the ratio

of production to demand (Coates, 2013)) as opposed to high-income
countries, which are associated with larger trade flows. These results
indicate that high-income countries outsource a significant amount of
the burden from agricultural production, including large amounts of
land and water use, to low-income countries with lower production
cost. This is consistent with previous research (Chen et al., 2018; Chen
and Han, 2015; Yu et al., 2013), where the EU28, the US, and Japan are
the top outsourcers of cropland, grazing land, and agricultural fresh-
water. More than 40% of the trade volume of cropland is driven by the
EU and the US. Cropland and animal stocks have been decreasing in
high-income nations since 1960 (Fuglie, 2018), and in the future,
agricultural production transfer to lower-income countries are expected
to continue (Rulli et al., 2013). In addition, emerging giants, like China
and India, will need more food from international markets, putting
further pressure on food systems (Fukase and Martin, 2016). Most no-
tably, more than 70% of global soybean exports are estimated to flow
into China by 2023/2024 (Yao et al., 2018).

Primary crops and livestock in lower-productivity regions overseas
are being consumed at a larger growth rate by richer countries, al-
though the productivity gap between lower-income and high-income
countries is shrinking (Fuglie, 2018). Regions with lower productivity
have cheaper land and labor and have a competitive advantage in terms
of low value-added production, especially primary crops. But these
regions have less advanced agricultural technologies and lack capital to
improve infrastructure (e.g., water efficiency and transportation

Fig. 3. Indonesian palm oil for domestic (a) and foreign consumption (b).

Fig. 4. Total primary crop (a) and livestock (b) consumption per-capita in comparison with the tentative target of 0.9 and 0.12 ton per-capita in 2006, respectively.

Z. Sun, et al. Global Food Security xxx (xxxx) xxxx

6



services among many other improvements). In this paper, we identify
spatially explicit hotspots driven by final consumption, which could
help decision makers to provide targeted technical and financial sup-
port for countries from which they consume primary crops and live-
stock. This could narrow the yield gap of primary crops and livestock
between countries to ensure global food security. This would help in
achieving the UN's Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs), such as no
poverty (SDG 1) and zero hunger, good health, and well-being (SDG 2).
According to the latest published report on the state of food security and
nutrition in the world, world hunger has started to increase since 2014
after a prolonged decrease, and about 1/9 of the global population (822
million) are undernourished in 2018 (FAO et al., 2019). Improving
nutrition and providing healthy diets requires long-term efforts and
needs global cooperation.

4.1. Limitations

There are several limitations to this approach. The first is sectoral
and spatial homogeneity hypothesis. There are only 8 sectors for pri-
mary crops (Table S1) and 6 sectors for livestock (Table S2) for 44
individual countries and regions (Table S3), and remaining countries
are aggregated into 5 rest of world regions in EXIOBASE.

However, FAOSTAT has the most detailed classification for primary
crops (163 types) and livestock (6 types selected) for each country in
the world. The sectoral and spatial aggregation leads to some loss of
detail (Scherer and Pfister, 2016). For example, soybean, rapeseed, and
palm oil share the same trade structure in EXIOBASE, which impacts
the real distribution of soybeans and palm oil driven by final con-
sumption in the EU28, the US, and China.

The second limitation is related to the quality of spatial databases.
Robust and high-resolution spatial databases are essential to SMRIO
(Moran and Kanemoto, 2017). These spatial databases are created by
models, which might have biases. The most obvious is that there is no
data on the spatial distribution of ducks in South America and Africa
(Robinson et al., 2014). The situation has slightly improved in the re-
cently updated spatial distribution of livestock (Gilbert et al., 2018), but
due to the higher temporal mismatch we chose the previous version.

A third limitation relates to the allocation method. We use a road
network to allocate the spatial distribution of primary crops and live-
stock to production for exports and for domestic consumption. While
this approach seems to outperform previous analyses, for example of
market access (Verburg et al., 2011), it still leads to some biases. Where
there are large connected fields coupled with a low population density,
and consequently fewer roads, such as in the Northeast China plain,
exports might be underrepresented. However, linking trade with
transportation is a widely accepted way in studying commodity supply
chains at subnational scale. For example, some studies used a spatial
cost minimization model (mainly including transportation cost) from
production areas to consumption areas to estimate subnational com-
modity flows (Godar et al., 2015; Smith et al., 2017). Their results
provide a good fit with results from this paper, as exemplified by

soybeans in Brazil (Fig. 2, Fig. S6).

4.2. Future work

Agricultural production consumes the vast majority of land and
freshwater, and leads to biodiversity loss and other environmental
impacts. Identifying local environmental impact hotspots driven
through global food consumption is the first step to mitigating local
environmental impacts, to keep food production sustainable, and to
guarantee global food security. Most present studies on estimating en-
vironmental impacts driven by agricultural production use a multi-
plication of environmental intensities or conversion factors (e.g. en-
vironmental impact per ton or ha of a specific crop) with crop-specific
harvest areas or production amounts, and animal-specific production
amounts (Table 2). The methods for getting conversion factors include
meta-analyses, simulation models, and expert surveys. Such studies are
promising sources for environmental conversion factors, which can be
used in future research. By having spatially explicit embodied crops and
livestock in combination with environmental conversion factors, we can
obtain more accurate environmental impacts driven by final con-
sumption of any given region within EXIOBASE.

4.3. Implications

Around 11% of the global population are still undernourished (ha-
bitual food consumption is insufficient to provide the dietary energy
levels that are required to maintain a normal active and healthy life),
mainly in Africa and Asia (FAO et al., 2019). If only eradicating poverty
and other people keep their current consumption level, total primary
crop and livestock consumption will exceed the safe operating space.
Therefore, it is necessary to reduce consumption in high-income
countries to offset the increase in lower-income countries. In addition,
sustainable production and consumption of primary crops and livestock
play a critical role in achieving other SDGs beyond the elimination of
hunger (SDG 2) (Obersteiner et al., 2016). The large difference in final
consumption of primary crops and livestock between high-income and
lower-income countries also indicates social inequality among coun-
tries. Besides, agricultural technological changes and the reduction of
food loss and waste are huge challenge to maintain sustainable con-
sumption (Springmann et al., 2018). However, it is difficult to imple-
ment target policy, according to previous studies, because they trace
food supply chains at the national level. In this paper, we use the
SMRIO method to map the spatial relationship from production to
consumption of primary crops and livestock. This can help to build
targeted cooperation relationships between high-income and lower-in-
come countries to keep agricultural production and consumption sus-
tainable.

Data statement

Product-specific data and figures are available from the authors

Table 2
Environmental impact research based on crop and livestock databases.

Environmental impacts Spatial resolution Agricultural products Sources of conversion factors References

Greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions national level crops International Fertilizer Association (IFA) survey Sandström et al. (2018)
national level livestock Meta-analysis Sandström et al. (2018)
5 arc min crops IPCC tier 1 method; International Fertilizer Association

(IFA) survey
(Carlson et al., 2017; Zuo et al.,
2018)

21500 individuals 13 food groups LCA and meta-analysis He et al. (2018)
Nitrogen and Phosphorus 5 arc min crops International Fertilizer Association (IFA) survey (Liu et al., 2010; Zuo et al., 2018)
Biodiversity 5 arc min crops and livestock Meta-analysis Weinzettel et al. (2018)
Antimicrobials 5 arc min livestock Meta-analysis Van Boeckel et al. (2015)
Water 5 arc min crops Hydrological model (Pfister et al., 2011; Zuo et al.,

2018)
21500 individuals 13 food groups Water Footprint Network survey He et al. (2018)

Z. Sun, et al. Global Food Security xxx (xxxx) xxxx

7



upon reasonable request.

Acknowledgements

Zhongxiao Sun is financially supported by the China Scholarship
Council (CSC) (NO. 201706040080).

Appendix A. Supplementary data

Supplementary data to this article can be found online at https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.gfs.2019.09.008.

References

Alston, J.M., Beddow, J.M., Pardey, P.G., 2009. Agricultural research, productivity, and
food prices in the long run. Science 325, 1209–1210.

Austin, K.G., Mosnier, A., Pirker, J., McCallum, I., Fritz, S., Kasibhatla, P.S., 2017. Shifting
patterns of oil palm driven deforestation in Indonesia and implications for zero-de-
forestation commitments. Land Use Policy 69, 41–48. https://doi.org/10.1016/J.
LANDUSEPOL.2017.08.036.

Balmford, A., Green, R., Scharlemann, J.P.W., 2005. Sparing land for nature: exploring
the potential impact of changes in agricultural yield on the area needed for crop
production. Glob. Chang. Biol. 11, 1594–1605.

Barona, E., Ramankutty, N., Hyman, G., Coomes, O.T., 2010. The role of pasture and
soybean in deforestation of the Brazilian Amazon. Environ. Res. Lett. 5, 024002.
https://doi.org/10.1088/1748-9326/5/2/024002.

Behrens, P., Kiefte-de Jong, J.C., Bosker, T., Rodrigues, J.F.D., de Koning, A., Tukker, A.,
2017. Evaluating the environmental impacts of dietary recommendations. Proc. Natl.
Acad. Sci. 114, 13412–13417. https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1711889114.

Bringezu, S., 2015. Possible target corridor for sustainable use of global material re-
sources. Resources 4, 25–54. https://doi.org/10.3390/resources4010025.

Bruckner, M., Häyhä, T., Giljum, S., Maus, V.W., Fischer, G., Tramberend, S., Boerner, J.,
2019. Quantifying the global cropland footprint of the European Union’s non-food
bioeconomy. Environ. Res. Lett. 14 (4). https://doi.org/10.1088/1748-9326/
ab07f5.

Campbell, B.M., Beare, D.J., Bennett, E.M., Hall-Spencer, J.M., Ingram, J.S.I., Jaramillo,
F., Ortiz, R., Ramankutty, N., Sayer, J.A., Shindell, D., 2017. Agriculture production
as a major driver of the Earth system exceeding planetary boundaries. Ecol. Soc. 22
(4). https://doi.org/10.5751/ES-09595-220408.

Carlson, K.M., Gerber, J.S., Mueller, N.D., Herrero, M., MacDonald, G.K., Brauman, K.A.,
Havlik, P., O'Connell, C.S., Johnson, J.A., Saatchi, S., West, P.C., 2017. Greenhouse
gas emissions intensity of global croplands. Nat. Clim. Chang. 7, 63–68. https://doi.
org/10.1038/nclimate3158.

Chen, B., Han, M., Peng, K., Zhou, S., Shao, L., Wu, X., Wei, W., Liu, S., Li, Z., Li, J., Chen,
G., 2018. Global land-water nexus: agricultural land and freshwater use embodied in
worldwide supply chains. Sci. Total Environ. 931–943. 613–614. https://doi.org/10.
1016/J.SCITOTENV.2017.09.138.

Chen, G., Han, M., 2015. Global supply chain of arable land use: production-based and
consumption-based trade imbalance. Land Use Policy 49, 118–130. https://doi.org/
10.1016/J.LANDUSEPOL.2015.07.023.

Coates, J., 2013. Build it back better: deconstructing food security for improved mea-
surement and action. Glob. Food Sec. 2, 188–194. https://doi.org/10.1016/J.GFS.
2013.05.002.

D'Odorico, P., Carr, J.A., Laio, F., Ridolfi, L., Vandoni, S., 2014. Feeding humanity
through global food trade. Earth’s Future 2, 458–469.

Fader, M., Gerten, D., Krause, M., Lucht, W., Cramer, W., 2013. Spatial decoupling of
agricultural production and consumption: quantifying dependences of countries on
food imports due to domestic land and water constraints. Environ. Res. Lett. 8,
14046.

FAO, 2018. The future of food and agriculture – alternative pathways to 2050.
RomeCC.BY-NC-SA 3.0.IGO.

FAO, IFAD, UNICEF, WFP, WHO, 2019. The State of Food Security and Nutrition in the
World 2019. Safeguarding against Economic Slowdowns and Downturns. FAO, Rome.

FAOSTAT, 2019. Faostat. [WWW Document]. URL. http://www.fao.org/faostat/en/#
data accessed 9.13.19.

Fuglie, K.O., 2018. Is agricultural productivity slowing? Glob. Food Sec. 17, 73–83.
https://doi.org/10.1016/J.GFS.2018.05.001.

Fukase, E., Martin, W., 2016. Who will feed China in the 21st century? Income growth
and food demand and supply in China. J. Agric. Econ. 67, 3–23.

Gardner, T.A., Benzie, M., Börner, J., Dawkins, E., Fick, S., Garrett, R., Godar, J., Grimard,
A., Lake, S., Larsen, R.K., Mardas, N., McDermott, C.L., Meyfroidt, P., Osbeck, M.,
Persson, M., Sembres, T., Suavet, C., Strassburg, B., Trevisan, A., West, C.,
Wolvekamp, P., 2019. Transparency and sustainability in global commodity supply
chains. World Dev. 121, 163–177. https://doi.org/10.1016/J.WORLDDEV.2018.05.
025.

Gilbert, M., Nicolas, G., Cinardi, G., Van Boeckel, T.P., Vanwambeke, S.O., Wint, G.R.W.,
Robinson, T.P., 2018. Global distribution data for cattle, buffaloes, horses, sheep,
goats, pigs, chickens and ducks in 2010. Sci. Data 5, 180227. https://doi.org/10.
1038/sdata.2018.227.

Godar, J., Persson, U.M., Tizado, E.J., Meyfroidt, P., 2015. Towards more accurate and
policy relevant footprint analyses: tracing fine-scale socio-environmental impacts of

production to consumption. Ecol. Econ. 112, 25–35. https://doi.org/10.1016/J.
ECOLECON.2015.02.003.

Godfray, H.C.J., Beddington, J.R., Crute, I.R., Haddad, L., Lawrence, D., Muir, J.F., Pretty,
J., Robinson, S., Thomas, S.M., Toulmin, C., 2010. Food security: the challenge of
feeding 9 billion people. Science 327, 812–818. https://doi.org/10.1126/science.
1185383.

Google Map, 2018. World ports. [WWW Document]. URL. https://www.google.com/
maps/d/viewer?msa=0&mid=1QsYE6qNJ3j9toDihR7biVdAyui0&ll=21.
769942913920335%2C3.725052000000005&z=2 accessed 11.15.18.

Green, R.E., Cornell, S.J., Scharlemann, J.P.W., Balmford, A., 2005. Farming and the fate
of wild nature. Science 307, 550–555.

He, P., Baiocchi, G., Hubacek, K., Feng, K., Yu, Y., 2018. The environmental impacts of
rapidly changing diets and their nutritional quality in China. Nat. Sustain. 1,
122–127. https://doi.org/10.1038/s41893-018-0035-y.

Hoekstra, A.Y., Wiedmann, T.O., 2014. Humanity's unsustainable environmental foot-
print. Science 344, 1114–1117. https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1248365.

IPCC, 2018. Global warming of 1.5°C. An IPCC Special Report on the impacts of global
warming of 1.5°C above pre-industrial levels and related global greenhouse gas
emission pathways. In: The Context of Strengthening the Global Response to the
Threat of Climate Change, Sustainable Development, and Efforts to Eradicate
Poverty.

Kanemoto, K., Moran, D., Hertwich, E.G., 2016. Mapping the carbon footprint of nations.
Environ. Sci. Technol. 50, 10512–10517.

Kissinger, M., 2012. International trade related food miles–The case of Canada. Food
Policy 37, 171–178.

Lambin, E.F., Meyfroidt, P., 2011. Global land use change, economic globalization, and
the looming land scarcity. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. U. S. A 108, 3465–3472. https://doi.
org/10.1073/pnas.1100480108.

Lapola, D.M., Martinelli, L.A., Peres, C.A., Ometto, J.P.H.B., Ferreira, M.E., Nobre, C.A.,
Aguiar, A.P.D., Bustamante, M.M.C., Cardoso, M.F., Costa, M.H., Joly, C.A., Leite,
C.C., Moutinho, P., Sampaio, G., Strassburg, B.B.N., Vieira, I.C.G., 2014. Pervasive
transition of the Brazilian land-use system. Nat. Clim. Chang. 4, 27–35. https://doi.
org/10.1038/nclimate2056.

Lesk, C., Rowhani, P., Ramankutty, N., 2016. Influence of extreme weather disasters on
global crop production. Nature 529, 84–87. https://doi.org/10.1038/nature16467.

Liu, J., You, L., Amini, M., Obersteiner, M., Herrero, M., Zehnder, A.J.B., Yang, H., 2010.
A high-resolution assessment on global nitrogen flows in cropland. Proc. Natl. Acad.
Sci. U. S. A 107, 8035–8040. https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.0913658107.

Lutter, S., Pfister, S., Giljum, S., Wieland, H., Mutel, C., 2016. Spatially explicit assess-
ment of water embodied in European trade: a product-level multi-regional input-
output analysis. Glob. Environ. Chang. 38, 171–182. https://doi.org/10.1016/J.
GLOENVCHA.2016.03.001.

Meijer, J.R., Huijbregts, M.A.J., Schotten, K.C.G.J., Schipper, A.M., 2018. Global patterns
of current and future road infrastructure. Environ. Res. Lett. 13, 064006. https://doi.
org/10.1088/1748-9326/aabd42.

Meyfroidt, P., 2018. Trade-offs between environment and livelihoods: bridging the global
land use and food security discussions. Glob. Food Sec. 16, 9–16. https://doi.org/10.
1016/J.GFS.2017.08.001.

Moran, D., Kanemoto, K., 2017. Identifying species threat hotspots from global supply
chains. Nat. Ecol. Evol. 1, 0023. https://doi.org/10.1038/s41559-016-0023.

Mottet, A., de Haan, C., Falcucci, A., Tempio, G., Opio, C., Gerber, P., 2017. Livestock: on
our plates or eating at our table? A new analysis of the feed/food debate. Glob. Food
Sec. 14, 1–8. https://doi.org/10.1016/J.GFS.2017.01.001.

Naylor, R.L., 2016. Oil crops, aquaculture, and the rising role of demand: a fresh per-
spective on food security. Glob. Food Sec. 11, 17–25. https://doi.org/10.1016/J.GFS.
2016.05.001.

Obersteiner, M., Walsh, B., Frank, S., Havlík, P., Cantele, M., Liu, J., Palazzo, A., Herrero,
M., Lu, Y., Mosnier, A., Valin, H., Riahi, K., Kraxner, F., Fritz, S., van Vuuren, D.,
2016. Assessing the land resource–food price nexus of the Sustainable Development.
Goals. Sci. Adv. 2, e1501499. https://doi.org/10.1126/sciadv.1501499.

Pellegrini, P., Fernández, R.J., 2018. Crop intensification, land use, and on-farm energy-
use efficiency during the worldwide spread of the green revolution 6. pp. 2335–2340.
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1717072115.

Pfister, S., Bayer, P., Koehler, A., Hellweg, S., 2011. Environmental impacts of water use
in global crop production: hotspots and trade-offs with land use. Environ. Sci.
Technol. 45, 5761–5768. https://doi.org/10.1021/es1041755.

Ray, D.K., Mueller, N.D., West, P.C., Foley, J.A., 2013. Yield trends are insufficient to
double global crop production by 2050. PLoS One 8, e66428.

Ray, D.K., Ramankutty, N., Mueller, N.D., West, P.C., Foley, J.A., 2012. Recent patterns of
crop yield growth and stagnation. Nat. Commun. 3, 1293.

Robinson, T.P., Wint, G.R.W., Conchedda, G., Van Boeckel, T.P., Ercoli, V., Palamara, E.,
Cinardi, G., D'Aietti, L., Hay, S.I., Gilbert, M., 2014. Mapping the global distribution
of livestock. PLoS One 9, e96084.

Rulli, M.C., Saviori, A., D'Odorico, P., D'Odorico, P., 2013. Global land and water grab-
bing. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. 110, 892–897. https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.
1213163110.

Sandström, V., Valin, H., Krisztin, T., Havlík, P., Herrero, M., Kastner, T., 2018. The role
of trade in the greenhouse gas footprints of EU diets. Glob. Food Sec. 19, 48–55.
https://doi.org/10.1016/J.GFS.2018.08.007.

Scherer, L., Behrens, P., de Koning, A., Heijungs, R., Sprecher, B., Tukker, A., 2018. Trade-
offs between social and environmental sustainable development Goals. Environ. Sci.
Policy 90, 65–72. https://doi.org/10.1016/J.ENVSCI.2018.10.002.

Scherer, L., Pfister, S., 2016. Global biodiversity loss by freshwater consumption and
eutrophication from Swiss food consumption. Environ. Sci. Technol. 50, 7019–7028.
https://doi.org/10.1021/acs.est.6b00740.

Schulte-Mecklenbeck, M., Sohn, M., de Bellis, E., Martin, N., Hertwig, R., 2013. A lack of

Z. Sun, et al. Global Food Security xxx (xxxx) xxxx

8

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gfs.2019.09.008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gfs.2019.09.008
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9124(19)30027-6/sref1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9124(19)30027-6/sref1
https://doi.org/10.1016/J.LANDUSEPOL.2017.08.036
https://doi.org/10.1016/J.LANDUSEPOL.2017.08.036
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9124(19)30027-6/sref3
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9124(19)30027-6/sref3
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9124(19)30027-6/sref3
https://doi.org/10.1088/1748-9326/5/2/024002
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1711889114
https://doi.org/10.3390/resources4010025
https://doi.org/10.1088/1748-9326/ab07f5
https://doi.org/10.1088/1748-9326/ab07f5
https://doi.org/10.5751/ES-09595-220408
https://doi.org/10.1038/nclimate3158
https://doi.org/10.1038/nclimate3158
https://doi.org/10.1016/J.SCITOTENV.2017.09.138
https://doi.org/10.1016/J.SCITOTENV.2017.09.138
https://doi.org/10.1016/J.LANDUSEPOL.2015.07.023
https://doi.org/10.1016/J.LANDUSEPOL.2015.07.023
https://doi.org/10.1016/J.GFS.2013.05.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/J.GFS.2013.05.002
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9124(19)30027-6/sref13
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9124(19)30027-6/sref13
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9124(19)30027-6/sref14
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9124(19)30027-6/sref14
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9124(19)30027-6/sref14
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9124(19)30027-6/sref14
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9124(19)30027-6/sref15
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9124(19)30027-6/sref15
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9124(19)30027-6/sref16
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9124(19)30027-6/sref16
http://www.fao.org/faostat/en/#data
http://www.fao.org/faostat/en/#data
https://doi.org/10.1016/J.GFS.2018.05.001
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9124(19)30027-6/sref19
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9124(19)30027-6/sref19
https://doi.org/10.1016/J.WORLDDEV.2018.05.025
https://doi.org/10.1016/J.WORLDDEV.2018.05.025
https://doi.org/10.1038/sdata.2018.227
https://doi.org/10.1038/sdata.2018.227
https://doi.org/10.1016/J.ECOLECON.2015.02.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/J.ECOLECON.2015.02.003
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1185383
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1185383
https://www.google.com/maps/d/viewer?msa=0&mid=1QsYE6qNJ3j9toDihR7biVdAyui0&ll=21.769942913920335%2C3.725052000000005&z=2
https://www.google.com/maps/d/viewer?msa=0&mid=1QsYE6qNJ3j9toDihR7biVdAyui0&ll=21.769942913920335%2C3.725052000000005&z=2
https://www.google.com/maps/d/viewer?msa=0&mid=1QsYE6qNJ3j9toDihR7biVdAyui0&ll=21.769942913920335%2C3.725052000000005&z=2
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9124(19)30027-6/sref25
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9124(19)30027-6/sref25
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41893-018-0035-y
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1248365
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9124(19)30027-6/sref29
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9124(19)30027-6/sref29
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9124(19)30027-6/sref29
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9124(19)30027-6/sref29
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9124(19)30027-6/sref29
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9124(19)30027-6/sref30
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9124(19)30027-6/sref30
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9124(19)30027-6/sref31
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9124(19)30027-6/sref31
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1100480108
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1100480108
https://doi.org/10.1038/nclimate2056
https://doi.org/10.1038/nclimate2056
https://doi.org/10.1038/nature16467
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.0913658107
https://doi.org/10.1016/J.GLOENVCHA.2016.03.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/J.GLOENVCHA.2016.03.001
https://doi.org/10.1088/1748-9326/aabd42
https://doi.org/10.1088/1748-9326/aabd42
https://doi.org/10.1016/J.GFS.2017.08.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/J.GFS.2017.08.001
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41559-016-0023
https://doi.org/10.1016/J.GFS.2017.01.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/J.GFS.2016.05.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/J.GFS.2016.05.001
https://doi.org/10.1126/sciadv.1501499
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1717072115
https://doi.org/10.1021/es1041755
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9124(19)30027-6/sref45
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9124(19)30027-6/sref45
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9124(19)30027-6/sref46
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9124(19)30027-6/sref46
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9124(19)30027-6/sref47
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9124(19)30027-6/sref47
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9124(19)30027-6/sref47
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1213163110
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1213163110
https://doi.org/10.1016/J.GFS.2018.08.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/J.ENVSCI.2018.10.002
https://doi.org/10.1021/acs.est.6b00740


appetite for information and computation. Simple heuristics in food choice. Appetite
71, 242–251. https://doi.org/10.1016/J.APPET.2013.08.008.

Smith, T.M., Goodkind, A.L., Kim, T., Pelton, R.E.O., Suh, K., Schmitt, J., 2017.
Subnational mobility and consumption-based environmental accounting of US corn
in animal protein and ethanol supply chains. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. U. S. A 114,
E7891–E7899. https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1703793114.

Springmann, M., Clark, M., Mason-D’Croz, D., Wiebe, K., Bodirsky, B.L., Lassaletta, L., de
Vries, W., Vermeulen, S.J., Herrero, M., Carlson, K.M., Jonell, M., Troell, M.,
DeClerck, F., Gordon, L.J., Zurayk, R., Scarborough, P., Rayner, M., Loken, B., Fanzo,
J., Godfray, H.C.J., Tilman, D., Rockström, J., Willett, W., 2018. Options for keeping
the food system within environmental limits. Nature 562, 519–525. https://doi.org/
10.1038/s41586-018-0594-0.

Stadler, K., Wood, R., Bulavskaya, T., Södersten, C., Simas, M., Schmidt, S., Usubiaga, A.,
Acosta‐Fernández, J., Kuenen, J., Bruckner, M., 2017. Exiobase 3: developing a time
series of detailed environmentally extended multi‐regional input‐output tables. J.
Ind. Ecol. 22 (3), 502–515.

Steffen, W., Richardson, K., Rockström, J., Cornell, S.E., Fetzer, I., Bennett, E.M., Biggs,
R., Carpenter, S.R., de Vries, W., de Wit, C.A., Folke, C., Gerten, D., Heinke, J., Mace,
G.M., Persson, L.M., Ramanathan, V., Reyers, B., Sörlin, S., 2015. Planetary bound-
aries: guiding human development on a changing planet. Science 347, 1259855.
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1259855.

Steinfeld, H., Gerber, P., Wassenaar, T., Castel, V., Rosales, M., Haan, C., 2006. Livestock’s
Long Shadow–Environmental Issues and Options. FAO, Roma, IT.

Suweis, S., Carr, J.A., Maritan, A., Rinaldo, A., D’Odorico, P., 2015. Resilience and re-
activity of global food security. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. U. S. A 112, 6902–6907.
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1507366112.

Tukker, A., Bulavskaya, T., Giljum, S., de Koning, A., Lutter, S., Simas, M., Stadler, K.,
Wood, R., 2016. Environmental and resource footprints in a global context: europe's
structural deficit in resource endowments. Glob. Environ. Chang. 40, 171–181.
https://doi.org/10.1016/J.GLOENVCHA.2016.07.002.

Tukker, A., Dietzenbacher, E., 2013. Global multiregional input–output frameworks: an
introduction and outlook. Econ. Syst. Res. 25, 1–19.

UN, 2019. World Population Prospects 2019:Highlights.
UNEP, 2014. The Emissions Gap Report.
Van Boeckel, T.P., Brower, C., Gilbert, M., Grenfell, B.T., Levin, S.A., Robinson, T.P.,

Teillant, A., Laxminarayan, R., 2015. Global trends in antimicrobial use in food an-
imals. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. U. S. A 112, 5649–5654. https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.
1503141112.

Verburg, P.H., Ellis, E.C., Letourneau, A., 2011. A global assessment of market accessi-
bility and market influence for global environmental change studies. Environ. Res.

Lett. 6, 034019. https://doi.org/10.1088/1748-9326/6/3/034019.
Wang, R., Zimmerman, J., 2016. Hybrid analysis of blue water consumption and water

scarcity implications at the global, national, and basin levels in an increasingly glo-
balized world. Environ. Sci. Technol. 50, 5143–5153. https://doi.org/10.1021/acs.
est.6b00571.

Weinzettel, J., Vačkář, D., Medková, H., 2018. Human footprint in biodiversity hotspots.
Front. Ecol. Environ. 16, 447–452. https://doi.org/10.1002/fee.1825.

Wiedmann, T., 2009. A review of recent multi-region input–output models used for
consumption-based emission and resource accounting. Ecol. Econ. 69, 211–222.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2009.08.026.

Willett, W., Rockström, J., Loken, B., Springmann, M., Lang, T., Vermeulen, S., Garnett,
T., Tilman, D., DeClerck, F., Wood, A., Jonell, M., Clark, M., Gordon, L.J., Fanzo, J.,
Hawkes, C., Zurayk, R., Rivera, J.A., Vries, W.De, Sibanda, L.M., Afshin, A.,
Chaudhary, A., Herrero, M., Agustina, R., Branca, F., Lartey, A., Fan, S., Crona, B.,
Fox, E., Bignet, V., Troell, M., Lindahl, T., Singh, S., Cornell, S.E., Reddy, K.S., Narain,
S., Nishtar, S., Murray, C.J.L., 2019. Food in the Anthropocene: the EAT–Lancet
Commission on healthy diets from sustainable food systems. Lancet 393, 447–492.
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(18)31788-4.

Wood, S.A., Smith, M.R., Fanzo, J., Remans, R., DeFries, R.S., 2018. Trade and the
equitability of global food nutrient distribution. Nat. Sustain. 1, 34–37. https://doi.
org/10.1038/s41893-017-0008-6.

Xue, L., Liu, G., Parfitt, J., Liu, X., Van Herpen, E., Stenmarck, Å., O'Connor, C., Östergren,
K., Cheng, S., 2017. Missing food, missing data? A critical review of global food losses
and food waste data. Environ. Sci. Technol. 51, 6618–6633. https://doi.org/10.
1021/acs.est.7b00401.

Yao, G., Hertel, T.W., Taheripour, F., 2018. Economic drivers of telecoupling and ter-
restrial carbon fluxes in the global soybean complex. Glob. Environ. Chang. 50,
190–200. https://doi.org/10.1016/J.GLOENVCHA.2018.04.005.

You, L., Wood, S., Wood-Sichra, U., Wu, W., 2014. Generating global crop distribution
maps: from census to grid. Agric. Syst. 127, 53–60. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.agsy.
2014.01.002.

Yu, Y., Feng, K., Hubacek, K., 2013. Tele-connecting local consumption to global land use.
Glob. Environ. Chang. 23, 1178–1186. https://doi.org/10.1016/J.GLOENVCHA.
2013.04.006.

Zuo, L., Zhang, Z., Carlson, K.M., MacDonald, G.K., Brauman, K.A., Liu, Y., Zhang, W.,
Zhang, H., Wu, W., Zhao, X., Wang, X., Liu, B., Yi, L., Wen, Q., Liu, F., Xu, J., Hu, S.,
Sun, F., Gerber, J.S., West, P.C., 2018. Progress towards sustainable intensification in
China challenged by land-use change. Nat. Sustain. 1, 304–313. https://doi.org/10.
1038/s41893-018-0076-2.

Z. Sun, et al. Global Food Security xxx (xxxx) xxxx

9

https://doi.org/10.1016/J.APPET.2013.08.008
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1703793114
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41586-018-0594-0
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41586-018-0594-0
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9124(19)30027-6/sref55
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9124(19)30027-6/sref55
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9124(19)30027-6/sref55
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9124(19)30027-6/sref55
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1259855
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9124(19)30027-6/sref27
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9124(19)30027-6/sref27
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1507366112
https://doi.org/10.1016/J.GLOENVCHA.2016.07.002
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9124(19)30027-6/sref60
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9124(19)30027-6/sref60
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9124(19)30027-6/sref61
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9124(19)30027-6/sref62
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1503141112
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1503141112
https://doi.org/10.1088/1748-9326/6/3/034019
https://doi.org/10.1021/acs.est.6b00571
https://doi.org/10.1021/acs.est.6b00571
https://doi.org/10.1002/fee.1825
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2009.08.026
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(18)31788-4
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41893-017-0008-6
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41893-017-0008-6
https://doi.org/10.1021/acs.est.7b00401
https://doi.org/10.1021/acs.est.7b00401
https://doi.org/10.1016/J.GLOENVCHA.2018.04.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.agsy.2014.01.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.agsy.2014.01.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/J.GLOENVCHA.2013.04.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/J.GLOENVCHA.2013.04.006
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41893-018-0076-2
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41893-018-0076-2

	Linking global crop and livestock consumption to local production hotspots
	Introduction
	Materials and methods
	The spatial distribution of crops and livestock
	Global Roads Inventory Project (GRIP)
	SMRIO analysis
	Comparison with tentative targets

	Results
	Hotspots of primary crops and livestock
	Consumption of brazilian soybean and beef and Indonesian palm oil
	Comparison with tentative targets

	Discussion
	Limitations
	Future work
	Implications

	Data statement
	Acknowledgements
	Supplementary data
	References




