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A Fundamental Question: Who Uses the Water?
If a tonne of corn is grown in Illinois but consumed in China, is the water
used to grow the corn used by the farmer in Illinois or by the consumer in
China? This may come across as a philosophical or polemical question, but
in an increasingly globalized world, answering this fundamental attribu-
tion question is of critical importance for addressing the issue of water
resources sustainability.
Two major frameworks – the freshwater planetary boundary and the

water footprint – have emerged over the past decade to advance our
understanding of the sustainability of global freshwater resources. The
freshwater planetary boundary quantifies the volume of ‘blue’ water
resources (i.e. water in freshwater lakes, rivers and aquifers) that
humanity can withdraw and still remain within a presumed, safe
ecological operating space (Rockström et al., 2009a). On the other hand,
the water footprint concept measures humanity’s sourcing and use of all
freshwater sources [i.e. blue, ‘green’ (precipitation that evaporates or
transpires through plants) and ‘grey’ (water required to dilute
pollutants)], explicitly recognizing geographical distinctions between
production and consumption regions (Hoekstra and Mekonnen, 2012a).
Both frameworks strive to quantify the sustainable appropriation of
water resources by humanity. The main distinction between the two
approaches is in the attribution of final water ‘use’: The planetary
boundary concept attributes use at the point of withdrawal, while the
water footprint concept attributes use to the consumer, who may be
spatially distinct, yet connected through national, regional and global
trade networks. This inconsistency obscures our understanding of
human appropriation of freshwater resources and the assignment of
responsibility for the stewardship of the water and thus hinders
advancement towards sustainable allocation of water resources, espe-
cially in a globalized world in which the points of withdrawal and
consumption could be as far apart as Illinois and China. Here, we
suggest avenues to overcome these inconsistencies, based on ideas from
socio-hydrology (Sivapalan et al., 2012; Montanari et al., 2013).
What Do We Mean by Water Use?
The freshwater planetary boundary and the water footprint frameworks
guide assessment of the availability, use and sustainability of freshwater
resources by humans across local to global scales. Both frameworks rely on
often-imprecise and variable water accounting terminology, and also have
different objectives. Confusion over what is meant by water use thus stems
from inconsistencies in the language used to report water use, as well as
different framework objectives for the analysis of that use.
3330
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Widely used terms describing ‘water use’ are often
ambiguously defined or misused, leading to confusion and
debate (e.g. Frederiksen and Allen, 2011; Gleick et al.,
2011). ‘Consumptive water use’ refers to water that has
been permanently removed from its surface or groundwa-
ter source because it has evaporated, transpired, been
consumed by people or livestock or otherwise been
removed from the local environment (Vickers, 2001).
‘Water withdrawals’, on the other hand, are simply
quantities of water diverted from a source (Vickers,
2001); the term does not specify the fraction of diverted
water that is consumed. Nevertheless, withdrawals are
often referred to ambiguously as ‘use’. For example, the US
Geological Survey, the agency in the USA that estimates
withdrawals every 5years, refers to their withdrawal data
as water use data. These terms capture aspects related to
local extraction and/or consumption but fail to account for
the final consumer of the water embodied in products,
especially when that consumer is in a distant location. The
freshwater planetary boundary quantifies local with-
drawals, while water footprints are available for both local
consumptive uses of water associated with the production
of goods as well as the final consumer. These inconsistencies
in standard water accounting terminology make compar-
ison across methodologies and frameworks difficult.
The seminal work of Rockström et al. (2009a)

introduced the concept of planetary boundaries –
quantitative, global-scale, biophysical process thresh-
olds whose crossing has unknown, possibly deleterious
or even disastrous, consequences for the earth system
and humanity as a whole. Quantitative planetary
boundaries have been defined for nine earth system
processes, including climate change and rate of
biodiversity loss (Rockström et al., 2009a,2009b). The
freshwater boundary is particularly crucial because the
biophysical and socio-economic processes that define all
other boundaries are strongly dependent upon water
(Gleick, 1993; Gleick et al., 2013; Vörösmarty et al.,
2015). Freshwater resources also present quantification
challenges due to the unique properties of water in the
terrestrial environment (Rockström et al., 2012;
Bogardi et al., 2013; Gerten et al., 2013). Improvements
to the original freshwater boundary account for water’s
uneven spatial and temporal distribution with a river
basin level of analysis (Steffen et al., 2015), which is
especially important in understanding issues of water
scarcity, which are local to regional in scale
(Vörösmarty et al., 2000; Oki and Kanae, 2006;
Molden, 2009). The original estimate of the planetary
boundary for freshwater use was 4000 km3 year�1

(Rockström et al., 2009a), which has been recently
revised to a smaller value of 2800km3year�1 (Gerten
et al., 2013; Steffen et al., 2015). These estimates do not
include green water resources but instead focus on
333Copyright © 2016 John Wiley & Sons, Ltd.
renewable blue water resources (Rockström et al., 1999;
Falkenmark and Rockström, 2004).

Alternately, the water footprint concept – introduced
by Hoekstra and Hung (2002) – seeks to quantify the
total water resources that a community uses through its
consumption of economic goods and services. In this
way, the water footprint is one of a family of
environmental footprints that quantifies how the
production and consumption decisions of humans affect
the availability of natural resources (Global Footprint
Network, 2014). In the case of the water footprint, the
focus is on water resources and how much water is used
to produce the items that we consume in our everyday
lives, including the water that is polluted in the process
and thus rendered unavailable (Hoekstra and
Mekonnen, 2012b; Hoekstra, 2014). As such, quantita-
tive estimates of water footprints exist for blue, green
and grey water resources. The water resources that are
embodied throughout the entire production process of
the goods and/or services that are traded locally,
regionally and globally are referred to as ‘virtual
water’ (Hoekstra and Hung, 2005).

Three Tenets of Sustainability: Environment,
Economy and Equity as Applied to Water
There are three long-established tenets of sustainability:
environment, economics and equity (Rogers et al.,
2002). Indeed, the major goal of both the freshwater
planetary boundary and water footprint concepts is to
guide sustainable water use at the global scale. The
freshwater planetary boundary concept focuses on
measures of local abstractions of physical water
resources, critical levels of which determine global-
level limits for sustainable use. In addition to physical
limits to local withdrawals, the water footprint concept
incorporates important aspects of economics and
equity, as necessitated by the idea of sustainability.
However, the water footprint literature defines ‘sus-
tainable use of physical water resources’ with local caps
to consumptive water use, for example, per river basin
(Hoekstra, 2014). We argue that all three aspects of
sustainability must be included in order to achieve
sustainable appropriation of water resources. As such,
achieving water footprint caps per river basin (envi-
ronment), water footprint benchmarks per product
(economics) and fair water footprint shares per
community or household (equity) should all be consid-
ered integral to the sustainability of water resources.

Human Activities Alter Flows and Stocks of
Freshwater and Thus Its Sustainability
Traditional hydrology focuses on physical flows and
stocks of water in which the watershed is the principal
1 Hydrol. Process. 30, 3330–3336 (2016)
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unit of analysis (Blöschl et al., 2013). Hydrology models
typically rely on physical principles of mass and
momentum balance to determine flows and stocks of
water at a range of space and time scales (Dingman,
2008). Figure 1A presents a conceptual diagram of
physical hydrology. Precipitation represents a key input
of freshwater to the land surface, while evapotranspi-
ration represents a key pathway for freshwater to
return to the atmosphere. Surface freshwater flows
indicate the movement of water over the land surface.
The watershed is the key unit of analysis in physical
hydrology owing to the importance of landscape
topography in determining the surface flow of water.
Watersheds are connected with one another by surface
water routing from upstream to downstream parts
(Islam et al., 2007), e.g. headwaters to estuaries or
deltas, eventually draining into the ocean or – in
relatively rare circumstances – closed inland basins.
Groundwater flows are organized into sub-surface
aquifers and represent an important water resource
for physical hydrologists (Dingman, 2008).

Advances in physical hydrology have enabled great
strides to be made in our understanding of water flows
and stocks on the land surface (Oki and Kanae, 2006)
and in the sub-surface (Wada et al., 2010). However,
physical hydrology often does not incorporate many of
the human-mediated flows and stocks of freshwater. In
the era of the Anthropocene (Crutzen, 2002; Wagener
et al., 2010), it is increasingly important to explicitly
incorporate human dimensions of freshwater use,
manipulation and change, in order to more accurately
understand and predict the distribution of global
Figure 1. Conceptual diagrams of (A) physical hydrology and (B) socio-
physical hydrology. Physical flows and stocks of water (i.e. precipitati

storage) are the focus o
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freshwater resources. Failure to account for direct
and indirect human actions and resulting feedbacks,
such as through water resources infrastructure, will
lead to incorrect estimates of local and global water
scarcity (McDonald et al., 2014). However, human
impacts on the hydrologic cycle are only recently
beginning to be included in regional hydrologic
distortion metrics (e.g. Weiskel et al. (2014)). Even so,
human impacts on freshwater resources are typically
not included as an endogenous process but may be
incorporated simply as a parameter in a model or as an
externally specified driver of the model (Troy et al.,
2015; Levy et al., 2016).
Socio-hydrology is the study of two-way interactions

between human and water systems, which may be
coupled over a range of scales (Sivapalan et al., 2012,
2014). Figure 1B presents a conceptual diagram of socio-
hydrologic flows and stocks (i.e. those that are impacted
by human activities). In this new socio-hydrology
framework, we propose three pathways through which
humans modify hydrologic flows and stocks: internal
modifications, infrastructure-based external transfers
and virtual transfers. First, humans may implement
local, small-scale changes to water resources that are
contained within the watershed unit, such as local
modifications to the land surface (e.g. urbanization or
land cover change), which impact intra-watershed
hydrologic processes, such as runoff (Meierdiercks
et al., 2010). We refer to these human impacts as
‘internal modifications’ in Figure 1B.
Importantly, human activities transgress the physical

boundaries of watersheds, making it critical that
hydrology. The watershed is the major unit of analysis in traditional,
on, evapotranspiration, groundwater flows, surface water flows and
f physical hydrology

2 Hydrol. Process. 30, 3330–3336 (2016)
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watersheds are linked in some way to the social and
economic drivers that operate across different spatial
and temporal boundaries and scales. For example,
humans develop infrastructure in order to alter the flow
or storage of water with the aim of ensuring human
water security, but which, in many cases, compromise
the integrity of aquatic ecosystems and the productive
services they provide (Vörösmarty et al., 2010).
Infrastructure includes both ‘hard’ engineering pro-
jects (McDonald et al., 2011) and ‘soft-path measures’
(Gleick, 2003), such as water allocation rules, demand
management practices (e.g. through pricing) or other
policies that directly and indirectly influence human use
of water resources. Here, institutions may include a
range of human responses to a water resource signal,
which transcend the watershed boundary. This socio-
hydrologic framing enables the consideration of distinct
human responses to water scarcity – such as gover-
nance or infrastructure development – that are
important feedbacks in the coupled human–water
system (Srinivasan et al., 2012). We refer to these
inter-watershed, human-mediated processes (i.e. hard-
path or soft-path measures) that result in physical
transfers as ‘infrastructure transfers’ in Figure 1B.
Globalization Necessitates Multi-scale
Understanding
We live in an increasingly globalized world, in which
exchanges of commodities and services are essential to
the functioning of modern society. These exchanges
connect production in one location (that uses water
resources) with consumption in a distant location. Thus,
local water resources are linked to the global economy
through societal teleconnections (Seto et al., 2012; Liu
et al., 2013). Owing to the increasingly interconnected
nature of modern human society, we therefore need to
explicitly include human activities that operate at
different spatial and temporal scales into traditional
physical hydrology models. We refer to these inter-
watershed human-mediated virtual water exchanges as
‘virtual transfers’ in Figure 1B. Virtual transfers do not
result in changes to physical water budgets but may
affect how people draw upon local water resources and
are essential for understanding patterns of non-local
consumption of water resources.
The importance of sub-global spatial heterogeneity

has prompted an update to the original planetary
boundaries estimate that explicitly links regional and
global spatial scales (Steffen et al., 2015). Initially, the
freshwater planetary boundary was estimated as a
single numeric value at the global scale, although sub-
global spatial heterogeneity was acknowledged
(Rockström et al., 2009a) and has remained a point of
333Copyright © 2016 John Wiley & Sons, Ltd.
debate in the literature (Molden, 2009; Carpenter and
Benett, 2011). To this end, recent efforts have attempted
to reconcile the global scale of the planetary boundaries
concept with the traditionally local scale of hydrology
and water management (Rockström et al., 2012;
Bogardi et al., 2013; Gerten et al., 2013). However, this
approach still fails to capture human-mediated flows of
water that operate at scales incongruent with the
watershed scale, such as infrastructure or virtual
transfers. Additionally, connections between basins
exist, such that some basins may operate within a ‘safe’
operating space at the expense of other ‘less safe’
basins. A palpable difference of opinion also exists
within the community regarding the value of local
(Hering et al., 2015) or the rising necessity of fully
global-scale perspectives (Vörösmarty et al., 2015).

Conversely, regional heterogeneities do not compli-
cate quantification of the global water footprint of
human consumption as they do the freshwater plane-
tary boundary. This is because the global water
footprint of human consumption is a consumption-
based measure (Hoekstra and Mekonnen, 2012a), such
that local, physical heterogeneities do not complicate
the global value. However, the local watershed-level
production footprints must additionally remain below
certain caps in order to fulfil the environmental
requirement of sustainable allocation of freshwater
resources (Hoekstra, 2014). In this way, both the
planetary boundary and water footprint concepts for
freshwater sustainability highlight the importance of
taking a global viewpoint, as advocated by Vörösmarty
et al. (2015), but are subject to different complexities in
terms of how they scale.
Hydrology Models Need to Include Human
Dimensions of Water Use
It is essential that we incorporate understanding of human-
mediated flows and stocks of water into hydrological
analyses so that we can identify the local and/or non-local
causes of unsustainable freshwater use and guide sustain-
able water management across scales. Here, we introduce
the blueprint of a socio-hydrology model that captures
primary interactions in complex water-resource systems.
First, we use a watershed unit of analysis, as is standard in
physical hydrology models. Next, we use a water balance
approach in which both the physical and human-mediated
flows of water are explicitly incorporated into the model.
The addition of social dynamics to hydrological systems
analysis builds upon classical models in physical hydrology
and is intended to represent the societal forces (e.g.
economics, politics, governance and culture) that operate
differently at different scales and within boundaries
different than those of driving hydrological processes.
3 Hydrol. Process. 30, 3330–3336 (2016)
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We present a schematic of a traditional hydrology
model in Figure 2A. Water flows from upstream to
downstream watersheds based upon physical laws in
Figure 2A. The corresponding water balance equation
is provided in Figure 2A. Physical inflows of water are
equated with physical outflows of water. A change in
storage term is included to close the continuity of mass
equation, while an error term is included to account for
measurement or model errors. We suggest a schematic
for a new socio-hydrology model in Figure 2B. In the socio-
hydrology model, physical flows of water still move from
upstream to downstream. However, human-mediated flows
of water now enable water to be transferred between
upstream and downstream watersheds in either direction.
Additionally, each watershed may now be connected with
any other watershed through infrastructure and virtual
water transfers. The corresponding water balance equation
for the socio-hydrology model is provided in Figure 2B,
although water balance closure may not occur because
socially mediated flows are not simple mass balances.

Infrastructure and virtual water transfers in the
socio-hydrology water balance model represent human-
mediated transfers of water. As these transfers occur
for societal reasons (e.g. price, technology and human
perceptions of environment), they are driven by
Figure 2. Schematic of (A) physical and (B) proposed socio-hydrology
water balance models. Panel (A) presents a schematic of two
watersheds connected through physical water flows that move from
upstream watersheds to downstream watersheds. The water balance
equation represents the physical water flows of the downstream
watershed. Physical inflows include precipitation, groundwater flows
and surface water flows; physical outflows include evapotranspiration,
groundwater flows and surface water flows; ΔS indicates the change in
storage term; and ξ indicates the error term. The physical flows that
connect watershed units are highlighted with blue arrows and text.
Panel (B) presents additional human-mediated flows of water to the
traditional, physical water balance approach. In (B), infrastructure
flows (purple) and virtual water flows (red) connect watershed units
with one another in ways that break the traditional upstream–
downstream flow trajectory, as well as connect distant watersheds

333Copyright © 2016 John Wiley & Sons, Ltd.
underlying socio-economic (supply and demand) and
cultural processes (Reimer, 2012; Debaere, 2014). Costs
of constructing the necessary water resources and
transportation infrastructure (Lin et al., 2014) – while
accounting for relevant policies, government subsidies
or cultural values – would impact the price and,
therefore, the demand for those transfers of water
resources. There are many alternate formulations that
could be used to model the socio-economic drivers of
infrastructure or virtual water transfers, such as the
gravity model of trade (Tinbergen, 1962), or parame-
terization of existing infrastructure based on empirical
data (McDonald et al., 2011). We do not specify the
underlying socio-economic functional forms here but
highlight that it is important that the chosen functional
form is capable of operating across watershed units.
The socio-hydrology model incorporates multi-scale

complexities, such that the global impact of human
water appropriation would be more than the individual
use impacts across all of the local watershed units. The
watershed units are connected through global economic
teleconnections, and there is potential for this to lead to
emergent behaviour that is difficult to predict from
local-scale understanding alone. Importantly, the socio-
hydrology model that we present here explicitly
acknowledges that human actions (infrastructure and
virtual water trade) modify local-level water resources
in a way that is consistent with the global and sub-
global scales yet true to the physical watershed scale.
We suggest that this socio-hydrology model provides an
opportunity to operationalize links between regional
and global spatial scales, which has been suggested by
Steffen et al. (2015) to move the planetary boundaries
concept forward. Critically, this socio-hydrology model
could be operationalized at regional scales to identify
the capacity of current and future infrastructure to
address sub-regional water shortages. This socio-
hydrologically informed water balance could then be
scaled up to larger spatial extents to match sub-national
and national decision-making jurisdictions, which often
do not overlap with the geographic boundaries defined
by hydrological systems.
By incorporating human–water interactions and feed-

backs at the scale of watersheds, the model is able to assess
issues of local water availability at a scale commensurate
with human decision-making and yet assess how these are
up-scaled to regional, national and global scales and
ultimately reflected in the freshwater planetary boundary.
Likewise, the availability of such a fully configured multi-
scale model can serve as a useful instrument to cascade
global-scale decisions and policy prescriptions (i.e. in light of
the planetary boundary) down to smaller national, regional
and watershed scales at which human decisions are made.
A further advantage of a coupled socio-hydrology model is
4 Hydrol. Process. 30, 3330–3336 (2016)
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that it enables tracking of the propagation of changes in
both exogenous drivers (i.e. climate change) and endoge-
nous processes (i.e. human responses to water scarcity or
surplus), resulting in an ability not only to monitor the time
evolution of the freshwater planetary boundary but also to
use it as an indicator of how changes in human values,
preferences and behaviours manifest at the global scale
(Thompson et al., 2013; Vörösmarty et al., 2013).

Concluding Remarks
The planetary boundary and water footprint concepts
have energized both scientific and policy circles,
providing a tremendous opportunity to bring together
diverse research in sustainable water resources. A
major distinction between the two approaches is in their
attribution of water ‘use’, which leads to inconsistencies
in our understanding of the human appropriation of
freshwater resources and hinders advancement towards
water resources sustainability in a globalized world. To
reconcile these differences, we presented a blueprint of
a socio-hydrology model that could be used to explicitly
track both the supply and demand flows of water
resources to better understand the use of water,
reconciling the planetary boundary and water footprint
concepts. We hope these key socio-hydrology concepts
will be incorporated into future model development
efforts and help us to more clearly articulate water use
and its degree of sustainability.
Acknowledgements
This work would not have been possible without the
support of the National Socio-Environmental Synthesis
Center (SESYNC) – NSF award DBI-1052875. We
thank participants of the SESYNC workshop series
‘Towards socio-hydrologic synthesis: Modeling the
co-evolutionary dynamics of coupled human, water,
and ecological system’ for discussions that informed
this paper. The present work was (partially) developed
within the framework of the Panta Rhei Research
Initiative of the International Association of Hydrolog-
ical Sciences (IAHS).
References
Blöschl G, Sivapalan M, Wagener T, Viglione A, Savenije H. 2013.
Runoff Predictions in Ungauged Basins: A Synthesis Across Processes,
Places and Scales. Cambridge University Press: Cambridge, UK; 500.

Bogardi JJ, Fekete BM, Vörösmarty CJ. 2013. Planetary boundaries
revisited: a view through the ‘water lens’. Current Opinion in
Environmental Sustainability 5: 581–589. DOI:10.1016/j.
cosust.2013.10.006

Carpenter SR, Benett EM. 2011. Reconsideration of the planetary
boundary for phosphorus. Environmental Research Letters 6:
DOI:10.1088/1748-9326/6/1/014009
333Copyright © 2016 John Wiley & Sons, Ltd.
Crutzen PJ. 2002. Geology of mankind. Nature 415(23): DOI:10.1038/
415023a

Debaere P. 2014. The global economics of water: is water a source of
comparative advantage? American Economic Journal: Applied
Economics 6(2): 32–48. DOI:10.1257/app.6.2.32

Dingman SL. 2008. Physical Hydrology, 2nd edition. Waveland Press,
Inc: Long Grove, Illinois, USA; 656.

Falkenmark M, Rockström J. 2004. Balancing Water for Humans and
Nature. Earthscan: London, UK.

Frederiksen HD, Allen RG. 2011. A common basis for analysis,
evaluation and comparison of offstream water uses. Water Interna-
tional 36(3): 266–282. DOI:10.1080/02508060.2011.580449

Gerten D, Hoff H, Rockströmm J, Jagermeyr J, Kummu M, Pastor
AV. 2013. Towards a revised planetary boundary for consumptive
freshwater use: role of environmental flow requirements. Current
Opinion in Environmental Sustainability 5: 551–558. DOI:10.1016/j.
cosust.2013.11.001

Gleick P. 1993. Water in Crisis: A Guide to the World’s Fresh Water
Resources. Oxford University Press, Inc: New York; 473.

Gleick PH. 2003. Global freshwater resources: soft-path solutions for
the 21st century. Science 302(5650): 1524–1528. DOI:10.1126/sci-
ence.1089967

Gleick PH, Christian-Smith J, Cooley H. 2011. Water-use efficiency
and productivity: rethinking the basin approach. Water International
36(7): 784–798. DOI:10.1080/02508060.2011.631873

Gleick PH, Cooley H, Famiglietti JS, Lettenmaier DP, Oki T,
Vörösmarty CJ, Wood EF. 2013. Improving understanding of the
global hydrologic cycle: observation and analysis of the climate
system: the global water cycle. In Climate Science for Serving Society:
Research, Modeling and Prediction Priorities, Asrar G, Hurrell J (eds).
Springer: New York, NY, USA; 151–184. DOI:10.1007/978-94-007-
6692-16

Global Footprint Network 2014. Annual report.

Hering J, Sedlak D, Tortajada C, Biswas AK, Niwagaba C, Breu T.
2015. Local perspectives on water. Science 349(6247): 479–480.
DOI:10.1126/science.aac5902

Hoekstra AY. 2014. Sustainable, efficient, and equitable water use:
the three pillars under wise freshwater allocation. WIREs Water 1:
31–40. DOI:10.1002/wat2.1000

Hoekstra A, Hung P. 2002. Virtual water trade: a quantification of
virtual water flows between nations in relation to international crop
trade, 11, 166 pp.

Hoekstra A, Hung P. 2005. Globalisation of water resources:
international virtual water flows in relation to crop trade. Global
Environmental Change 15: 45–56.

Hoekstra A, Mekonnen M. 2012a. The water footprint of humanity.
PNAS 109(9): 32323237. DOI:10.1073/pnas.1109936109

Hoekstra AY, Mekonnen MM. 2012b. The water footprint of
humanity. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences 13:
DOI:10.1073/pnas.1109936109

Islam MS, Oki T, Kanae S, Hanasaki N, Agata Y, Yoshimura K. 2007.
A grid-based assessment of global water scarcity including virtual
water trading. Water Resources Management 21: 19–33. DOI:10.1007/
s11269-006-9038-y

Levy MC, Garcia M, Blair P, Chen X, Gomes SL, Gower DB, Grames
J, Kuil L, Liu Y, Marston L, McCord PF, Roobavannan M, Zeng R.
2016. Wicked but worth it: student perspectives on socio-hydrology.
Hydrological Processes pp. n/a–n/a DOI:10.1002/hyp.10791

Lin X, Dang Q, Konar M. 2014. A network analysis of food flows
within the United States of America. Environmental Science and
Technology 48(10): 5439–5447. DOI:10.1021/es500471d

Liu J, Hull V, Batistella M, DeFries R, Dietz T, Fu F, Hertel TW,
Izaurralde RC, Lambin EF, Li S, Martinelli LA, McConnell WJ,
5 Hydrol. Process. 30, 3330–3336 (2016)

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.cosust.2013.10.006
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.cosust.2013.10.006
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1748-9326/6/1/014009
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/415023a
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/415023a
http://dx.doi.org/10.1257/app.6.2.32
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/02508060.2011.580449
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.cosust.2013.11.001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.cosust.2013.11.001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1126/science.1089967
http://dx.doi.org/10.1126/science.1089967
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/02508060.2011.631873
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-94-007-6692-16
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-94-007-6692-16
http://dx.doi.org/10.1126/science.aac5902
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/wat2.1000
http://dx.doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1109936109
http://dx.doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1109936109
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11269-006-9038-y
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11269-006-9038-y
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/hyp.10791
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/es500471d


M. KONAR ET AL.
Moran EF, Naylor R, Ouyang Z, Polenske KR, Reenberg A, de
Miranda Rocha G, Simmons CS, Verburg PH, Vitousek PM, Zhang
F, Zhu C. 2013. Framing sustainability in a telecoupled world.
Ecology and Society 18(2): DOI:10.5751/ES-05873-180226

McDonald RI, Green P, Balk D, Fekete BM, Revenga C, Todd M,
Montgomery M. 2011. Urban growth, climate change, and freshwater
availability. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences 108(15):
6312–6317. DOI:10.1073/pnas.1011615108

McDonald RI, Weber K, Padowski J, Florke M, Schneider C, Green
PA, Gleeson T, Eckman S, Lehner B, Balk D, Boucher T, Grill G,
Montgomery M. 2014. Water on an urban planet: urbanization and
the reach of urban water infrastructure. Global Environmental
Change 27: 96–105. DOI:10.1016/j.gloenvcha.2014.04.022

Meierdiercks KL, Smith JA, Baeck ML, Miller AJ. 2010. Heteroge-
neity of hydrologic response in urban watersheds. Journal of the
American Water Resources Association 46(6): 1221–1237.
DOI:10.1111/j.1752-1688.2010.00487.x

Molden D. 2009. The devil is in the detail. Nature 3: DOI:10.1038/
climate.2009.97

Montanari A, Young G, Savenije H, Hughes D, Wagener T, Ren L,
Koutsoyiannis D, Cudennec C, Toth E, Grimaldi S, Blöschl G,
Sivapalan M, Beven K, Gupta H, Hipsey M, Schaefli B, Arheimer B,
Boegh E, Schymanski S, Baldassarre GD, Yu B, Hubert P, Huang Y,
Schumann A, Post D, Srinivasan V, Harman C, Thompson S, Rogger
M, Viglione A, McMillana H, Characklis G, Panga Z, Belyaeva V.
2013. Panta Rhei – everything flows: change in hydrology and society
– the IAHS scientific decade 2013–2022.Hydrological Sciences Journal
58: 12561275. DOI:10.1080/02626667.2013.809088

Oki T, Kanae S. 2006. Global hydrologic cycles and world water
resources. Science 313(5790): 1068–1072. DOI:10.1126/sci-
ence.1128845

Reimer JJ. 2012. On the economics of virtual water trade. Ecological
Economics 75: 135–139. DOI:10.1016/j.ecolecon.2012.01.011

Rockström J, Gordon L, Falkenmark M, Folke C, Engvall M. 1999.
Linkages among water vapor flows, food production and terrestrial
ecosystem services. Conservation Ecology 3: 1–28.

Rockström J, Steffen W, Noone K, Persson A, Chapin FS, Lambin
EF, Lenton TM, Scheffer M, Folke C, Schellnhuber HJ, Nykvist B, de
Wit CA, Hughes T, van der Leeuw S, Rodhe H, Srlin S, Snyder PK,
Costanza R, Svedin U, Falkenmark M, Karlberg L, Corell RW, Fabry
VJ, Hansen J, Walker B, Liverman D, Richardson K, Crutzen P,
Foley JA. 2009a. A safe operating space for humanity. Nature 461:

Rockström J, Steffen W, Noone K, Persson A, Chapin FS, Lambin
EF, Lenton TM, Scheffer M, Folke C, Schellnhuber HJ, Nykvist B, de
Wit CA, Hughes T, van der Leeuw S, Rodhe H, Srlin S, Snyder PK,
Costanza R, Svedin U, Falkenmark M, Karlberg L, Corell RW, Fabry
VJ, Hansen J, Walker B, Liverman D, Richardson K, Crutzen P,
Foley JA. 2009b. Planetary boundaries: exploring the safe operating
space for humanity. Ecology and Society 14(2):

Rockström J, Falkenmark M, Lannerstad M, Karlberg L. 2012. The
planetary water drama: dual task of feeding humanity and curbing
climate change. Geophysical Research Letters 39(L15401):
DOI:10.1029/2012GL051688

Rogers P, de Silva R, Bhatia R. 2002. Water is an economic good: how
to use prices to promote equity, efficiency, and sustainability. Water
Policy 4(1): 1–17. DOI:10.1016/S1366-7017(02)00004-1

Seto KC, Reenberg A, Boone CG, Fragkias M, Haase D, Langanke T,
Marcotullio P, Munroe DK, Olah B, Simon D. 2012. Urban land
333Copyright © 2016 John Wiley & Sons, Ltd.
teleconnections and sustainability. Proceedings of the National
Academy of Sciences 109(20): DOI:10.1073/pnas.1117622109

Sivapalan M, Savenije H, Blöschl G. 2012. Socio-hydrology: a new
science of people and water. Hydrological Processes 26: 1270–1276.
DOI:10.1002/hyp.8426

Sivapalan M, Konar M, Srinivisan V, Chhatre A, Wutich A, Scott C,
Wescoat J, Rodriguez-Iturbe I. 2014. Socio-hydrology: use-inspired
water sustainability science for the Anthropocene. Earth’s Future 2
(4): 225–230. DOI:10.1002/2013EF000164

Srinivasan V, Lambin EF, Gorelick S, Thompson B, Rozelle S. 2012.
The nature and causes of the global water crisis: syndromes from a
meta-analysis of coupled human–water studies. Water Resources
Research 48(10): W10,516. DOI:10.1029/2011WR011087

Steffen W, Richardson K, Rockström J, Cornell SE, Fetzer I, Bennett
EM, Biggs R, Carpenter SR, de Vries W, de Wit CA, Folke C, Gerten
D, Heinke J, Mace GM, Persson LM, Ramanathan V, Reyers B,
Sörlin S. 2015. Planetary boundaries: guiding human development on
a changing planet. Science DOI:10.1126/science.1259855

Thompson S, Sivapalan M, Harman C, Srinivasan V, Hipsey M, Reed
P, Montanari A, Blöschl G. 2013. Developing predictive insight into
changing water systems: use-inspired hydrologic science for the
Anthropocene. Hydrology and Earth System Sciences 17: 50135039.
DOI:10.5194/hess-17-5013-2013

Tinbergen J. 1962. Shaping the World Economy: An Analysis of
World Trade Flows. Twentieth Century Fund: New York, NY.

Troy T, Konar M, Srinivasan V, Thompson S. 2015. Moving
sociohydrology forward: a synthesis across studies. Hydrology and
Earth System Sciences 19: 3667–3679. DOI:10.5194/hess-19-3667-2015

Vickers A. 2001. Handbook of Water Use and Conservation.
WaterPlow Press: Amherst, Massachusetts, USA; 464.

Vörösmarty CJ, Green P, Salisbury J, Lammers RB. 2000. Global
water resources: vulnerability from climate change and population
growth. Science 289(5477): 284–288. DOI:10.1126/sci -
ence.289.5477.284

Vörösmarty CJ, McIntyre P, Gessner M, Dudgeon D, Prusevich A,
Green P, Glidden S, Bunn S, Sullivan C, Liermann CR, Davies P.
2010. Global threats to human water security and river biodiversity.
Nature 467: 555–561. DOI:10.1038/nature09440

Vörösmarty CJ, Pahl-Wostl C, Bunn SE, Lawford R. 2013. Global
water, the Anthropocene and the transformation of a science. Current
Opinion in Environmental Sustainability 5: 539550. DOI:10.1016/j.
cosust.2013.10.005

Vörösmarty CJ, Hoekstra A, Bunn S, Conway D, Gupta J. 2015.
Fresh water goes global. Science 349(6247): 478–479. DOI:10.1126/
science.aac6009

Wada Y, van Beek LPH, van Kempen CM, Reckman JWTM, Vasak
S, Bierkens MFP. 2010. Global depletion of groundwater resources.
Geophysical Research Letters 37(20): DOI:10.1029/2010GL044571

Wagener T, Sivapalan M, Troch PA, McGlynn BL, Harman CJ,
Gupta HV, Kumar P, Rao PSC, Basu NB, Wilson JS. 2010. The
future of hydrology: an evolving science for a changing world.
Water Resources Research 46(5): W05,301. DOI:10.1029/
2009WR008906

Weiskel P, Wolock D, Zarriello P, Vogel R, Levin S, Lent R. 2014.
Hydroclimatic regimes: a distributed water-balance framework for
hydrologic assessment, classification, and management. Hydrology and
Earth System Sciences 18: 3855–3872. DOI:10.5194/hess-18-3855-2014
6 Hydrol. Process. 30, 3330–3336 (2016)

http://dx.doi.org/10.5751/ES-05873-180226
http://dx.doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1011615108
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.gloenvcha.2014.04.022
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1752-1688.2010.00487.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/climate.2009.97
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/climate.2009.97
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/02626667.2013.809088
http://dx.doi.org/10.1126/science.1128845
http://dx.doi.org/10.1126/science.1128845
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2012.01.011
http://dx.doi.org/10.1029/2012GL051688
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S1366-7017(02)00004-1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1117622109
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/hyp.8426
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/2013EF000164
http://dx.doi.org/10.1029/2011WR011087
http://dx.doi.org/10.1126/science.1259855
http://dx.doi.org/10.5194/hess-17-5013-2013
http://dx.doi.org/10.5194/hess-19-3667-2015
http://dx.doi.org/10.1126/science.289.5477.284
http://dx.doi.org/10.1126/science.289.5477.284
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/nature09440
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.cosust.2013.10.005
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.cosust.2013.10.005
http://dx.doi.org/10.1126/science.aac6009
http://dx.doi.org/10.1126/science.aac6009
http://dx.doi.org/10.1029/2010GL044571
http://dx.doi.org/10.1029/2009WR008906
http://dx.doi.org/10.1029/2009WR008906
http://dx.doi.org/10.5194/hess-18-3855-2014

