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Food system innovations will be instrumental to achieving multiple Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs).
However, major innovation breakthroughs can trigger profound and disruptive changes, leading to simultaneous and
interlinked reconfigurations of multiple parts of the global food system. The emergence of new technologies or social
solutions, therefore, have very different impact profiles, with favourable consequences for some SDGs and unintended
adverse side-effects for others. Stand-alone innovations seldom achieve positive outcomes over multiple sustainability
dimensions. Instead, they should be embedded as part of systemic changes that facilitate the implementation of the
SDGs. Emerging trade-offs need to be intentionally addressed to achieve true sustainability, particularly those
involving social aspects like inequality in its many forms, social justice, and strong institutions, which remain
challenging. Trade-offs with undesirable consequences are manageable through the development of well planned
transition pathways, careful monitoring of key indicators, and through the implementation of transparent science

targets at the local level.

Introduction

Humanity faces the grand challenge of reconfiguring food
systems to deliver healthy diets that are accessible to all
people while safeguarding planetary health. The latest
assessment, the Global Burden of Diseases, Injuries, and
Risk Factors Study 2019, estimates that 8 million deaths
were attributable to dietary risk factors.! The adoption of
healthy diets can reduce the number of premature deaths
considerably, while remaining within the safe operating
space of a stable Earth system.?*

Simply producing a larger volume of food and healthier
food more sustainably will not ensure human wellbeing.
Other crucial challenges must also be addressed, such as
poverty reduction; social inclusion; increased equity,
education, and health care; biodiversity conservation;
sustainable energy; water security; and climate change
adaptation and mitigation. These interlinked challenges
are embodied in the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable
Development, adopted by all UN member states in 2015
and built around the 17 Sustainable Development Goals
(SDGs).** There is an explicit interdependence of the
goals within the SDGs. Although this feature of the
design of the SDGs points to the synergies between goals,
it also highlights the trade-offs that need to be reduced to
achieve food systems sustainability.**

Previously, we explored new technology and system-
shifting solutions that can help humanity meet the grand
challenges it faces.’ In this Personal View, we identify the
potential consequences of, and interactions between,
food system innovations in relation to the SDGs. This
information is crucial for guiding investment and policy
formulation, and for coordinating action throughout
the food system to enhance human wellbeing while
safeguarding our planet. In doing so, we make five key
points. First, even the most attractive technologies face

long, complex pathways to affect the SDGs.’ A so-called
impact pathway describes the process by which a
technology creates change. Complex intermediate factors
can accelerate and magnify these effects, or alternatively,
slow and disrupt them. These dissimilar outcomes can
occur because innovation in food systems can come in
many different forms (eg, social and institutional change,
and technology), might emerge from different origins
(eg, grassroots movements and start-ups), and can be
inspired by different values.” Second, those complex
impact pathways and the closely coupled nature of
food systems mean that unforeseen outcomes abound
(eg, environmental externalities or distributional effects).
Technologies aimed at addressing one SDG commonly
also affect others, potentially having a positive (ie, a co-
benefit) or negative (ie, a trade-off) influence;*"” hence
it is important to plan their deployment according to
responsible scaling principles.” Third, impact pathways
vary across technologies, SDGs, and distinct food system
types, ranging from the rural and traditional systems
of many low-income settings to the types supporting
industrialised and consolidated settings of high-income,
predominantly urban, societies.* Fourth, the develop-
ment community has traditionally focused on so-called
silver bullet solutions that often solve one problem and
create others. Innovation for system transformation
involves disruption, including the intentional and
unintentional creation of winners and losers.® Policy
makers and institutions require both evidence and
courage to articulate known trade-offs. Only a com-
bination of measures can reach multiple SDGs simul-
taneously. Lastly, the disruptive effects of innovation
often prompt vigorous political efforts to try to block
or delay the deployment of a particular technological
breakthrough when it is seen as threatening, even when
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the net societal benefit of a technology is high. Stand-
alone technical solutions are in many instances unlikely
to result in exclusively positive effects, and they are
unlikely to be implemented quickly because of push-
backs from players wanting to maintain the status quo.’

Sociotechnical innovation bundles (ie, appropriately
contextualised combinations of science and technology
advances that, when combined with specific institutional
or policy adaptations, show particular promise for
advancing one or more SDGs in that setting), combined
with policy and institutional reforms, which are guided
by an overall mission or intentionality” might be able to
address these challenges and mitigate any unintended
adverse outcomes.” Only then can truly sustainable food
systems be achieved.

Identifying the impact pathways of technology
towards the SDGs

We must strive to understand, project, and manage
the impact pathways—including the human decision
making processes—through which different technological
innovations might operate when deployed at scale, and
their potential effects on multiple SDGs. This issue has
been the subject of considerable research in sustainability
transitions in multiple sectors.®™ Recognising that the
impact pathways could be complex and multifaceted,
here, we use four case studies to show potentially far-
reaching platform technologies. We highlight the effects
on the SDGs that these technologies could deliver, and
the potential trade-offs and unintended spatiotemporal
consequences that will need to be considered and
potentially mitigated by other measures. These examples,
built in workshops between the authors, are intended to
show possible effects, rather than a comprehensive
analysis of these technologies in a dynamic market
setting.

Case study 1: production of microbial protein from
organic waste streams (circular feed)

In the face of population growth and rising income
levels, demand for animal-source foods, especially in
emerging economies, is projected to rise rapidly in
coming decades.” Animal-source foods will continue to
fill a crucial micronutrient gap in the diets of young and
vulnerable populations in many low-income countries.
Nevertheless, novel and previously untapped non-
agricultural based protein production pathways could be
increasingly important to meet the growing demand
both directly (ie, food for human consumption) and
indirectly (ie, as inputs to animal production systems),
while reducing the negative effects on the environment.
In this context, the potential of microbial protein as an
alternative protein production pathway has gained
widespread attention.”” The term microbial protein is
used broadly, and includes algae, yeast, bacteria, and
fungi.” Microbial protein for animal feed, slow-release
organic fertiliser, and human food can be produced from

waste streams that are rich in organics, as well as gaseous
substrates such as methane, carbon dioxide, and
hydrogen.**# Microbial protein production is not yet
economically competitive as a replacement for the
conventional soybean but is already a viable alternative
for fish meal in aquaculture® and human food as a
substitute for meat in the form of mycoprotein.”
Moreover, other microbial protein production processes
could also soon become increasingly attractive options
under conditions in which energy costs decline, con-
ventional feed costs increase, or environmental pollution
is taxed. Unlike some plant-based proteins that are
capturing a rapidly growing market among high-income
consumers, circular feeds and foods might be slower to
gain public acceptance.””

Circular feed technology could substantially affect
several SDGs, both positively and negatively (figure 1A).
For example, microbial protein could reduce the demand
for soybean meal that is currently mainly used for animal
feed, reduce the profitability of the soybean sector, reduce
the expansion of soybean cultivating areas (a recent driver
of land-use change), and have positive effects on goals
relating to biodiversity (SDG 15) and greenhouse gas
emissions (SDG 13). However, soybean produces more
than protein. Consequently, reduced soybean oil supply
could result in an increase of palm oil production and
consumption, with possible knock-on deforestation
effects (SDG 15) and lead to potential increases in non-
communicable diseases (NCDs; SDG 3).**" Microbial
protein could also reduce the demand for fish used for
animal feed, which could lead to improved outcomes for
fish stocks (SDG 14).

If widely adopted, circular feed could partly decouple
the production of protein-rich animal feed from land
use, offering a second pathway by which greenhouse gas
emissions might be reduced with unclear implications
for consolidation of feed supplies, and thus pricing, and
market power within the food system. Conversely, cheap
feed supply could drive down livestock prices and lead
to an increase of livestock product consumption. This
consequence might result in increased greenhouse gas
emissions and potentially to increased obesity*** and
NCDs** in communities that already have high levels of
meat consumption (SDG 2). However, increased livestock
product consumption in undernourished subpopulations,
especially in children and in women who are pregnant or
lactating, could help improve their nutritional status and
health.”* Lower feed prices could affect the livelihoods
of small-scale livestock farmers (SDG 1).

Circular feed could also increase the economic value of
waste (SDG 12). This consequence could provide new
sources of income from waste collection, distribution,
and processing, as well as potential trade-offs with
existing livelihood alternatives and their environmental
effects, such as reduced availability of animal manures
as a source of organic soil nutrients in mixed crop—
livestock systems.
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Figure 1: Potential impact pathways of four case study technological innovations towards the food-related SDGs
(A) Production of microbial protein from organic waste streams (circular feed). (B) Personalised nutrition. (C) Automation and robotics in agriculture. (D) Nitrogen
fixation in cereals. NCDs=non-communicable diseases. SDG=Sustainable Development Goal.
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dietary recommendations tailored to individual genetic
profiles to maximise health and wellbeing and reduce
risk of future disease; microbiome composition mapping
aimed at optimising individual gut bacteria; food-on-
demand (ie, food purchased with a specific composition
personalised to individual requirements); and diet
guidance based on personal and group preferences and
automatic diet recommendations based on personal
nutritional status sensors and genomics.”* Personalised
nutrition relies on a wide range of tools, including geno-
mics and phenotyping, to arrive at a highly personalised
and targeted dietary guidance and interventions.*

If personalised nutrition could improve diet, then it
could substantially reduce NCDs, increase life expectancy
(SDG 3), and generate health-care cost savings through
reductions in chronic disease, with economic and social
co-benefits (figure 1B). However, whether, how, and to
what extent personalised nutrition would encourage
the increased adoption of healthy diets is unclear. If
personalised nutrition increases the demand for healthy
foods, this could stimulate greater supply of these foods,
creating a stronger market for fruit and vegetables,
which could drive down prices and increase accessibility
(SDG 2, 10).” Conversely, a shift in food demand towards
healthier dietary alternatives could drive up prices for
food rich in essential nutrients and bioactive compounds,
thereby making healthy diets less accessible for poorer
consumers (SDG 2, 10). In addition, a large growth in
demand for a particular product could lead to increased
agricultural expansion that results in land-use change
and biodiversity loss (SDG 15)—for example, the avocado
orchard expansion in Mexico.” Increased life expectancy
(SDG 3) could also increase population size, thereby
increasing pressure on food systems and resources in
general with knock-on effects to other SDGs. Without
changes in retirement ages, increased life expectancy
could also increase dependency ratios, putting financial
stress on social welfare programmes (SDG 1).

Personalised nutrition might result in personalised
price discrimination according to individuals’ ability and
willingness to pay, leading to increased health and
economic inequality within society (SDG 2, 3, 10). Algo-
rithms produced by companies are typically designed to
increase revenue (rather than deliver products for public
health benefit) and so might persuade consumers to
pay for high-priced superfoods that do not necessarily
improve their health. Personalised nutrition might
increase the consumer’s connection to the food system,
creating greater consumer demand for ethically sourced
food products (SDG 14, 15) and potentially reducing
food waste (SDG 12). Conversely, an increasingly individ-
ualised diet could disconnect consumers from food
systems, potentially reducing social cohesion and
consumer responsibility (SDG 11, 12).

Personalised nutrition at scale would result in vast
quantities of personal data available for either positive
uses (eg, monitoring food safety) or negative ones (eg,

encroaching on privacy), which is likely to raise concerns
among consumers.” Personalised nutrition is also no
substitute for public health infrastructure addressing
underlying social, political, and economic inequities that
are known drivers of dietary patterns and population
health outcomes.” The extent to which individual dif-
ferences in responses to diets are a major driver of
the global burden of diet-related disease is unclear.
Personalised diets also raise a raft of ethical questions
with potentially perverse effects: for example, individuals
with genetic predisposition to a specific disease (that
would otherwise be undisclosed) could face costlier
health insurance premiums or exclusion from health
insurance.

Case study 3: automation and robotics in agriculture
Automation and robotics, building on previous advances
in mechanisation and precision agriculture, are already in
use throughout the food system (eg, planting, harvesting,
and environmental monitoring),” and have many more
prospective uses in the food system.”* Applications
include autonomous cropping implements for planting,
surveying, nursing, harvesting and handling, robotics for
animal husbandry, crop and livestock monitoring, pest
control, slaughterhouse operations, and food delivery.™*~
Many large food processing plants, primarily supplying
food to urban environments, are highly optimised and
automation and robotics improve food safety in many
instances. There are specific requirements for the
hygienic design of special surfaces between the product
and machine interface (eg, hygienic grippers for fresh
meats that are easy to clean and sterilise).

All these potential uses could reduce the labour and
agrochemical costs of food production and processing,
but could also increase energy costs. Automation could
have important benefits to human safety by reducing
exposure to harmful agrochemicals and dangerous
equipment, reducing human injuries (SDG 3, 8), as well
as by potentially improving managerial decision making
by reducing cognitive biases. Automation could also
improve resource-use efficiency by decreasing harmful
agrochemical input use and their ecological footprint
(SDG 12, 14, 15). Input waste, through more controlled
dosages, could also be reduced (SDG 12). Moreover,
automation could boost the resilience of supply chains by
reducing their vulnerability to labour supply disruption
resulting from pandemics, ageing, or lower population
growth rates.” All of these factors could increase and
stabilise production and reduce food prices for con-
sumers, thereby reducing hunger (SDG 2; figure 1C).

Automation would substantially increase the amount
of capital in agriculture, resulting in potential increases
in economic and social inequality (SDG 10) as available
jobs and income opportunities in commercial agriculture
substantially decrease (SDG 8).”** Greater concentration
of share of production, processing, and income within
subsectors is expected due to economies of scale, and
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declining diversity as automation works best in more
homogeneous production systems (eg, cereal, vegetable,
and fruit monocultures). Landscapes could be con-
siderably affected via changes in the size distribution and
diversity of farms, which could have knock-on effects on
society, particularly on small-scale farmers (SDG 10) and
ecosystem services (SDG 14, 15). Automation would
decrease the number of unskilled jobs in agricultural
production (SDG 8), possibly resulting in more
urbanisation due to migration to cities, lower wage rates,
greater urban unemployment and poverty, and, ulti-
mately, possible increases in social conflict in the absence
of adequate social support. Nevertheless, automation
could ease labour shortages in some areas where
increasing urbanisation and ageing agricultural labour
restrict production. Furthermore, widespread use of
robotics could increase the need for skills related to the
design, construction, and repair of robotic devices.
Overall, there could be increased spatial separation of
consumption and production, further eroding socio-
cultural ties to land and the natural environment for an
increasingly urban population.”” In addition, robotics
are vulnerable to disruptions due to breakdown, power
supply faults, or hacking. Thus, automation might
simply trade the vulnerability of labour to disruption
for the vulnerability of machinery to other disruptive
mechanisms.

Case study 4: nitrogen fixation in cereals

The large expansion of cereal production over the past
century is partly attributable to the sharp expansion in
the availability of, and reduction in the cost of, synthetic
nitrogen fertiliser, enabled since the discovery of the
Haber—Bosch process. Inefficient use of inorganic fer-
tilisers has both economic and environmental (eg, water
pollution) costs, and is not sustainable.”** Substantial
advances towards enabling nitrogen fixation by crops, in
which nitrogen fixation does not naturally occur or
occurs at low levels, have been made. There are several
candidate mechanisms, including transferring the genes
that control the development of root nodule symbiosis
from legumes to cereals; creating nodule-independent
nitrogen-fixing cereals with endophytes that fix nitrogen;
gene editing of associative nitrogen-fixing bacteria; and
directly introducing nitrogenase into the plant.®*

If consumer, environmental, and regulatory concerns
about particular methods of genetic engineering can be
addressed, nitrogen-fixing crops could reduce the need
for inorganic nitrogen fertilisers and their associated
input costs, lower food and feed prices (SDG 2), and help
to mitigate water pollution (SDGs 6, 14) and emissions
from nitrous oxide, a potent greenhouse gas (SDG 13). To
capture the benefit of less nitrogen loss from the use of
inorganic fertiliser, the system needs to use any residual
nitrogen in roots and residues remaining after harvest.”®
Lower prices could, however, also increase the demand
for both food and feed, leading to increased livestock

production, reducing (potentially even entirely offsetting)
the direct environmental savings (figure 1D).

The increased protein content of nitrogen-fixing cereals
could offset some of the protein dilution that is expected
to occur due to increased atmospheric carbon dioxide
concentrations.” The increased protein could also
increase cereal use as a livestock feed. Lower prices for
cereals and animal-source foods might increase their
consumption and reduce dietary diversity and potentially
result in more NCDs (SDG 3). By enabling substantial
reductions in inorganic fertiliser use, nitrogen-fixing
cereals in a well managed system would decrease the
energy and pollution footprint of crop production and
increase soil fertility, generating benefits for biodiversity
(SDG 12, 14, 15).

Socioeconomic factors mediate the effect of
novel technologies

The key mediators between the introduction of a new
technology and its consequences are wide ranging.
They involve a cascade of responses across multiple
parts of the food system to enable the deployment of
new technology and direct its use in socially and
environmentally responsible ways."®” These adaptations
include social dimensions, such as practices, capa-
bilities, preferences and values, policy and regulatory
dimensions, adaptation in business models, and the
development of new value propositions, as well as
complementary technological adaptations. Crucially,
innovation arises not through stand-alone break-
throughs by individual inventors or firms, but instead
through multiple incremental contributions across
private, public, and civil sectors.”” No innovation leads
to exclusively positive outcomes, and the ends to which
innovation is deployed involve choices.” These choices
frame the direction of innovation activity and reflect the
political economy surrounding those choices, with
winners benefiting from creative destruction while
losers suffer harm to health, wellbeing, environment,
and economic opportunities. Food system innovation is
therefore far more than merely a scientific, commercial,
or technological matter, and requires the incorporation
of aspects of social justice and different transition
pathways for different actors to be truly sustainable.*”
These transition pathways must include all the acti-
vities designed for achieving planned, intentional, and
actionable change towards the attainment of key goals,
in this case, the SDGs.’

Food transformations are often erroneously solely
attributed to the emblematic technology that was central
to their realisation, while the crucial enabling social
and political conditions get overlooked. For example,
the so-called Asian green revolution, which genuinely
transformed food systems in the region, with both
positive and negative consequences,” was not only a
result of the development of input-responsive high
yielding crop varieties, the emblematic technology of the
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era. The transformation also required a system of public
investments in irrigation, transportation and communi-
cations infrastructure, input supply arrangements,
public pricing, and procurement systems. Furthermore,
it also required a set of shared values among a group of
philanthropic and government agencies committed to
financing an international public good made freely
available to breeding programmes worldwide, and a
cadre of skilled scientists and extension agents to both
develop and extend the new technology in distinct social
and biophysical contexts. In 2020, half a century later,
these same technologies have failed to transform sub-
Saharan African food systems precisely because these
enabling factors have not yet emerged. Other examples
of the widespread consequences of technological inno-
vations are similarly multidimensional: the diffusion of
hybrid maize varieties in North America in the 1930s-50s,
the eradication of rinderpest (cattle plague), improved
nutrition from biofortified orange-fleshed sweet potato
and golden rice, and compressed refrigeration and cold
chain logistics. All of these examples reinforce the point
that to achieve impacts at scale, emblematic technologies
require a complex supporting set of what has been
termed transformation accelerators.®

Eight essential sociocultural, behavioural, economic,
and political factors affect whether technologies emerge,
are able to be scaled, and drive the effect that they were
originally intended to have on society, the environment,
and thus the SDGs.* The elements that most effectively
combine with each technology depend fundamentally on
the context, on human agency,” and on the opportunities
for reflective learning.”” Food transformations are likely
to have the right enabling conditions in regions doing
well across many of the SDGs, resulting in a technology
trap that can lead to exacerbation of inequalities. The key
point is the need for sociotechnical bundles.” The task
of discovering, adapting, and scaling transformational
innovation is as much one for social scientists as it is for
natural scientists.””

Figure 2 draws on the framework developed by Herrero
and colleagues® to show the essential elements for
advancing beneficial effects from the four example tech-
nologies discussed earlier. The building trust element is
largely about working towards a high-level consensus on
what future food systems might look like and the
outcomes they might produce. Trust in the ability of the
technology to help deliver on these outcomes is key,
particularly with respect to the processes that might be
needed to deal with intermittent problems or failure. The
transforming mindsets element recognises the deeply
engrained cultural relationship that many people have
with food. All four technologies above have characteristics
that challenge people to modify the way they think about
food and the values that shape their choices. The
enabling social licence element accepts that public trust
in genuinely responsible innovation must be built and
maintained, and a large part of that is fostering and

maintaining a social contract between researchers and the
other actors in the food system. The changing policies
and regulations element is about fulfilling expectations
of support for the technology—whether for the inno-
vator (eg, ensuring that health and safety standards for
the technology are in place, are appropriate, and are
enforceable), the consumer (eg, clear labelling), or other
food system actors. The designing market incentives
element recognises that there could be very large start-up
costs and risks associated with deploying new technology
at scale, and that these costs and risks might need to be
spread well beyond the innovators themselves, and that
there is a public policy responsibility to ensure that
new innovative directions and opportunities are aligned
to sustainability. The safeguarding against undesirable
effects element has implications for the monitoring and
analysis of the early stages of upscaling highly innovative
technology, as well as agreed-upon plans for taking
corrective or redistributive action when necessary. The
ensuring stable finance element can help to address the
challenges of diffusing innovations that, in the food
system, are more often akin to a fail slowly and iterate
with difficulty model rather than a fail fast and re-iterate
quickly model that is better suited to an environment
characterised by very rapid change. All of these elements
are brought together in the developing transition path-
ways element, which addresses the specific sequence and
timing of actions that might be needed for a specific
technology to contribute to a food system that is better
aligned with society’s objectives.

Interactions among the SDGs and the role of
technological innovations
Technologies inevitably vary in their extent and focus of
effect across food system-related SDGs. But, as we have
emphasised, no technology touches only one SDG. The
SDGs overlap and might not all be mutually reinforcing;
on the contrary, trade-offs can and do exist.”” Currently,
there are 232 indicators for the 17 SDGs at country level.
Studies have analysed these data for synergies and trade-
offs between the SDGs.*® There are many synergies
between different SDGs at a country level, although
some trade-offs too. There can also be trade-offs between
the different indicators within a single SDG. There might
be interactions at other scales as well; for example, there
are trade-offs between different SDGs at the farm
household with respect to both the under-application and
over-application of nitrogen fertiliser.*®

Herrero and colleagues® collated an inventory of
anticipated technologies that could accelerate progress
towards achieving the food systems SDGs. Using the
technologies and scoring approach from their study,’ we
used an expert elicitation process to map the potential
effects of technologies in eight groups of food system
technological innovations against the eight SDGs most
directly associated with the food system (appendix
pp 3-5). Experts offered quite varied assessments of the
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Elements for food system transformation

Examples

Building trust among actors in the
food system

Vision and values

For all case studies

« Build trust of so-called profit with a purpose or so-called system positive benefits

« Foster transparent production, distribution, and management processes

« Build trust in regulatory bodies that define and enforce environmental, health, and safety standards

Specific to the personalised nutrition case study
« Develop a health-centric technology platform that balances short-term and long-term objectives
« Provide clear recommendations that recognise individual autonomy and diversity of choices

Transforming mindsets

Acceptance
xr

For all case studies
« Encourage acceptance of highly technological production and handling of food and feeds

Specific to the microbial protein from organic waste streams case study
« Recognise waste of all types as byproducts that can serve as valuable inputs to other processes
« Accept feed production from organic waste streams, including animal and human waste

Enabling social licence and
stakeholder dialogue

Responsibility

For all case studies
« Engage with stakeholders across society (including among consumers, labourers, and producers) to ensure
technologies are developed and implemented transparently

Specific to the nitrogen fixation in cereals case study

« Focus on food quality to ensure new crops are as good, if not better, than alternatives
« Show improved environmental footprint that reduces input use and waste

« Avoid vertical integration models that would raise concerns around industry collusion

Ensuring stable finance
Explore and pilot

N

For all case studies

« Clear commitment to long-term goals to encourage stakeholders to reorient investment

« Government soft loans, guarantees, and tax breaks linked to SDGs and ESG criteria

« Encourage alternative funding mechanisms to promote responsible innovations

« Encourage long-term financing, recognising extended timelines for full returns on investment
« Ensure financing does not reinforce existing inequalities

Specific to the automation and robotics in agriculture case study
« Encourage the application of proven automation technologies in new agricultural settings to increase visibility and
perceived viability in agri-food systems

Designing market incentives
Spread cost and risk

on

For all case studies

« Target fiscal and trade policies to foster initial markets to achieve economies of scale

« Invest in programmes to increase awareness of new technologies and their appropriate use

« Improve costing of externalities at source to facilitate the competitiveness of new approaches

Specific to the microbial protein from organic waste streams case study

« Increase the cost of waste to encourage alternative use (eg, increase waste handling fees)
« Provide price support for key inputs to reduce production costs

« Target support to conventional feed sectors to transition to alternative production

Changing policies and regulations

Expectations of support

For all case studies

« Revise and streamline coherent policies and requlations to ensure appropriate supervision and enforcement of
environmental, social, health, and safety standards throughout food systems

+ Reduce economic and bureaucratic constraints to technological adoption and diffusion

Specific to the personalised nutrition case study

« Implement clear standards on nutritional and health labelling

« Ensure independent oversight of health and nutritional claims

« Improve regulation of the food environment, which shapes personal consumption choices

Safeguarding against undesirable effects

Monitor and correct

For all case studies

« Independent, transparent, and capable regulatory bodies to supervise and enforce standards

« Develop global environmental, labour, and trade standards to avoid offshoring of externalities
« Require investments to increase use of impact assessments and other safeguarding principles
« Require mandatory ESG disclosure and SDG reporting, particularly for large investors

Specific to the nitrogen fixation in cereals case study

« Monitor land use, to ensure technology adoption helps reduce the footprint of food systems

« Monitor more broadly adverse effects (eg, biodiversity) of increased adoption of novel crops

« Monitor soil nitrogen concentrations to inform nitrogen surplus taxation to avoid over fixation

Developing transition pathways
How and when?

Forall case studies

« Build transition pathways on a foundation of all the elements above

« Ensure that everyone, including people who are disadvantaged, can benefit from innovation

« Apply adaptive approaches that adjust to changing circumstances and unexpected consequences
« Focus on achieving big-picture outcomes rather than on specific technologies

» Local, national, and international commitment with appropriate resource allocation

Specific to the automation and robotics in agriculture case study
« Promote healthy, safe, and productive employment to achieve equitable and responsible production

Figure 2: Essential elements for developing and scaling beneficial effects, with examples from the four case-study technologies
Data derived from Herrero and colleagues.® ESG=environmental, social, and corporate governance standards. SDG=Sustainable Development Goal.
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Figure 3: Range of potential effects of anticipated technologies across SDGs

Direct effects are those that occur on the SDGs that directly relate to food systems. Indirect effects are those mediated through the effect of food systems
technologies on non-food-system-related SDGs. The small blue bars represent an average score of all respondents for an individual technology. The box plots show
the median score of all technologies for each SDG, together with the range of the 25th percentile in dark grey and the 75th percentile in light grey. SDG=Sustainable

Development Goal.

likely effects of different food system technologies
on those eight SDGs (figure 3). For SDG 1 (no poverty),
SDG 6 (clean water and sanitation), and SDG 14 (life
under water), in particular, there was some diversity of
opinion as to whether some technologies would
have negative or positive consequences. This uncer-
tainty highlights the necessity of broader civil society
dialogue to identify and avert predictable, negative, and
unintended consequences of technologies that aim to
advance key SDGs, and the need for sociotechnical
bundling.

We used updated data from Pradhan and colleagues®
to estimate potential secondary consequences on the
other nine SDGs that the technologies were not scored
against, on the basis of the probability of a synergistic,
neutral, or antagonistic effect between each pair of SDGs
(appendix p 6). Results for the various technology groups
are shown in figure 4. There were broadly synergistic
secondary consequences on SDG 5 (gender equality) and
SDG 7 (affordable and clean energy). There were more
varied effects on SDG 8 (decent work and economic
growth) and SDG 10 (reduced inequalities). Technologies
related to inputs and waste reduction, in particular, might
have had antagonistic effects on equity considerations,

also mirrored in SDG 16 (peace, justice, and strong
institutions). Technological innovations could help to
advance SDG 2 (zero hunger), SDG 3 (good health and
wellbeing), SDG 15 (life on land), and others closely
connected to the food system within which they are
developed and evaluated. But ignoring prospective
unintended indirect effects does not avoid them, and the
potential for unintended negative consequences is great
in the absence of concerted efforts to ensure safety net
protections for prospective losers from technological
change.

These results are indicative only, but they highlight
the need to investigate the potential multisectoral
interlinkages that could arise from optimised portfolios
of new and old technologies. These insights would be a
prerequisite for understanding the possible negative
consequences of different technologies and for exa-
mining alternative actions that could help to offset
them. Although envisaging the consequences of as-yet
undeveloped technologies is challenging, this type of
framework might assist in evaluating their broader
consequences. Developing such a framework calls to
the integration of economics and natural sciences with
a rich array of social sciences that study different
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facets of transformation in multiple sectors, including
transition management,** responsible research and
innovation thinking,””* interactive design,* respon-
sible scaling and scaling readiness,” complexity aware-
ness evaluation,®* and transdisciplinary sustainability
science for food systems transformation.**

Conclusion

“Nothing vast enters the life of mortals without a curse”

Sophocles 497-406 BCE

Progress on achieving the SDGs is imperative, but also
difficult. A vast array of promising agricultural and food
system technologies are poised to enter common use in
the coming years in a wide range of contexts. These
innovations can help advance multiple policy objectives
in the context of sustainable development. But we
must all beware of the temptation of so-called win-win
technological solutions and commit to the discipline of
exploring and addressing possible perverse incentives,
human decision making patterns, unintended and
indirect effects, and resulting trade-offs. The long,
complex impact pathways that result from the release of
exciting new technologies necessarily involve a host of
sociocultural, economic, ethical, and political mediators

that can accelerate or impede progress. The complexity
of these impact pathways inevitably influences the trade-
offs or synergies across different SDGs. Managing those
accelerators thoughtfully will require dialogue and
cooperation from a wide range of public, private, and civil
society sector actors.® Steiner and colleagues® go as far as
suggesting that one of the 11 levers of transforming food
systems is engaging with, and instilling science in,
social movements.

Innovation in the agri-food system cannot, therefore, be
understood without recognising the influence of wider
processes of technological change relating to, for example,
energy, health, and the deployment of platform tech-
nologies (eg, artificial intelligence) that have pervasive
effects across multiple economic and social sectors. The
way that different technologies interact produces powerful
new possibilities, but also unpredictable outcomes and
predictable (but easily overlooked) collateral benefits or
damages. Careful thinking about the likely consequences
of innovation in agri-food systems will require a clear
examination of the complex pathways, from technology
development to its deployment and consequences, as well
as being alert to unintended consequences to ensure that
they do not create unacceptable damage or conflict with
approaches to ensure social justice. These are essential
aspects for achieving the human and planetary health
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that we aspire to. It is imperative to co-develop regulatory
and socioeconomic support mechanisms and environ-
mental, social, and corporate governance standards® to
harness these new technological capabilities towards
delivering improved human and planetary development
outcomes. This aim will also require the further develop-
ment of modelling and analytical techniques to better
quantify and understand the multiple consequences and
trade-offs between desired objectives and the innovations
we hope will help us to achieve them.

As Sophocles noted, change and innovation come with
trade-offs, but we now have methods, the science, the
targets, and the socioeconomic mechanisms in place to
ensure that the trade-offs of our actions do not become
unsurmountable. Now is the time to put our arsenal of
sociotechnical innovation and immense human ingenuity
to use to secure the future of our planet and the next
generations.

Contributors

MH, PKT, DM-D, and JP designed the research. MH, PKT, DM-D, JP,
BLB, PP, CBB, TGB, AH, and IP wrote the manuscript. MH, PKT, DM-D,
JP, BLB, PP, CBB, TGB, AH, and IP analysed the data. All authors
contributed data and edited the paper.

Declaration of interests
We declare no competing interests.

Acknowledgments

MH, DM-D, JP, JRB, AH, GDB, CMG, CLM, and KR acknowledge
funding from the Commonwealth Scientific and Industrial Research
Organisation. PKT, BMC, AJ, and AML acknowledge funding from the
CGIAR Research Program on Climate Change, Agriculture and Food
Security, which is supported by the CGIAR Trust Fund and through
bilateral funding agreements. PP acknowledges funding from the
German Federal Ministry of Education and Research for the
BIOCLIMAPATHS project.

References

1 GBD 2019 Diseases and Injuries Collaborators. Global burden of
369 diseases and injuries in 204 countries and territories,
1990-2019: a systematic analysis for the Global Burden of Disease
Study 2019. Lancet 2020; 396: 1204-22.

2 Willett W, Rockstrém J, Loken B, et al. Food in the Anthropocene:
the EAT-Lancet Commission on healthy diets from sustainable
food systems. Lancet 2019; 393: 447-92.

3 Leclére D, Obersteiner M, Barrett M, et al. Bending the curve of
terrestrial biodiversity needs an integrated strategy. Nature 2020;
585: 551-56.

4 Campbell B, Hansen J, Rioux ], Stirling CM, Twomlow S,
Wollenberg E. Urgent action to combat climate change and its
impacts (SDG 13): transforming agriculture and food systems.
Curr Opin Environ Sustain 2018; 34: 13-20.

5  Herrero M, Thornton PK, Mason-D’Croz D, et al. Innovation can
accelerate the transition towards a sustainable food system.

Nat Food 2020; 1: 266-72.

6  Pradhan P, Costa L, Rybski D, Lucht W, Kropp JP. A systematic
study of Sustainable Development Goal (SDG) interactions.
Earth's Future 2017; 5: 1169-79.

7  van Soest HL, van Vuuren DP, Hilaire J, et al. Analysing
interactions among Sustainable Development Goals with integrated
assessment models. Glob Transitions 2019; 1: 210-25.

8  Obersteiner M, Walsh B, Frank S, et al. Assessing the land
resource—food price nexus of the Sustainable Development Goals.
Sci Adv 2016; 2: €1501499.

9  Walsh BJ, Rydzak F, Palazzo A, et al. New feed sources key to

ambitious climate targets. Carbon Balance Manag 2015; 10: 1-8.

Plumecocq G, Debril T, Duru M, Magrini MB, Sarthou JP,

Therond O. The plurality of values in sustainable agriculture models:

diverse lock-in and coevolution patterns. Ecol Soc 2018; 23: 21.

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

29

30

31

32

Kroll C, Warchold A, Pradhan P. Sustainable Development Goals
(SDGs): are we successful in turning trade-offs into synergies?
Palgrave Commun 2019; published online Nov 12. https://doi.org/
10.1057/s41599-019-0335-5.

Humpenéder F, Popp A, Bodirsky BL, et al. Large-scale bioenergy
production: how to resolve sustainability trade-offs? Environ Res Lett
2018; 13: 024011.

Wigboldus S, Klerkx L, Leeuwis C, Wigboldus S, Klerkx L,

Leeuwis C. Making scale work for sustainable development:

a framework for responsible scaling of agricultural innovations.

In: Adenle AA, Chertow MR, Moors EHM, Pannell DJ, eds.
Science, technology, and innovation for Sustainable Development
Goals. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2020: 518—44.

Fanzo J, Covic N, Dobermann A, et al. A research vision for food
systems in the 2020s: defying the status quo. Glob Food Sec 2020;
26: 100397,

Blythe J, Silver ], Evans L, et al. The dark side of transformation:
latent risks in contemporary sustainability discourse. Antipode 2018;
50: 1206-23.

Klerkx L, Begemann S. Supporting food systems transformation:
the what, why, who, where and how of mission-oriented agricultural
innovation systems. Agric Syst 2020; 184: 102901.

Barrett CB, Benton TG, Fanzo J, et al. Socio-technical innovation
bundles for agri-food systems transformation. New York, USA:
Ithaca, 2020.

Dorninger C, Abson DJ, Apetrei CI, et al. Leverage points for
sustainability transformation: a review on interventions in food and
energy systems. Ecol Econ 2020; 171: 106570.

Gaitan-Cremaschi D, Klerkx L, Duncan J, et al. Characterizing
diversity of food systems in view of sustainability transitions.

A review. Agron Sustain Dev 2019; published online Nov 23.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13593-018-0550-2.

Geels FW, Kern F, Fuchs G, et al. The enactment of socio-
technical transition pathways: a reformulated typology and a
comparative multi-level analysis of the German and UK
low-carbon electricity transitions (1990-2014). Res Policy 2016;

45: 896-913.

Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations. Future of
food and agriculture 2018: alternative pathways to 2050. 2018.
http://www.fao.org/3/CA1553EN/cal553en.pdf (accessed

Sept 24, 2020).

Nelson G, Bogard J, Lividini K, et al. Income growth and climate
change effects on global nutrition security to mid-century.

Nat Sustain 2018; 1: 773-81.

Jones SW, Karpol A, Friedman S, Maru BT, Tracy BP. Recent advances
in single cell protein use as a feed ingredient in aquaculture.

Curr Opin Biotechnol 2020; 61: 189-97

Matassa S, Papirio S, Pikaar I, et al. Upcycling of biowaste carbon
and nutrients in line with consumer confidence: the ‘full gas’ route
to single cell protein. Green Chem 2020; 22: 4912-29.

Pikaar I, Matassa S, Bodirsky BL, et al. Decoupling livestock from
land use through industrial feed production pathways.

Environ Sci Technol 2018; 52: 7351-59.

Matassa S, Boon N, Pikaar I, Verstraete W. Microbial protein:
future sustainable food supply route with low environmental
footprint. Microb Biotechnol 2016; 9: 568-75.

Pikaar I, de Vrieze J, Rabaey K, Herrero M, Smith P, Verstraete W.
Carbon emission avoidance and capture by producing in-reactor
microbial biomass based food, feed and slow release fertilizer:
potentials and limitations. Sci Total Environ 2018; 644: 1525-30.
Calysta. FeedKind Protein. 2020. https://www.calysta.com/
feedkind/ (accessed Oct 15, 2020).

Quorn. About. 2020. https://www.quorn.com.au/about-quorn
(accessed Oct 15, 2020).

Chen BK, Seligman B, Farquhar JW, Goldhaber-Fiebert JD.
Multi-country analysis of palm oil consumption and cardiovascular
disease mortality for countries at different stages of economic
development: 1980-1997. Global Health 2011; 7: 45.

Kadandale S, Marten R, Smith R. The palm oil industry and
noncommunicable diseases. Policy Pract 2019; 97: 118-28.

You W, Henneberg M. Meat consumption providing a surplus
energy in modern diet contributes to obesity prevalence:

an ecological analysis. BMC Nutr 2016; 2: 22.

www.thelancet.com/planetary-health Published online December 8, 2020 https://doi.org/10.1016/52542-5196(20)30277-1

For more on the CGIAR Trust

Fund see https://ccafs.cgiar.org/

donors

11


https://ccafs.cgiar.org/donors
https://ccafs.cgiar.org/donors
https://ccafs.cgiar.org/donors

Personal View

33

34

35

36

37

38

39

41

4

43

45

47

49

50

51

52

53

54

55

12

Wang Y, Beydoun MA. Meat consumption is associated with
obesity and central obesity among US adults. Int ] Obes 2009;
33:621-28.

Micha R, Michas G, Mozaffarian D. Unprocessed red and processed
meats and risk of coronary artery disease and type 2 diabetes—

an updated review of the evidence. Curr Atheroscler Rep 2012;

14: 515-24.

Pan A, Sun Q, Bernstein AM, et al. Red meat consumption and
risk of type 2 diabetes: 3 cohorts of US adults and an updated
meta-analysis. Am J Clin Nutr 2011; 94: 1088-96.

Bouvard V, Loomis D, Guyton KZ, et al. Carcinogenicity of
consumption of red and processed meat. Lancet Oncol 2015;

16: 1599-600.

Johnston BC, Zeraatkar D, Han MA, et al. Unprocessed red meat
and processed meat consumption: dietary guideline
recommendations from the Nutritional Recommendations
(NutriRECS) consortium. Ann Intern Med 2019; 171: 756—-64.
Mozaffarian D. Dietary and policy priorities for cardiovascular
disease, diabetes, and obesity. Circulation 2016; 133: 187-225.
Shapiro MJ, Downs SM, Swartz HJ, et al. A systematic review
investigating the relation between animal-source food consumption
and stunting in children aged 6-60 months in low and middle-
income countries. Adv Nutr 2019; 10: 827-47.

Headey D, Hirvonen K, Hoddinott J. Animal sourced foods and
child stunting. Am J Agric Econ 2018; 100: 1302-19.

Eaton JC, Rothpletz-Puglia P, Dreker MR, et al. Effectiveness of
provision of animal-source foods for supporting optimal growth
and development in children 6 to 59 months of age.

Cochrane Database Syst Rev 2019; 2: CD012818.

Archer N, Krause D, Logan A. Personalised food revolution.

Food Aust 2017; 69: 42—44.

Fallaize R, Franco RZ, Hwang F, Lovegrove JA. Evaluation of the
eNutri automated personalised nutrition advice by users and
nutrition professionals in the UK. PLoS One 2019; 14: €0214931.
McDonald D, Glusman G, Price ND. Personalized nutrition
through big data. Nat Biotechnol 2016; 34: 152-54.

Ordovas JM, Ferguson LR, Tai ES, Mathers JC. Personalised
nutrition and health. BMJ 2018; 361: bmj.k2173.

O’Sullivan A, Henrick B, Dixon B, et al. 21st century toolkit for
optimizing population health through precision nutrition.

Crit Rev Food Sci Nutr 2018; 58: 3004-15.

Global Panel on Agriculture and Food Systems for Nutrition.
Future food systems: for people, our planet, and prosperity. London,
UK: Foresight 2.0, 2020.

Barsimantov |, Navia Antezana J. Forest cover change and land
tenure change in Mexico’s avocado region: is community forestry
related to reduced deforestation for high value crops. Appl Geogr
2012; 32: 844-53.

Marcotte BV, Cormier H, Garneau V, Robitaille ], Desroches S,
Vohl M-C. Nutrigenetic testing for personalized nutrition:

an evaluation of public perceptions, attitudes, and concerns in a
population of French Canadians. Lifestyle Genomics 2018;

11: 155-62.

Swinburn BA, Kraak VI, Allender S, et al. The global syndemic of
obesity, undernutrition, and climate change: The Lancet
Commission report. Lancet 2019; 393: 791-846.

Roldan JJ, Del Cerro J, Garzén-Ramos D, et al. Robots in
agriculture: state of art and practical experiences. 2017, https://www.
intechopen.com/books/service-robots/robots-in-agriculture-state-of-
art-and-practical-experiences (accessed Sept 1, 2020).

Clapp J, Ruder SL. Precision technologies for agriculture: digital
farming, gene-edited crops, and the politics of sustainability.

Glob Environ Polit 2020; 20: 49—69.

Sparrow R, Howard M. Robots in agriculture: prospects, impacts,
ethics, and policy. Precis Agric 2020; published online Oct 23.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11119-020-09757-9.

Klerkx L, Rose D. Dealing with the game-changing technologies
of Agriculture 4.0: how do we manage diversity and responsibility
in food system transition pathways? Glob Food Sec 2020;
24:100347.

Christensen HI, Okamura A, Mataric M, et al. Next generation
robotics editorial team: significant input from. 2016. https://cra.
org/ccc/wp-content/uploads/sites /2/2016/06/15097-CCC-Next-Gen-
Whitepaper-v4.pdf (accessed Sept 1, 2020).

56

57

58

59

60

61

62

63

64

65

66

67

68

69

70

71

72

73

74

75

76

77

78

79

80

81

82

Bechar A, Vigneault C. Agricultural robots for field operations.
Part 2: operations and systems. Biosyst Eng 2017; 153: 110-28.
Duckett T, Pearson S, Blackmore S, et al. Agricultural robotics:

the future of robotic agriculture. 2018. https://arxiv.org/ftp/arxiv/
papers/1806/1806.06762.pdf (accessed Sept 1, 2020).

Ball D, Ross P, English A, et al. Farm workers of the future:
vision-based robotics for broad-acre agriculture.

IEEE Robot Autom Mag 2017; 24: 97-107.

Galloway N, Leach AM, Bleeker A, Erisman JW. A chronology of
human understanding of the nitrogen cycle.

Philos Trans R Soc B Biol Sci 2013; 368: 20130120.

Ladha JK, Jat ML, Stirling CM, et al. Achieving the Sustainable
Development Goals in agriculture: the crucial role of nitrogen in
cereal-based systems. Adv Agron 2020; 163: 39-116.

Charpentier M, Oldroyd G. How close are we to nitrogen-fixing
cereals? Curr Opin Plant Biol 2010; 13: 556—64.

Van Grinsven HJM, Holland M, Jacobsen BH, Klimont Z, Sutton MA,
Jaap Willems W. Costs and benefits of nitrogen for Europe and
implications for mitigation. Environ Sci Technol 2013; 47: 3571-79.
Vicente EJ, Dean DR. Keeping the nitrogen-fixation dream alive.
Proc Natl Acad Sci 2017; 114: 3009-11.

Rosenblueth M, Ormeifio-Orrillo E, Lopez-Lopez A, et al. Nitrogen
fixation in cereals. Front Microbiol 2018; 9: 1-13.

Van Deynze A, Zamora P, Delaux P-M, et al. Nitrogen fixation in a
landrace of maize is supported by a mucilage-associated
diazotrophic microbiota. PLoS Biol 2018; 16: €2006352.

Mus F, Crook MB, Garcia K, et al. Symbiotic nitrogen fixation and
the challenges to its extension to nonlegumes. Appl Environ Microbiol
2016; 82: 3698-710.

Bloch SE, Ryu MH, Ozaydin B, Broglie R. Harnessing atmospheric
nitrogen for cereal crop production. Curr Opin Biotechnol 2020;

62: 181-88.

Hansen S, Berland Frgseth R, Stenberg M, et al. Reviews and
syntheses: review of causes and sources of N,0 emissions and

NO, leaching from organic arable crop rotations. Biogeosciences
2019; 16: 2795-819.

Beach RH, Sulser TB, Crimmins A, et al. Combining the effects of
increased atmospheric carbon dioxide on protein, iron, and zinc
availability and projected climate change on global diets:

a modelling study. Lancet Planet Health 2019; 3: e307-17.

Kemp R. The problem of technological regime shifts. Futures 1994;
26: 1023-46.

Mazzucato M. The entrepreneurial state: debunking public vs.
private sector myths. London: Penguin, 2018.

Ridley M. How innovation works: and why it flourishes in freedom.
London: Forth Estate, 2020.

Leach M, Nisbett N, Cabral L, Harris J, Hossain N, Thompson J.
Food politics and development. World Dev 2020; 134: 105024.
Pingali PL. Green revolution: impacts, limits, and the path ahead.
Proc Natl Acad Sci USA 2012; 109: 12302-308.

Eastwood C, Klerkx L, Ayre M, Dela Rue B. Managing socio-ethical
challenges in the development of smart farming: from a
fragmented to a comprehensive approach for responsible research
and innovation. | Agric Environ Ethics 2019; 32: 741-68.

Siegrist M, Hartmann C. Consumer acceptance of novel food
technologies. Nat Food 2020; 1: 343-50.

Nilsson M, Griggs D, Visbeck M. Policy: map the interactions
between Sustainable Development Goals. Nature 2016; 534: 320-22.
Nilsson M, Chisholm E, Griggs D, et al. Mapping interactions
between the Sustainable Development Goals: lessons learned and
ways forward. Sustain Sci 2018; 13: 1489-503.

International Science Council. A guide to SDG interactions:

from science to implementation. 2017, https://council.science/
publications/a-guide-to-sdg-interactions-from-science-to-
implementation/ (accessed Sept 1, 2020).

Gao L, Bryan BA. Finding pathways to national-scale land-sector
sustainability. Nature 2017; 544: 217-22.

El Bilali H. The multi-level perspective in research on sustainability
transitions in agriculture and food systems: a systematic review.
Agric 2019; 9: 74.

Loorbach D, Frantzeskaki N, Avelino F. Sustainability transitions
research: transforming science and practice for societal change.
Annu Rev Environ Resour 2017; 42: 599-626.

www.thelancet.com/planetary-health Published online December 8, 2020 https://doi.org/10.1016/52542-5196(20)30277-1



Personal View

83

84

85

86

87

Bronson K. Smart farming: including rights holders for responsible
agricultural innovation. Technol Innov Manag Rev 2018; 8: 7-14.
Elzen B, Bos B. The RIO approach: design and anchoring of
sustainable animal husbandry systems. Technol Forecast Soc Change
2019; 145: 141-52.

Douthwaite B, Hoffecker E. Towards a complexity-aware theory of
change for participatory research programs working within
agricultural innovation systems. Agric Syst 2017; 155: 88-102.

van Mierlo B, Arkesteijn M, Leeuwis C. Enhancing the reflexivity of
system innovation projects with system analyses. Am ] Eval 2010;
31: 143-61.

Caniglia G, Luederitz C, von Wirth T, et al. A pluralistic and
integrated approach to action-oriented knowledge for sustainability.
Nat Sustain 2020; published online Oct 5. https://doi.org/10.1038/
541893-020-00616-z.

88 Steiner A, Aguilar G, Bomba K, et al. Actions to transform food
systems under climate change. 2020. https://ccafs.cgiar.org/
publications/actions-transform-food-systems-under-climate-
change#.X37CgmgzZ0Q (accessed Oct 8, 2020).

89 Feindt PH, Weiland S. Reflexive governance: exploring the concept
and assessing its critical potential for sustainable development.
Introduction to the special issue. J Environ Policy Plan 2018;

20: 661-74.

Copyright © 2020 The Author(s). Published by Elsevier Ltd. This is an
Open Access article under the CC BY 4.0 license.

www.thelancet.com/planetary-health Published online December 8, 2020 https://doi.org/10.1016/52542-5196(20)30277-1

13



	Articulating the effect of food systems innovation on the Sustainable Development Goals
	Introduction
	Identifying the impact pathways of technology towards the SDGs
	Case study 1: production of microbial protein from organic waste streams (circular feed)
	Case study 2: personalised nutrition
	Case study 3: automation and robotics in agriculture
	Case study 4: nitrogen fixation in cereals

	Socioeconomic factors mediate the effect of novel technologies
	Interactions among the SDGs and the role of technological innovations
	Conclusion
	Acknowledgments
	References


