
Canto‑Osorio et al. Nutrition Journal           (2024) 23:55  
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12937‑024‑00955‑z

RESEARCH

Trends in the contribution of greenhouse 
gas emissions from food and beverage 
purchases in Mexico: 1989–2020
Francisco Canto‑Osorio1, Brent A. Langellier2, Mishel Unar‑Munguia3, Tonatiuh Barrientos‑Gutiérrez1, 
Juan A. Rivera1, Ana V. Diez‑Roux2, Dalia Stern1,4* and Nancy López‑Olmedo1* 

Abstract 

Background Assessing the trends in dietary GHGE considering the social patterning is critical for understanding 
the role that food systems have played and will play in global emissions in countries of the global south. Our aim 
is to describe dietary greenhouse gas emissions (GHGE) trends (overall and by food group) using data from household 
food purchase surveys from 1989 to 2020 in Mexico, overall and by education levels and urbanicity.

Methods We used cross‑sectional data from 16 rounds of Mexico’s National Income and Expenditure Survey, 
a nationally representative survey. The sample size ranged from 11,051 in 1989 to 88,398 in 2020. We estimated 
the mean total GHGE per adult‑equivalent per day (kg CO2‑eq/ad‑eq/d) for every survey year. Then, we estimated 
the relative GHGE contribution by food group for each household. These same analyses were conducted stratifying 
by education and urbanicity.

Results The mean total GHGE increased from 3.70 (95%CI: 3.57, 3.82) to 4.90 (95% CI 4.62, 5.18) kg CO2‑eq/ad‑eq/d 
between 1989 and 2014 and stayed stable between 4.63 (95% CI: 4.53, 4.72) and 4.89 (95% CI: 4.81, 4.96) kg CO2‑eq/
ad‑eq/d from 2016 onwards. In 1989, beef (19.89%, 95% CI: 19.18, 20.59), dairy (16.87%, 95% CI: 16.30, 17.42)), corn 
(9.61%, 95% CI: 9.00, 10.22), legumes (7.03%, 95% CI: 6.59, 7.46), and beverages (6.99%, 95% CI: 6.66, 7.32) had the high‑
est relative contribution to food GHGE; by 2020, beef was the top contributor (17.68%, 95%CI: 17.46, 17.89) followed 
by fast food (14.17%, 95% CI: 13.90, 14.43), dairy (11.21%, 95%CI: 11.06, 11.36), beverages (10.09%, 95%CI: 9.94, 10.23), 
and chicken (10.04%, 95%CI: 9.90, 10.17). Households with higher education levels and those in more urbanized areas 
contributed more to dietary GHGE across the full period. However, households with lower education levels and those 
in rural areas had the highest increase in these emissions from 1989 to 2020.

Conclusions Our results provide insights into the food groups in which the 2023 Mexican Dietary Guidelines may 
require to focus on improving human and planetary health.
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Introduction
Greenhouse gas emissions (GHGE) are a critical driver 
of global climate change. An estimated one-third of all 
GHGE comes from the food systems, including agricul-
tural production, storage and distribution, processing 
and packaging, consumption, waste, and food disposal [1, 
2]. Understanding the links between food-related GHGE 
and how these have changed over time is critical for 
developing a global strategy to address climate change.

In many countries like Mexico, populations have 
shifted from traditional to more Westernized diets, and 
these changes have affected subgroups of the population 
at different rates [3]. The relative contribution of fruits 
and vegetables to total daily energy purchases increased 
from 1984 to 2016 (25.0% for fruits, 75% for vegetables) 
in Mexican households, but the relative contribution of 
ultra-processed food increased even more in the same 
period (120%) [4]. Although the relative contribution of 
unprocessed red meat, one of the main contributors to 
GHGE, decreased by 26.5% from 1984 to 2016, the cor-
responding contribution of processed and ultra-pro-
cessed meat increased by 83.3% and 225%, respectively 
[4]. However, we do not know how changes in food pur-
chases affect dietary GHGE for the overall population 
and by socioeconomic strata (SES).

Research has been limited to describing overall GHGE 
and the social patterning of dietary GHGE using cross-
sectional data. In Mexico, animal products were the main 
contributors to GHGE across SES groups in 2018. Yet, 
the relative contribution was higher among the highest 
SES groups, compared to the lower SES group. In con-
trast, the relative contribution of plant-based foods was 
higher among lower SES groups, compared to high SES 
groups [5]. Assessing the trends in dietary GHGE con-
sidering the social patterning is critical for understand-
ing the role that food systems have played and will play 
in global emissions. This information will be useful to 
inform future food policies aimed at improving human 
and planetary health.

Mexico is an important country to study because it 
ranks 10th worldwide in terms of GHGE, and agriculture 
is the third most important contributor of GHGE in the 
country [6]. The objective of our study is to describe die-
tary GHGE trends (overall and by food group) through 
household food purchase surveys from 1989 to 2020 in 
Mexico, overall and by education levels and city size.

Methods
Data sources
National Income and Expenditure Survey (ENIGH)
We used data from 16 rounds of ENIGH, including 1989 
and every other year from 1992 to 2020. The ENIGH is a 
cross-sectional study of Mexican households conducted 

by the National Institute of Statistics and Geography 
of Mexico. Each ENIGH is based on a probability sam-
ple using a two-stage stratified clustered sampling 
design, representative at the national level and among 
both urban and rural areas. All ENIGHs were collected 
between August and November, except for ENIGH 1994, 
which was collected between September and December. 
Detailed information about data collection is available 
elsewhere [7]. 

For every survey cycle, each household’s daily food and 
beverage purchasing was collected for seven consecutive 
days using a food diary. Food and beverage purchasing 
was reported by the household member responsible for 
the purchases. The food diary includes the name of food 
or beverage items, the quantity purchased (liters or kilo-
grams), and the expenditure (MXN). Over time, ENIGH 
has collected different numbers of items: the 1989–1992 
surveys include 170 items; 1994–2000: 177 items; 2002–
2004: 230 items; and 2006–2020: 234 items. The increase 
in items is characterized by a disaggregation of foods (i.e., 
in the first survey, the item was general pork while in the 
most recent surveys, the items were meat from parts of 
the pork) (Supplementary Table 1).

From rounds 1989 to 2020, the smallest sample size 
was 8,899 households in 2012 and the largest was 88,398 
households in 2020. We excluded households that did 
not report purchases of food or beverages, and house-
holds that only reported purchases in restaurants, cafes, 
bars, and low-budget restaurants (n = 5,962, 1.32% across 
surveys over time; with the lowest 0.66% in 2018 and the 
highest 3.42% in 1998), given that purchases at those 
establishments only include the amount of money spent, 
but not what was purchased. The final analytical sample 
for each survey is presented in Supplemental Table 2.

Household‑level GHGEs
We linked each of the 170–234 food and beverage items 
from ENIGHs food diary to the most suitable item in 
the SHARP-Indicators Database (SHARP-ID) life cycle 
database to determine each item’s GHGE, that is, the 
kilograms of carbon dioxide equivalent (kg CO2-eq). 
This database was developed to quantify the environ-
mental impact of diets in four European countries by 
using life cycle inventory data from the Agri-footprint 
2.0, Ecoinvent 3.3, and CAPRI databases [8]. SHARP-ID 
includes estimated GHGE values (kg CO2-eq per kilo-
gram of food as eaten) from production to consumption, 
including food losses and waste at production, prepara-
tion, and consumption phases. For foods that were not 
in the SHARP-ID database, we searched the literature 
for the most appropriate GHGE factor. We summarized 
the GHGE values at two levels: first, we summed GHGE 
values across all purchased items to determine the total 
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dietary GHGE for each household. Second, we summed 
the values for every food and beverage product (e.g., 
unsweetened milk, cheese) in each food group (e.g., 
unsweetened dairy) to determine group-level GHGEs. 
Then, we estimated the percentage share by specific food 
groups.

Food and beverage group‑level GHGEs
We classified each food or beverage item in the ENIGH 
data into 17 mutually exclusive, nutritionally impor-
tant food groups (Supplementary Table  1): (1) beef, (2) 
dairy, (3) corn, (4) legumes, (5) beverages, (6) sweet or 
salty snacks, (7) chicken, (8) oil, (9) vegetables, (10) pork, 
11) grains,12) seafood, 13) eggs, 14) fruits, 15) fast food 
(instant soup, prepared pizzas and a brief category of 
other prepared foods, such as tacos, tamales, and hot 
dogs), 16) seafood, and 17) others.

Education and urbanicity
We estimated dietary GHGE by educational attainment 
and urbanicity. We used educational attainment of the 
head of household (hereafter, education) as a proxy for 
household SES. We categorized education into 6 mutu-
ally exclusive categories: (1) no formal education; (2) 
completed pre-elementary; (3) completed elementary; (4) 
completed middle school; (5) completed high school; (6) 
completed college or higher. Locality size or urbanicity is 
defined by the National Institute of Statistics and Geog-
raphy of Mexico according to the number of inhabitants 
since 1992: rural (< 2,500), small cities (2,500 − 14,999), 
medium-sized cities (15,000–99,999), and large cities 
(≥ 100,000) [9].

Statistical analysis
We first estimated adult equivalent by dividing the rec-
ommended dietary allowance (RDA) for energy intake of 
each household member according to their age and sex 
by 2,550 kcal, which is the energy intake recommended 
for an average adult [10]. Then, we estimated the mean 
total volume of food purchases per adult-equivalent per 
day (kg/ad-eq/d) and the mean total GHGE per adult-
equivalent per day (kg CO2-eq/ad-eq/d) for every sur-
vey year to understand the extent to which the changes 
in GHGE were aligned with changes in food purchases 
[11]. We obtained the estimations in the overall sample 
and by education and urbanicity. Then, we estimated 
the relative contribution for each food group to the total 
GHGE. Households that did not report food or beverage 
purchases in a specific item were included in the analy-
sis with a contribution of zero. These same analyses were 
conducted stratifying by education and urbanicity. Dif-
ferences were estimated with their confidence intervals of 
means and proportions, between the last and first survey. 

All analyses were conducted in Stata 17 using the SVY 
command, to account for survey design and weights to 
generate nationally representative results [12]. 

Results
The proportion of households with the lower education 
levels decreased over time, while households with the 
highest education levels increased. From 1992 to 2020, 
the distribution of households by urbanicity remained 
stable, with around 50% of the households located in 
metropolitan cities. (Supplementary Table 2)

Trends in total GHGE, overall and by education 
and urbanicity
The volume of food purchases in Mexican households 
increased linearly over time, from 1.27 (95%CI: 1.24, 
1.30) kg/ad-eq/d in 1989 to 2.05 (95%CI: 2.03, 2.07) kg/
ad-eq/d in 2020. The beverages group was the one that 
increased the most, from 0.19 (95%CI 0.17, 0.19) to 0.86 
(95%CI 0.84, 0.87) kg/ad-eq/d. Dairy was the group that 
decreased the most, from 0.20 (95%CI 0.19, 0.21) to 0.13 
(95%CI 0.12, 0.13) kg/ad-eq/d in the same period. (Sup-
plementary Table  3) Total GHGE also increased over 
time, but not linearly: from 3.70 (95%CI: 3.57, 3.82) to 
4.90 (95%CI: 4.62, 5.18) kg CO2-eq/ad-eq/d between 
1989 and 2014 and stayed relatively stable between 4.63 
(95%CI: 4.53, 4.72) and 4.89 (95%CI: 4.81, 4.96) kg CO2-
eq/ad-eq/d from 2016 onwards. (Supplementary Table 4)

Across the period studied (1992–2020), the volume of 
food purchases was higher at higher education levels, 
however, the gap narrowed over time. The difference in 
total mean food purchases between college and no edu-
cation levels was 0.36 (95%CI: 0.35, 0.37) in 1989 and 0.20 
(95%CI: 0.19, 0.21) kg in 2020 because of a pronounced 
increase in food purchases in households with very low 
levels of education. (Supplementary Table 5) Across the 
period studied, the volume of food purchases was also 
higher in households from metropolitan versus rural 
areas, but households in rural areas increased their food 
purchases in such a way that the difference was − 0.54 
(95%CI: -0.55, -0.52) in 1992 and − 0.15 (95%CI: -0.16, 
-0.13) kg in 2020. (Supplementary Table 6)

The gap in total GHGE from food purchases across 
education levels has become smaller over time as a result 
of a sharp increase in emissions in households with no 
education or pre-elementary education while GHGE 
remained stable in households with high school or col-
lege. (Supplementary Table  7) Total GHGE increased 
across all categories of urbanicity but especially in rural 
areas. In 1992, total GHGE was almost double in metro-
politan versus rural areas, while in 2020 total GHGE in 
metropolitan areas was 18% higher than the observed in 
rural areas. (Supplementary Table 8)
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Overall trends in the relative contribution of food groups 
to total GHGE from food purchases (GHGE‑FP)
In 1989, the food groups with the highest relative con-
tribution to GHGE-FP were beef (19.89%, 95%CI: 19.18, 
20.59), dairy (16.87%, 95%CI: 16.30, 17.42), corn (9.61%, 
95%CI: 9.00, 10.22), legumes (7.03%, 95%CI: 6.59, 7.46), 
and beverages (6.99%, 95%CI: 6.66, 7.32). By 2020, beef 
was still the top contributor of GHGE-FP but decreased 
by 2.21 (95%CI: -3.0, -1.42) percentage points (p.p.) 
compared to 1989. Fast food became the second main 
contributor of GHGE-FP with 14.17%, increasing 13.44 
p.p. (95%CI: 13.16, 13.72) from 1989 to 2020. GHGE-
FP of dairy decreased by 5.66 p.p. (95%CI: -6.39, -4.93) 
from 1989 to 2020, contributing 11.21% (95%CI: 11.06, 
11.36) of total GHGE-FP in 2020, followed by bever-
ages (10.09%, 95%CI: 9.94, 10.23), and chicken (10.04%, 
95%CI: 9.9, 10.7), which increased 3.10 p.p. (95%CI: 
2.58, 3.62) and 4.17 p.p. (95%CI: 3.69, 4.65), respectively, 
in the same period. The relative contribution of corn 
and legumes to total GHGE-FP decreased by 4.16 p.p. 
(95%CI: -4.73, -3.59) and 3.82 p.p. (95%CI: -4.31, -3.33), 
respectively, from 1989 to 2020 (Table 1, Supplementary 
Table 9).

Trends in the relative contribution of food groups to total 
GHGE‑FP stratified by education
In 1989, among households without formal education 
(Table 2), the food groups with the highest relative con-
tribution to total GHGE-FP were corn (15.81%, 95%CI: 
14.07, 17.55), dairy (13.25%, 95%CI: 12.02, 14.47), beef 

(12.06%, 95%CI: 10.52, 13.59), legumes (11.61%, 95%CI: 
10.34, 12.87), and beverages (8.12%, 95%CI: 7.23, 8.99). 
The food groups with the highest relative increase in 
GHGE-FP from 1989 to 2020 among these households 
were fast food (+ 12.56 p.p., 95%CI: 12.30, 12.82) and 
chicken (+ 5.33 p.p., 95%CI: 4.89, 5.77), while GHGE 
from dairy (-3.99 p.p., 95%CI: -4.65, -3.33), but also from 
legumes (-5.53 p.p., 95%CI: -6.15, -4.91), and corn (-5.20 
p.p., 95%CI: -5.91, -4.49) decreased relatively. Thus, in 
2020, the food groups with the highest relative contribu-
tion to total GHGE-FP were fast food (13.08%, 95%CI: 
12.23, 13.92), beef (12.24%, 95%CI:11.62, 12.84), corn 
(10.61%, 95%CI: 10.06, 11.16), and beverages (10.06%, 
95%CI:9.55, 10.55).

Among households with a college degree or more 
(Table 3), the food groups with the highest relative con-
tribution to total GHGE-FP in 1989 were beef (27.56%, 
95%CI: 25.07, 30.04), dairy (24.63%, 95%CI: 22.17, 27.08), 
sweet or salty snacks (8.07%, 95%CI: 6.69, 9.43), chicken 
(6.30%, 95%CI: 5.33, 7.25), and beverages (5.86%, 95%CI: 
4.7, 7.02). The highest relative increases in GHGE-FP 
were also from fast food (+ 15.11 p.p, 95%CI: 14.78, 
15.44) and chicken (+ 2.78 p.p., 95%CI: 2.29, 3.27), but 
also beverages (+ 4.90 p.p, 95%CI: 4.42, 5.38), while the 
GHGE-FP from dairy (-12.83 p.p, 95%CI: -13.66, -12.0), 
beef (-7.23 p.p, 95%CI: -8.10, -6.36), and sweet or salty 
snacks (-2.33 p.p, 95%CI: -2.86, -1.80) decreased rela-
tively. Yet, in 2020, beef (20.33%, 95%CI: 19.72, 20.92) 
was still the top contributor to total GHGE-FP, followed 
by fast food (16.57%, 95%CI: 15.86, 17.27), dairy (11.80%, 

Table 1 Relative contribution of GHGE by food group in Mexican households, 1989–2020 ENIGHS
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95%CI: 11.38, 12.2), beverages (10.76%, 95%CI: 10.35, 
11.16), and chicken (9.08%, 95%CI: 8.72, 9.44). Supple-
mentary Tables  10–15 show estimates for all education 
levels.

Trends in the contribution of food groups to total GHGE‑FP 
stratified by urbanicity
In 1992, among households in rural areas (Table 4), the 
food groups with the highest relative contribution to total 

GHGE-FP were corn (17.29%, 95%CI: 14.95, 19.62), dairy 
(12.11%, 95%CI: 10.69, 13.51), legumes (11.67%, 95%CI: 
10.37, 12.95), beverages (9.29%, 95%CI: 7.71, 10.85), and 
beef (8.79%, 95%CI:7.34, 10.22). The food groups with 
the highest relative increase in GHGE-FP from 1992 to 
2020 among these households were fast food (+ 12.11 
p.p., 95%CI: 11.86, 12.36), chicken (+ 3.60 p.p., 95%CI: 
3.13, 4.07) and beef (+ 3.46 p.p., 95%CI: 2.89, 4.03). Only 
rural areas showed a relative increase in GHGE from 

Table 2 Relative contribution of GHGE by food group among households no formal education, 1989–2020 ENIGHS

Table 3 Relative contribution of GHGE by food group among households with a college education, 1989–2020 ENIGHS
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beef purchases. The food groups with the highest rela-
tive decrease in GHGE-FP were corn (-6.59 p.p., 95%CI: 
-7.32, -5.86), legumes (-6.18 p.p., 95%CI: -6.8, -5.56), and 
grains (-1.40 p.p., 95%CI: -1.8, -1.0). Therefore, the food 
groups with the highest relative contribution to total 
GHGE-FP in 2020 were fast food (12.49%, 95%CI: 11.99, 
12.99), beef (12.25%, 95%CI: 11.91, 12.58), corn (10.70%, 

95%CI: 10.25, 11.13), dairy (10.55%, 95%CI: 10.29, 10.79) 
and beverages (9.66%, 95%CI: 9.36, 9.96).

Among households in metropolitan areas (Table  5), 
the food groups with the highest relative contribution to 
total GHGE-FP in 1992 were beef (26.17%, 95%CI: 25.17, 
27.17), dairy (19.97%, 95%CI: 19.16, 20.76), chicken 
(9.11%, 95%CI: 8.63, 9.58), beverages (6.86%, 95%CI: 6.37, 

Table 4 Relative contribution of GHGE by food group among households with a college education, 1989–2020 ENIGHS

Table 5 Relative contribution of GHGE by food group among households with a college education, 1989–2020 ENIGHS
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7.35), and sweet or salty snacks (5.22%, 95%CI: 4.69, 5.74). 
Among these households, the highest relative increase in 
GHGE-FP from 1992 to 2020 were fast food (+ 12.38 p.p., 
95%CI: 12.03, 12.73), beverages (+ 3.70 p.p., 95%CI: 3.19, 
4.21), and chicken (+ 1.02 p.p., 95%CI: 0.45, 1.59). In con-
trast, GHGE-FP relative decreased from dairy (-8.38 p.p., 
95%CI: -9.15, -7.61), beef (-5.78 p.p., 95%CI: -6.64, -4.92), 
legumes (-1.72 p.p., 95%CI: -2.09, -1.35), and corn (-1.04 
p.p., 95%CI: -1.44, -0.64 p.p.). Yet, in 2020, beef (20.39%, 
95%CI: 20.04, 20.73) was still the top contributor to total 
GHGE-FP, followed by fast food (14.46%, 95%CI: 14.06, 
14.84), dairy (11.59%, 95%CI: 11.36, 11.81), beverages 
(10.56%, 95%CI: 10.34, 10.77), and chicken (10.13%, 
95%CI: 9.93, 10.32). Supplementary Tables  16–19 show 
estimates for all urbanicity strata.

Discussion
Our study improves the understanding of the changes in 
GHGE from food and beverage purchases among Mexi-
can households from 1989 to 2020, overall and by soci-
odemographic variables. The top 3 contributors to GHGE 
in 1989 were beef, dairy, and corn. By 2020, beef and 
dairy were also top contributors, and fast food replaced 
corn.

Overall, dietary GHGE increased over time in Mexico, 
from 3.70 kg in 1989 to 4.90 CO2-eq/ad-eq/d in 2014. 
From 2014 onwards, GHGE remained stable ranging 
from 4.63 to 4.89 kg CO2-eq/ad-eq/d. Similarly, a study 
conducted in metropolitan areas in Brazil found an 
increase in GHGE by food purchases from 1987 to 1988 
to 1995–1996, from ~ 1550 to ~ 1800 g CO2-eq/1000 
kcal/d; the value in the next period (2002–2003) was 
~ 1600 g CO2-eq/1000 kcal/d, and finally in 2017–2018 
was ~ 1900 g CO2-eq/1000 kcal/d) [13]. Different pat-
terns have been observed in other countries. In Bei-
jing, dietary GHGE increased from 2.15 kg CO2-eq/per 
capita/d in 1980 to ~ 3.60 kg CO2-eq/per capita/d in 2006 
before slightly declining to 3.04 kg CO2-eq/per capita/d 
in 2017 [14]. In contrast, in the US, Sweden, and Spain, 
dietary GHGE has decreased over time: from 4.02 to 2.45 
kg CO2-eq/per capita/d in the 2003–2018 period in the 
US, from 3.42 to 2.48 kg CO2-eq/per person/d from 2001 
to 2004 to 2014–2018 in Sweden, and from 2.81 to 2.38 
CO2-eq/per person/d in the 2008–2017 period in Spain 
[15–17]. The increasing trends and high levels observed 
in Mexico compared to other countries are concerning. 
Overall differences across countries result from changes 
in dietary consumption and can also reflect very differ-
ent levels and changes over time in different sociodemo-
graphic groups. Future studies will be needed to further 
understand the rationale of such changes.

Although households with higher education levels 
and those in more urbanized areas contributed more 

to dietary GHGE than lower education and more rural 
households in Mexico across the period studied, house-
holds with lower education level and those living in rural 
areas showed the highest increase in these emissions 
from 1989 to 2020, reducing the gap between educa-
tion levels and rural/urban areas. These trends were in 
line with changes in the volume of food purchases over 
time by education and urbanicity, which could indicate 
that the increases in dietary GHGE are at least partially 
explained by the rise in food purchases. Unlike our study, 
Bassi et  al., using data from the National Health and 
Nutrition Surveys from 2003 to 2018, found small dif-
ferences in dietary GHGE across time among US adults 
with different SES. The authors posit that the small differ-
ence across SES groups can be explained by the fact that 
beef is the main contributor to dietary GHGE, and in this 
population, the consumption of meat is not influenced by 
SES [15]. 

As in other countries [14–16], meat, specifically beef, 
is the main contributor to total dietary GHGE in Mexico, 
although the contribution of beef has declined some-
what over time. The most striking increase in dietary 
GHGE contribution was from fast food, which in 1989 
was one of the food groups that least contributed to 
GHGE, while in 2020, it was the second contributor. The 
increase in GHGE from chicken was also notable. On the 
other hand, corn and legumes were the food groups that 
reduced most of their contribution to GHGE from 1989 
to 2020. Except for Sweden, previous studies from other 
countries focused on analyzing the contribution of spe-
cific or broad food categories or the main food contribu-
tors to dietary GHGE; therefore, none of these studies 
analyzed a category of fast food. In a randomly selected 
sample of adults from Gothenburg, Sweden, the con-
sumption of fast food decreased by around 15 kg/person/
year from 2001 to 2004 to 2014–2018, resulting in a dis-
crete decrease in GHGE by this food type of around 5 kg 
CO2-eq/person/year in the same period [16]. In Mexico, 
the increased contribution of fast food to dietary GHGE 
is part of the well-established nutrition transition char-
acterized by a shift to diets high in saturated fat, sodium, 
sugar, and refined carbohydrates [18]. Therefore, the 
nutrition transition can have not only negative effects on 
human health but also on the environment.

Our results by education level are also in line with 
the nutrition transition model, which indicates that 
such transition can differ by SES and urbanization. We 
observed that fast food displaced corn as the main con-
tributor to dietary GHGE among households with lower 
education levels. It was also notable that legumes were 
not among the top contributors to dietary GHGE in 
2020 in comparison to 1989. Among households with 
the highest education level, beef was the main GHGE 
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contributor from 1989 to 2020, although its contribu-
tion decreased over time. Also, fast food displaced dairy 
as the second contributor to dietary GHGE in this group. 
The differences observed between rural and metropolitan 
areas were similar to the differences observed by educa-
tion. These findings suggest that the nutrition transition 
affected higher education levels and more urbanized 
areas first, as observed in other countries [18, 19], but 
now the entire population is equally affected.

Our finding that beef is the main contributor of GHGE 
regardless of education can be explained by the fact that 
consumption decreased among households with higher 
levels of education, but remained stable among house-
holds with lower education over time. Theoretically, 
higher education is not only related to greater access to a 
variety of foods, it is also related to nutritional knowledge 
[20, 21]. Social theory suggests that compared to those 
with lower levels of education, people with higher levels 
of education are the first to adopt new recommendations. 
Since 2015, the Mexican Dietary Guidelines recommend 
limiting the consumption of red meat for cancer preven-
tion [22], while the 2023 Healthy and Sustainable Dietary 
Guidelines for the Mexican population recommend the 
reduction of red meat intake for human and planetary 
health [23]. Future analyses will be needed to understand 
the potential impact of the current dietary guidelines on 
food patterns and their contribution to GHGE.

The increase of dietary GHGE by fast food over time 
across education strata can be explained by different 
reasons to those provided for beef. First, it is important 
to consider that the category of fast food includes tra-
ditional Mexican fast food, which is widely consumed 
by the general population [24]. However, it would be 
expected that the consumption of traditional Mexican 
fast food does not change over time. Therefore, increases 
in fast food consumption and in its contribution to 
GHGE across education strata might be explained by the 
consumption of Western fast food. Unfortunately, this 
cannot be explored because fast food in the ENIGH only 
includes three items and one of them englobes several 
traditional and non-traditional Mexican fast foods. More 
research will be needed to better understand why fast 
food has increased its contribution to GHGE regardless 
of education.

Our study has limitations, especially those related 
to dietary GHGE estimation. First, we used a database 
developed to estimate the dietary carbon footprint in 
European countries, one of the most complete pub-
lic databases available at the time of our analyses. It is 
likely that with globalization, food systems (and associ-
ated GHGE emissions) are becoming more similar across 
countries. Similar estimations of dietary GHGE were 
obtained by Curi-Quinto et  al. [25] in cross-sectional 

data, despite using different GHGE sources. However, 
important local differences in the GHGE linked to spe-
cific foods may still exist and can impact the validity of 
our estimates. Future studies using more comprehensive 
GHGE estimations, such as those recently published by 
Scarborough et al. [26], will increase our understanding 
of the contribution of the food systems to total GHGE. 
Second, we assumed the GHGE contribution of each 
food was the same over time since there is no information 
on the dietary carbon footprint for different years. This is 
a strong assumption considering that supply chains and 
other factors can vary over time and be different by food 
type, political, and socioeconomic factors, among others 
[27]. Specifically, fast food product offerings may have 
increased, which could partially explain the rise in their 
relative contribution to dietary GHGE over time. Yet, we 
could not analyze this category in detail given the limited 
items included in ENIGH. Third, we cannot rule out the 
possibility that dietary GHGE estimates for 2020 were 
atypical given the COVID-19 pandemic, in particular, the 
GHGE for fast food. Finally, the ENIGH surveys added 
food items over time. The added items were derived by 
disaggregating large food groups into small groups (i.e., 
beef was disaggregated into flank steak, breaded beef, 
and beef steak). Thus, we believe that this would have 
minimal impacts on our estimates. However, it is impor-
tant to note that starting in 2006, ENIGH has used the 
same methodology, with no new items added. Trends 
from 2006 onwards seem to be consistent with estimates 
from previous years, strengthening our belief that results 
are comparable over time.

Conclusion
This study suggests that less healthy and sustain-
able foods and beverages, such as fast food and bever-
ages, have replaced more healthy and sustainable foods 
in Mexico, such as corn and legumes, resulting in an 
increase in GHGE, especially amongst the more vulner-
able subgroups of the population. Scientific evidence 
related to the impact of food systems on the environment 
has served to update recommendations to the popula-
tion, such as the dietary guidelines. Our findings provide 
empirical evidence on the food groups that may require 
focus to comply with the recommendations established 
in the recently published 2023 Dietary Guidelines for the 
Mexican Population [23], which seek to improve the pop-
ulation’s health, prevent diseases, and protect the planet.

Abbreviations
GHGE  Greenhouse Gas Emissions
SES  Socioeconomic Status
ENIGH  National Income and Expenditure Survey
SHARP‑ID  SHARP‑ Indicators Database
RDA  Recommended Dietary Allowance
GHGE‑FP  Greenhouse Gas Emissions from food purchases



Page 9 of 10Canto‑Osorio et al. Nutrition Journal           (2024) 23:55  

Supplementary Information
The online version contains supplementary material available at https:// doi. 
org/ 10. 1186/ s12937‑ 024‑ 00955‑z.

Supplementary Material 1.

Acknowledgements
We acknowledge the contribution of all SALURBAL project team members. 
For more information on SALURBAL and to see a full list of investigators, see 
https:// drexel. edu/ lac/ salur bal/ team/.

Authors’ contributions
FCO, DS, and NLO conceptualized the analysis and wrote the first draft. AVDR 
conducted project administration and acquired funding. BL, MUM, TBG, JR, 
and AVDR provided expertise on the data and on the epidemiology of the 
topic. All authors contributed to methodology, manuscript review, and edit‑
ing, had full access to all the data in the study, and had final responsibility for 
the decision to submit for publication.

Funding
This study was financially supported by the Wellcome Trust (205177/Z/16/Z).

Availability of data and materials
Raw data available: Data on food and beverage purchases in Mexican house‑
holds is available at: https://en.www.inegi.org.mx/programas/enigh/nc/2022/
Data on greenhouse gas emissions is available at: https://lifesciences.datasta‑
tions.nl/dataset.xhtml? persistentId=doi:10.17026/dans‑xvh‑x9wz.

Declarations

Ethics approval and consent to participate
ENIGHS participants sign an informed consent.

Consent for publication
Not applicable.

Competing interests
The authors declare no competing interests.

Author details
1 Center for Research in Population Health, National Institute of Public Health, 
Av. Universidad 655, Santa María Ahuacatitlán, Cuernavaca, Morelos 62100, 
Mexico. 2 Dornsife School of Public Health, Drexel University, Philadelphia, PA, 
USA. 3 Center for Research on Health and Nutrition, National Institute of Public 
Health, Cuernavaca, Morelos, Mexico. 4 CONAHCyT–Center for Research 
on Population Health, National Institute of Public Health, Cuernavaca, Morelos, 
Mexico. 

Received: 11 March 2024   Accepted: 2 May 2024

References
 1. Crippa M, Solazzo E, Guizzardi D, Monforti‑Ferrario F, Tubiello FN, Leip 

A. Food systems are responsible for a third of global anthropogenic 
GHG emissions. Nat Food. 2021;2(3):198–209.

 2. Niles MT, Ahuja R, Esquivel MJ, Mango N, Duncan M, Heller M, Tirado C. 
Climate change and food systems: Assessing impacts and opportuni‑
ties. Washington DC: Meridian Institute; 2017.

 3. Rivera JA, Barquera S, Gonzalez‑Cossio T, Olaiz G, Sepulveda J. Nutrition 
transition in Mexico and in other latin American countries. Nutr Rev. 
2004;62(suppl_2):S149–157.

 4. Marrón‑Ponce JA, Tolentino‑Mayo L, Hernández‑F M, Batis C. Trends in 
ultra‑processed food purchases from 1984 to 2016 in Mexican house‑
holds. Nutrients. 2018;11(1):45.

 5. López‑Olmedo N, Stern D, Bakhtsiyarava M, Pérez‑Ferrer C, Langellier B. 
Greenhouse gas emissions associated with the Mexican diet: identifying 
social groups with the largest carbon footprint. Front Nutr. 2022;9:559.

 6. Crippa M, Guizzardi D, Solazzo E, Muntean M, Schaaf E, Monforti‑Ferrario 
F, et al. GHG emissions of all world countries–2021 report. Off Eur Union 
Luxemb. 2021;10:173513.

 7. INEGI. Instituto Nacional de Estadística, Geografía e Informática. Encuesta 
Nacional de Ingresos y Gastos de los Hogares (ENIGH). México: INEGI. 
Disponible en: https:// www. inegi. org. mx/ progr amas/ enigh/ nc/ 2020/. 
Accessed 8 Aug 2023.

 8. Mertens E, Kaptijn G, Kuijsten A, van Zanten H, Geleijnse JM, van Veer P. 
SHARP‑indicators database towards a public database for environmental 
sustainability. Data Brief. 2019;27:104617.

 9. INEGI. Instituto Nacional de Estadística, Geografía e Informática. Censo de 
Población y Vivienda 2020. México: INEGI. Disponible en: https:// www. 
inegi. org. mx/ progr amas/ ccpv/ 2020/.

 10. National Research Council (US) Subcommittee on the tenth edition of 
the recommended dietary allowances. Recommended dietary allow‑
ances. 10th ed. Washington, DC: National Academies Press (US); 1989.

 11. Claro RM, Levy RB, Bandoni DH, Mondini L. Per capita versus adult‑equiv‑
alent estimates of calorie availability in household budget surveys. Cad 
Saude Publica. 2010;26:2188–95.

 12. StataCorp. Stata statistical software: release 17. College Station: StataCorp 
LLC; 2021.

 13. da Silva JT, Garzillo JMF, Rauber F, Kluczkovski A, Rivera XS, da Cruz GL, 
et al. Greenhouse gas emissions, water footprint, and ecological footprint 
of food purchases according to their degree of processing in Brazilian 
metropolitan areas: a time‑series study from 1987 to 2018. Lancet Planet 
Health. 2021;5(11):e775–785.

 14. Wang L, Gao B, Hu Y, Huang W, Cui S. Environmental effects of sustaina‑
bility‑oriented diet transition in China. Resour Conserv Recycl. 2020;158: 
104802.

 15. Bassi C, Maysels R, Anex R. Declining greenhouse gas emissions in the 
US diet (2003–2018): drivers and demographic trends. J Clean Prod. 
2022;351:131465.

 16. Mehlig K, Blomqvist I, Klingberg S, Bianchi M, Sjons J, Hunsberger M, et al. 
Secular trends in diet‑related greenhouse gas emission estimates since 
2000 – a shift towards sustainable diets in Sweden. Public Health Nutr. 
2021;24(12):3916–21 (2021/10/16 ed).

 17. Esteve‑Llorens X, Moreira MT, Feijoo G, González‑García S. Could the eco‑
nomic crisis explain the reduction in the carbon footprint of food? Evi‑
dence from Spain in the last decade. Sci Total Environ. 2021;755:142680.

 18. Popkin BM, Ng SW. The nutrition transition to a stage of high obesity and 
noncommunicable disease prevalence dominated by ultra‑processed 
foods is not inevitable. Obes Rev. 2022;23(1):e13366.

 19. Popkin BM. Urbanization, lifestyle changes and the nutrition transition. 
World Dev. 1999;27(11):1905–16.

 20. Klink U, Mata J, Frank R, Schüz B. Socioeconomic differences in animal 
food consumption: Education rather than income makes a difference. 
Front Nutr. 2022;9:993379. Accessed 15 Mar 2023.

 21. Azizi Fard N, De Francisci Morales G, Mejova Y, Schifanella R. On the inter‑
play between educational attainment and nutrition: a spatially‑aware 
perspective. EPJ Data Sci. 2021;10(1):18.

 22. Bonvecchio Arenas A, Fernández‑Gaxiola AC, Plazas‑Belausteguigoitia M 
, Kaufer‑Horwitz M, Pérez‑Lizaur AB, Rivera Dommarco JA. Guías alimen‑
tarias y de actividad física en contexto de sobrepeso y obesidad en la 
población mexicana. México: Academia Nacional de Medicina; 2015.

 23. SSA, INSP, GISAMAC, UNICEF. Guías alimentarias saludables y sostenibles 
para la población mexicana 2023. México: 2023.

 24. Gaona‑Pineda EB, Rodríguez‑Ramírez S, Medina‑Zacarías MC, Valenzuela‑
Bravo DG, Martinez‑Tapia B, Arango‑Angarita A. Consumidores de grupos 
de alimentos en población mexicana. Ensanut Continua 2020–2022. 
Salud Pública Méx. 2023;65:s248–58.

 25. Curi‑Quinto K, Unar‑Munguía M, Rodríguez‑Ramírez S, Rivera JA, Fanzo J, 
Willett W, et al. Sustainability of diets in Mexico: diet quality, environmen‑
tal footprint, diet cost, and sociodemographic factors. Front Nutr. 2022;9: 
855793.

 26. Scarborough P, Clark M, Cobiac L, Papier K, Knuppel A, Lynch J, et al. 
Vegans, vegetarians, fish‑eaters and meat‑eaters in the UK show discrep‑
ant environmental impacts. Nat Food 1 de julio de. 2023;4(7):565–74.

https://doi.org/10.1186/s12937-024-00955-z
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12937-024-00955-z
https://drexel.edu/lac/salurbal/team/
https://www.inegi.org.mx/programas/enigh/nc/2020/
https://www.inegi.org.mx/programas/ccpv/2020/
https://www.inegi.org.mx/programas/ccpv/2020/


Page 10 of 10Canto‑Osorio et al. Nutrition Journal           (2024) 23:55 

 27. The World Bank. Why is the world facing a food crisis? | The development 
podcast. Disponible en: https:// www. world bank. org/ en/ news/ podca st/ 
2022/ 06/ 10/ world‑ food‑ crisis‑ secur ity‑ hunger‑ supply‑ chains‑ war‑ ukrai 
ne‑ devel opment‑ podca st. Accessed 15 Jan 2024.

Publisher’s Note
Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in pub‑
lished maps and institutional affiliations.

https://www.worldbank.org/en/news/podcast/2022/06/10/world-food-crisis-security-hunger-supply-chains-war-ukraine-development-podcast
https://www.worldbank.org/en/news/podcast/2022/06/10/world-food-crisis-security-hunger-supply-chains-war-ukraine-development-podcast
https://www.worldbank.org/en/news/podcast/2022/06/10/world-food-crisis-security-hunger-supply-chains-war-ukraine-development-podcast

	Trends in the contribution of greenhouse gas emissions from food and beverage purchases in Mexico: 1989–2020
	Abstract 
	Background 
	Methods 
	Results 
	Conclusions 

	Introduction
	Methods
	Data sources
	National Income and Expenditure Survey (ENIGH)

	Household-level GHGEs
	Food and beverage group-level GHGEs
	Education and urbanicity
	Statistical analysis

	Results
	Trends in total GHGE, overall and by education and urbanicity
	Overall trends in the relative contribution of food groups to total GHGE from food purchases (GHGE-FP)
	Trends in the relative contribution of food groups to total GHGE-FP stratified by education
	Trends in the contribution of food groups to total GHGE-FP stratified by urbanicity

	Discussion
	Conclusion
	Acknowledgements
	References


