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Inequality in economic shock exposures across the global firm-level supply network
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For centuries, national economies created wealth by engaging in international trade and produc-
tion. The resulting international supply networks not only increase wealth for countries, but also
create systemic risk: economic shocks, triggered by company failures in one country, may propa-
gate to other countries. Using global supply network data on the firm-level, we present a method
to estimate a country’s exposure to direct and indirect economic losses caused by the failure of a
company in another country. We show the network of systemic risk-flows across the world. We find
that rich countries expose poor countries much more to systemic risk than the other way round. We
demonstrate that higher systemic risk levels are not compensated with a risk premium in GDP, nor
do they correlate with economic growth. Systemic risk around the globe appears to be distributed
more unequally than wealth. These findings put the often praised benefits for developing countries
from globalized production in a new light, since they relate them to the involved risks in the pro-
duction processes. Exposure risks present a new dimension of global inequality, that most affects

the poor in supply shock crises. It becomes fully quantifiable with the proposed method.

Interconnected supply chains forming complex net-
works span the globe as a consequence of centuries of
globalization [I]. International production and trade
played an essential role in increasing economic growth [2-
4], reducing global income inequality, especially due to
above average growth in China and South Asia [5], and
has been argued to positively affect sustainable devel-
opment [6]. Previous studies also argued that interna-
tional production can have negative effects. Globaliza-
tion allowed firms to execute strongly polluting tasks
abroad [fHI0] and to outsource labor intensive tasks to
countries with weaker labor-rights [11, [I2] or unsafe or
violent working conditions [I3HI5]. International trade
creates demand for and facilitates the spread of prob-
lematic goods such as conflict minerals [16]. Importantly,
international trade relations also act as direct and indi-
rect transmission channels for economic shocks, such as
supply or demand reductions [T7H20)].

Several recent works show that production networks
act as transmission channels for economic shocks. A
study on natural disasters in the United States [21] finds
substantial evidence that shocks propagate from sup-
pliers to customers. Similarly, shock spreading on the
firm-level production network subsequent to the Great
East Japan Earthquake 2011 has been estimated to have
caused a drop in 2.4% of GDP, more than 100 times more
than the immediate direct losses [22]. In a similar study,
the effect of the Great East Japan Earthquake has been
estimated to have caused a significant 0.47 percentage
point decline in Japan’s real GDP growth [23]. In the
short term, some firms were affected orders of magnitude
stronger. Further, the Great East Japan Earthquake
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also provided evidence for the cross-country spread of
economic shocks. Using firm-level data [24] shows that
close affiliates of Japanese corporations in the USA ex-
perienced large drops in output in the months following
the earthquake.

So far, risks of international economic shock propaga-
tion are typically studied on highly aggregated flows of
goods between countries [I7H20, 25]. However, the in-
tricate topology of the firm-level global supply network
has a potentially crucial role for how economic shocks
spread across countries. The importance of knowing the
detailed network topology for understanding the spread-
ing of shocks has been shown extensively in the finance
literature. Shock propagation mechanisms were first de-
veloped for financial networks, consisting of banks and
liabilities between them [26H3I]. The potential of a lo-
cal disruption, e.g. the default of a single bank, causing
a system-wide large disruption in a financial network (fi-
nancial crisis) is called its systemic risk. A full assessment
of the exposures created by a financial agent and thus its
systemic risk contribution to the system is not just given
by its size (i.e. the sum of its direct exposures), but de-
pends crucially on its position in the network. Reason-
able quantification of systemic risk involves the detailed
knowledge of financial networks; A particularly practical
quantity (network centrality measure) is the DebtRank
[28, 29| 32, B3] that relates the failure of a bank to the
caused systemic losses.

Only recently, these ideas were applied and general-
ized to the real economy and supply networks [34]. In
networks formed by the supply-demand interactions be-
tween firms, the default of a single company may cause
—through cascading dynamics— disruptions in large parts
of the system. A corresponding Economic Systemic
Risk Index was developed specifically for production net-
works [35]. In a similar direction, agent-based-modelling
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FIG. 1. Shock propagation on a firm-level global supply network. (a) A cascade of production reduction in a toy economy of
three nations and nine firms, subsequent to the default of firm 1, marked by a red cross. The filling of the nodes (pie chart)
indicates their remaining production level after the shock propagated. The production of a firm is reduced proportional to
the relative amount of inputs not available. (b) Exposures to production losses between the three countries from single firm
failures. The expected downstream exposure country ¢ poses to country d, ESZ, ., is measured as the expected production loss
in country d if a random firm in country c¢ defaults. Green (magenta) indicates low (high) exposure to expected production
losses. (c) Number of links between two countries, A°?. Green (magenta) indicates low (high) number of direct links. The
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country-adjacency matrix A°? is a poor predictor of ESZ, . highlighting the relevance of the of intra-country network topology.

approaches for estimating the economic cost of the fail-
ure of a group of firms, known as regional adaptive input
output models, have been developed in the context of
(natural) disaster impact assessment [22] [36H38].

Works of this kind demonstrate that network effects on
the firm level are relevant and are too large to be ignored.
The standard approach of quantifying exposures is the
input-output (IO) analysis on the sector-level. There,
all networks below the sector level are ignored. Illustra-
tive examples of shock spreading on the single firm level
are the global shortage in hard drives subsequent to the
2011 flood in Thailand [39], or the ongoing shortage in
computer chips [40, 4I]. In the wake of the COVID-19
crisis, the distress of one firm —Taiwan Semiconductor
Manufacturing Company, Limited— lead to production
interruptions and layoffs in companies on the other side
of the globe, e.g. in European and US car manufacturers
42} 43].

The underlying principle of the above approaches is
the understanding of shock propagation on the under-
lying economic networks in combination with the corre-
sponding actual economic mechanics. Note that there
are important differences between financial and produc-
tion networks. In the former links (assets and liabilities)
are stock quantities, while in the latter links represent
traded goods and services which are flow quantities. In
this work we focus on production networks and their sys-
temic risks only. In Fig. we show the situation for
a cascading failure in an international production net-
work subsequent to the failure of an initial node, firm 1,
marked by the red cross. Because firm 1 will no longer
produce any goods, it cannot supply inputs to firms 2

and 3, so they have to reduce their production as well
and cannot supply to their customers (ignoring potential
substitution effects). Iterating this logic leads to a new
stable configuration of reduced production levels shown
in Fig.[Th. The filling of the nodes mark the reduction in
economic activity (production). In the case of a supply
shock, we call this mechanism the downstream propaga-
tion of shocks or the downstream cascade. The same logic
applies to demand reductions that propagate upstream,
or equivalently, cause an upstream cascade (not shown).

The argument that all involved parties benefit from in-
ternational trade dates back to David Ricardo’s theory
of comparative advantage [44]. However, because trade
links can act as channels for shock transmission in pro-
duction networks, it exposes firms and countries to risks
they usually can neither assess, nor control. Therefore,
quantitative measures are needed that allow us to com-
pare the benefits with the inherent production risks of a
globalized economy. Here we develop a novel measure to
quantify a country’s exposure to economic shocks from
international production and trade, based on a micro-
scopic shock propagation mechanism. It is an estimate
for the expected economic loss a country is exposed to
if an arbitrary firm fails in another country. As such it
is also a novel measure for a country’s resilience to sup-
ply network shocks originating in other countries. For
this, we define the direct exposure to be the production
losses caused by a (temporary) production failure of a di-
rect supplier (customer) firm. Indirect —or, equivalently,
higher order— exposures result from the propagation of
the direct shocks along indirect supply relations (sup-
plier of a supplier and so forth). In the following, the
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FIG. 2. Exposures between countries in the international supply network, aggregated to the country level. (a) Expected
fraction of the economy affected in country d, following a (random) firm default in country ¢, ESZ,, (in logarithmic scale).
Lines and columns are sorted by continent and region, Africa (AF), Asia (AS), Oceania and Australia (OC), Europe (EU),
North America (NA), and South America (SA). Exposures are highest along the diagonal. One can clearly see a regional
block structure indicating large exposures within regions and economic blocks. This is especially visible for AS, SA, AF. We
find prominent horizontal lines (magenta), indicating that some countries create exposure well beyond their geographic region,

exposing almost all other countries. A lager representation with all values and individual country numbering can be found in
SI Fig. (b) Country-level adjacency matrix, A°?, showing the number of firm-firm inks from country ¢ to country d, in the
same order as in panel (a). To avoid problems with the logarithmic scale, we add 1 to every entry before taking the log.

term ‘exposure’ refers to the sum of direct and indirect
exposures. We can then quantify differences in the coun-
tries’ risk exposures, and discover how these exposures
are distributed across the globe. The estimated expo-
sures can then be put into perspective with measures of
gains from globalized production and trade. We focus on
an accurate description of international economic shock
propagation and compare the exposure to direct and in-
direct production losses with GDP growth, as a straight
forward proxy for profits from globalized production and
trade.

We use a global firm data set, see Materials and Meth-
ods, as a starting point to reconstruct an international
firm-firm supply network. We use it to compute a number
different exposures, based on the concept of DebtRank,
see SI Text 1. While DebtRank R; in its basic form
quantifies the systemic relevance of a node by aggregat-
ing the losses it could cause in the entire network, here we
generalize it such that the systemic relevance of firms to
specific countries can be quantified. We thus adapt the
cascading mechanism underlying R; on supply networks
in [34] to quantify the effect of the failure of each single
firm on every national economy. We define the following
quantities:

The Country-Firm Ezposure, EZ, of country d to firm
i, quantifies the fraction of the national production of
country, d, that is lost in case of firm 4’s failure. This in-
cludes direct and indirect shocks transmitted through the
network; for details, see Materials and Methods. We de-

fine the Country-Country Exposure, E°?, as the expected
exposure of a country d to production losses originating
from random firm failures in country c¢. Assuming that
the default probability for firm i is p;, it is calculated by
forming the expectation values over all production losses,
Eed =3 e piE/|CC|, where i is located in country ¢
and |C¢| is the number of firms in country c. Lacking in-
formation on firm default probabilities, we assume equal
p; for all firms in a country. Note that the expected
exposure, £ measures the robustness of country d to
shocks from country ¢, low (high) values imply high (low)
robustness. £°¢ measures a country’s relative production
reduction. For absolute numbers, we define a country’s
Country-Country Exposed Value, V°, by multiplying the
relative expected exposure with the economic size ¢¢ of
the affected country, V¢ = k?E°d. We approximate a
firm’s size by its number of links, k;, and the economic
size of a country by the sum of its firm-sizes, the to-
tal degree, k¢ = >, . k;. To distinguish between up-
and downstream effects, we define the above measures
for both up- (ES%) and downstream (E52,,.) separately.

down

We define the total (imported) exposure as E4 = Y E°?.

We exemplify the quantities by calculating them for
the toy example in Fig. [Th. The default of firm 1 causes
production in country B to drop by Ef = 75%. The
default of firm 2, as shown in SI Fig. SI Text 2, has
no effect on country B, EF = 0%. If we randomly pick a
firm in country A, now the expected country exposure is
the average of the two firms EAZ = (04-0.75)/2 = 0.375.



Figure shows the Edcffwn matrix for the toy network
in panel a; dark magenta means high, green means low
exposures, respectively. Country A creates the most risk,
affecting B and C; C creates the lowest, affecting only it-
self. For every row the highest value is found in the diag-
onal, highlighting that firms within countries expose each
other stronger among themselves than between countries.
The comparison of ES¢ in Fig. with the number of

down

links between countries A4 = ZiGCC, cca Aij in Fig.
indicates that the systemic risk spreadiing dynamics con-
tains a lot of effects that are not visible when only consid-
ering the links between countries. Both for directly and
indirectly connected countries, much of the heterogene-
ity in shock spreading is lost when ignoring the firm-level
network topology. The information loss by aggregation
is best seen when comparing different realizations of the
firm-firm level supply network, A;;, that have the same
country-level aggregation, A°?. For example, if we rewire
the outgoing link of firm 5, such that it now supplies firm
2 instead of firm 1, we preserve the number of links be-
tween countries A°?, but the exposure of countries A and
C to B would be substantially larger than compared to
the situation shown in Fig.

RESULTS

First we analyze the network structure of the expected
exposure between countries, 5%, . We find that country
country exposures cluster in geographic regions. We see
this by sorting the countries according to regions and con-
tinents in Fig. |2l Figure [2a shows Edcgwn; panel b shows
the number of firm-firm links, A°?, between countries ¢
and d. Quantities are in logarithmic scale. The strongest
connectivity and exposure is found within countries, as
seen in the high values along the diagonal in the A°* and
Esd  matrices. The effect is much stronger for ES¢,
than for A%

Economic exposure can be expected to be strong be-
tween countries in the same geographic or economic re-
gion, such as the European Union or the United States-
Mexico-Canada Agreement. Figure Eligwn clearly
shows a corresponding block-diagonal structure, high-
lighting closely connected regions on all continents, even
differentiating between sub-regions, such as northern and
sub-Sahara Africa. Further prominent blocks are seen in
the middle east and south Asia, eastern Europe, in con-
trast to northern, southern and western Furope which
expose almost all countries, and South America. The
magenta colored horizontal lines in Fig. [2a indicate that
some countries export downstream exposures to almost
all other countries. They are particularly notable for
a block of western European, several Asian and North
American countries. Rich economies appear to expose
countries beyond their own region. For a more detailed
visualization and discussion of ESZ, . containing single

country indices, see SI Fig. and SI Text 3. For A%
presented in Fig. 2, these structures are only barely vis-
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ible, except faintly for parts of Europe (EU), Asia (AS)
or South America (SA). In SI Text 4, we investigate this
aspect further by comparing the exposed value V¢ to
the average number of links from firms in country ¢ to
country d, k°¢. Although V°* and k°? are highly corre-
lated (Pearson’s r = 0.93, p < 10~1%), we find variations
of up to two orders of magnitude in V' for a given k°?,

see SI Fig. [S3
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FIG. 3. Exposures between high-, middle, and low income
coutries. (a) Exposure (log-scale) between firms separated
into low-, middle- and high-income groups based on their
country’s GDP per capita. Firms in middle-income coun-
tries experience the largest amount of exposure and high-
income countries are mostly exposed to other high-income
countries. Firms in low income countries are much more ex-
posed than they expose others. SI Table [S]] lists the income
group for each country. (b) GDP per capita plotted against
total exposure, ES . A significant negative correlation of
r = 0.52,p < 107% highlights that higher exposure is con-
nected to lower income per capita. The red line represents
the log-log ordinary least squares regression fit to the data of
form y ~ z =131,

The obvious asymmetry in Eggwn in Fig. sug-
gests large differences in how systemic risk is distributed
around the globe and that exposure to economic losses is
usually not reciprocal. In Fig. Bp we change the aggre-
gation scale to three income groups, containing the same
number of countries, based on their GDP per capita —
low, middle and high. We plot the respective E9", where
g and h denote the respective country income groups.
Three facts become obvious. First, firms in high in-
come countries export much more distress to middle and
lower income groups than they import from these. Sec-
ond, firms in high and middle income countries are most
exposed to firms in countries from their own respective
groups. Firms in low-income countries receive relatively
little risk from their own income group but more from
middle and high income countries, indicating that these
countries’ economies are more exposed to the wealthier
trading partners. Third, the dark color of the column for
middle income countries in Fig. Bh indicates that they
are exposed to most of the risk.

In Fig we plot the total exposure, Egowm versus
GDP per capita showing an anti-correlation (Pearson
r = —0.52, p < 107%). This indicates that countries
with a low GDP per capita are more exposed than coun-
tries with a higher. To control for confounding factors,



we perform a multivariate linear regression, where GDP
per capita is the dependent variable and Eggwn, GDP, im-
ports, exports, imports per capita and exports per capita
are the independent variables. The results of the regres-
sion analysis are shown SI Tab. and SI Text 5 and
indicate that only Eggwn and exports per capita have a
statistically significant influence on the dependent vari-
able. The model explains 67% of the variance and is
highly significant (adjusted R? = 0.67, p < 10~19).

Generally, high risks are thought to be compensated
with higher expected returns [45H47]. We check for the
existence of such a “risk premium” by comparing E?
with the average annual growth of GDP per capita in
the respective country over the past twenty years. A high
growth rate has been causally connected to successful ex-
port strategies [48, 49]. SI Figure in SI Text 6, shows
that there is little to no correlation between the variables
(insignificant Pearson correlation of r = 0.08,p = 0.37).
Countries seem not to be compensated for taking sys-
temic risk. In SI Text 6 we check for the robustness of
this result by comparing with the average annual GDP
growth over 5 and 10 years.
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FIG. 4. Lorenz curves for total exposure and GDP of all
countries. The red (blue) line shows the proportion of risk
(GDP) that is associated to the lowest exposed (poorest) x%
of people globally. For perfectly equally distributed expo-
sures (wealth) the curve would coincide with the diagonal.
Exposure to economic shock is obviously distributed more un-
equally than GDP. We find Gini coefficients of 0.83 and 0.59
for E4,,, and GDP, respectively. Systemic risk exposures
represent a new aspect of inequality.

To find out how equally exposures are distributed
across the globe, in Fig. [4] we plot the respective Lorenz
curve, i.e. the cumulative share of population (sorted by
their countries’ Egown per capita) versus their cumula-
tive share of global expected exposure, E4 . 80% of
population that are least exposed to risk are exposed to
only around 10% of all risk, or vice-versa, 20% of the
most exposed population carries around 90% of the risk.
For comparison, in Fig. [d] we also show the Lorenz curve
for the GDP. Clearly, GDP is distributed somewhat more

equally than the Ejown, which is also shown by the Gini

coefficient. We find Gini coefficients for the GDP and
total exposure E¢_  to be 0.59 and 0.83, respectively.

So far we only considered downstream shock propaga-
tion by simulating supply shortages. The analysis for
the upstream cascade is discussed in SI Text 7. We find
similar structures with respect to the expected upstream
exposure ES4 matrix (analogously defined as E52, ) in
SI Fig. [S6] The distribution of upstream exposure by
income group in SI Fig. reveals a different picture
than for downstream risk. Most risk is between low-
and middle-income countries and high-income countries
neither create nor are exposed to risk. The respective
Gini coefficient is 0.81 and therefore higher than for
GDP, again to the disadvantage of poor countries (Pear-
son’s correlation between GDP per capita and Eﬁ?] is
r = —0.20, p < 0.04), see SI Fig.

DISCUSSION

We present a method to quantify the exposure of coun-
tries to production losses caused by firm defaults in other
countries based on global firm-level supply network data.
We introduce the expected Country-Country FExposure,
E°? as the expected relative loss of production in coun-
try d after a firm-failure in country ¢. The method en-
ables us to demonstrate that exposures to other coun-
tries is highly structured on a regional level, and that
high income countries expose a large fraction of the globe
to economic losses. Low income countries are dispro-
portionately strongly affected by high exposure values.
Somewhat contrary to intuition, it seems that higher ex-
posure is not positively correlated with higher gains in
GDP growth rates in recent decades. Global economic
exposure of the type discussed is distributed more un-
equal than income per capita.

The presented metric confirms the intuition that ex-
pected exposures of countries are highest to firms within
their own economies, and on the international level ex-
posures are strongly influenced by geography. When
countries are sorted by continent, the country exposure
matrix, E;gwn, shows a prominent block-diagonal struc-
ture. This is not unexpected, since it is known that ex-
posure increases with connectivity, see SI Text 4, and
because trade intensity decreases with distance [50]. Sev-
eral wealthy countries create significant exposures be-
yond their region and thus export systemic risk to other
countries. We show that the number of trade links be-
tween countries are bad predictors for the direct and in-
direct exposures between countries. Similarly, company
size has been found to be a bad predictor for firms’ sys-
temic riskiness in supply networks [34] [35].

To understand if the asymmetry of few countries ex-
posing many countries and many countries exposing only
a few is related to their average income level, we sepa-
rate countries into low-, middle-, and high income groups.
We find that firms in high income countries have a priv-
ileged position, in the sense that they are only exposed



to risk from other high income countries, but expose
all other groups. On the other hand, low income coun-
tries hardly expose others, while they themselves are ex-
posed strongly. Middle income countries are sizeably
exposed to all three income groups. The asymmetry
of exposure does a priori not provide any indication
whether rich or poor countries have higher total expo-
sure. On the one hand, poor countries could be more
dependent on inputs from rich countries, on the other
hand rich countries could depend more on highly inte-
grated global value chains and, hence, be more exposed
to systemic risk. A regression analysis solves the puzzle
and we find that GDP per capita correlates negatively
(r = 0.52,p < 1078) and, hence, poor countries have
a higher total exposure. The presented results on the
spreading of supply shocks, are complemented in SI Text
7 with the analogous analysis for demand shocks. We find
qualitatively similar results. Again, there is high inequal-
ity to the disadvantage of low income and advantage of
high income countries. With the currently available data
we find no evidence for a “risk premium” in the sense
that higher exposures would co-occur with significantly
higher economic growth rates. The expected exposure is
not significantly correlated with the growth of GDP per
capita during the past 20 years before the COVID-19
crises (r = 0.08, p = 0.37).

We investigate the inequality of exposures across the
globe and find that exposure is highly concentrated
with a Gini coefficient of 0.83 (compared to 0.59 for
GDP). This additional dimension of global inequality
adds to a number of other forms of inequality such as in-
equality with respect to health, (formal) education, and
wealth [51]. Inequality impedes economic growth [52, 53]
and has been associated with being one of the driving
factors for the collapse of societies [54]. In their Agenda
2030 the United Nations set to “reduce inequality within
and among countries” (SDG 10) as one of the 17 sus-
tainable development goals (SDGs) [65]. Future research
should investigate if the network structure of the global
supply network locks in already existing inequalities. For
social networks it has been shown that their structure can
procreate inequality [56, 57]. Similarly, our results sug-
gest that structural inequality in production and trade
networks between countries is significant and should be
taken into consideration in future efforts to fight inequal-
ity in its various forms. Since exposure inequality arises
from the structure of the supply network on the firm-
level, it is important to understand the processes that let
firms from different income countries enter into produc-
tion and trade relations and how this could happen with
creating less risk exposure to poorer countries. Strategies
of incentivizing firms to become systemic risk sensitive
could be a starting point [58 [59].

The presented work shows how to calculate interna-
tional direct and indirect economic exposures between
countries that is methodically based on previous work on
financial and supply networks [28] [34]. The present work
is only a first step in the direction of quantifying systemic

risk flows around the globe and has several limitations
that need improvement. First, our approach disregards
completely the nature of the products. An accurate de-
scription shock propagation must include the type of the
goods and their firm-level production functions. Only
then can a supply network be considered a realistic pro-
duction network. At the moment, the shock spreading
dynamics are practically limited to the special case of
linear production functions that are typically underesti-
mating the actual shock spreading risks [35]. Second, the
current dataset lacks information on the firm’s revenues
and the traded volumes. In SI Fig. [S9] in SI Text 8, we
show that GDP, imports, and exports all have a high cor-
relation with a country’s total degree, outdegree, and in-
degree. More detailed supply network information would
improve the quality of our results by capturing relative
effects in the supply network propagation. Third, the
dataset is compiled by firms centered in the US, entail-
ing a potential reporting bias. To ensure the robustness
of our results, we perform the same study for states in
the USA. Although the heterogeneity in the US is much
lower, we find similar trends, such as high inequality to
the benefit of rich states, for details see SI Text 9. Fourth,
the shown results were derived for the spreading of supply
and demand shocks separately. We find qualitatively sim-
ilar results; there is high inequality to the disadvantage
of low income and advantage of high income countries.
However, it would be desirable to design a measure that is
able to capture up- and downstream risk simultaneously,
similar to the ESRI quantity recently presented in [35].
Fifth and finally, we assume the same default probabil-
ity, p;, for every firm and simulate the ensuing cascade
of production interruptions. This is certainly unrealis-
tic, and heterogeneous default probabilities of companies
should be taken into account, as well as information on
correlated shocks, e.g. due to natural disasters or climate
change. However, this is presently practically impossible
due to unavailability of corresponding data.

The presented work allows us to derive three imme-
diate policy implications: First, we conclude that the
(global) distribution of exposure to economic shocks must
be traced on granular representations of the underlying
networks. For this a global effort on collecting and mon-
itoring the according data is necessary. This would allow
to anticipate and prepare for globally spreading supply
shocks. Second, since inequality is deeply embedded in
the economic structure of the global supply network, fu-
ture efforts to reduce inequality, such as the goals for-
mulated in SDG 10 in the United Nations’ Agenda 2030,
must include the systematic restructuring of the global
production network to spread exposure risky more fairly.
Third, since the developed index quantifies the spread
of exposure to economic shocks between countries. The
employed firm-level resolution allows us to straight for-
wardly adapt systemic risk management methods for na-
tional economies. A possible incentive scheme could be
an appropriately adapted systemic risk tax [58| (9] for
international supply networks.



MATERIALS AND METHODS
Data

We use supplier-customer data from the web site of
Standard & Poor’s (S&P) Capital IQ platform for the
year 2017. The data is comprised of firm identification
(ID), name, location, primary industry, and sector as
node information. Using the Global Industry Classifica-
tion Standard (GICS), Morgan Stanley Capital Interna-
tional and S&P grouped the firms into 11 sectors and 158
primary industries. Firms are distributed over 206 coun-
tries. The data contains information on 1,403,807 busi-
ness relationships between firms, such as supplier, credi-
tor, franchisor, licensor, landlord, lessor, auditor, transfer
agent, investor relations firm, and vendor. Most relations
are of type supplier or creditor (69% supply links, 31%
creditor links. The supplier type implies that a firm pro-
vides goods or services to other firms, the creditor type
indicates that a firm lends money to other firms. For a
detailed description of the dataset we refer to [60]. Be-
cause we are interested in the flow of goods and services
between countries, in the following we restrict our anal-
ysis to the 968,627 supplier relations.

We preprocess the data in the following way. We re-
move all firms that do not have locations or sector clas-
sification information. To avoid misleading results from
countries with too few firms, we only consider firms from
those countries where the total number of firms exceeds
30. Further, we remove firms from Barbados, Bermuda,
British virgin Island, Channel Island, Gibraltar, Monaco,
and Cayman Island as these are known for having con-
siderable numbers of offshore firms. We construct an
unweighted network with an adjacency matrix, 4;; = 1,
if there exists a link between firm ¢ and j and A;; = 0,
otherwise. After removing isolated nodes, parallel links,
and self-loops, the network contains N = 230,970 firms
and L = 660, 701 binary, directed links.

To explain the variation in the amount of distress prop-
agation for different countries, we investigate the relation
between distress and certain economic indicators charac-
terizing an economy. We collect data on per capita gross
domestic product, per capita exports and per capita im-
ports for the year 2018 in current U.S. dollars from the
website of the World Bank https://data.worldbank.
org.

Methods

DebtRank R; is a network centrality measure, initially
developed as a financial systemic risk index for invest-
ment networks [28], and recently adopted for supply net-
works [34]. In a real economic network R; corresponds to
the overall reduction in economic activity subsequent to
the default of an initial firm ¢ and a possible cascade of
defaults. Here, we adopt the specific underlying cascad-
ing mechanism to design a novel country-level indicator.
In SI Text 1 we give a brief review of the DebtRank as
used in [34] and here we describe our specific adaptation.

An intermediate result in the calculation of R; is the
matrix D, with elements D;;, denoting the distress firm j
receives if firm 4 defaults (the loss in economic production
firm j experiences if firm ¢ defaults), see SI Text 1. The
column j contains the shocks firm j is exposed to. Row
i contains the shocks firm i causes to all other firms j
when it defaults. We use D to define the effect of a
node’s default on a set of nodes C, in our study typically
corresponding to the firms in a country ¢, C¢. In the
following, lower indices denote nodes (firms) and raised
indices denote groups of nodes (countries).

Because the global supply chain network lacks infor-
mation on link-weights and node-sizes, we assigned each
edge equal weight and associate the node-size ¢; with it’s
degree q; = k;, where k; represents the degree of the i-th
node. The degree k; was chosen as a size proxy to be con-
sistent and self contained in the network setting of the
used dataset. However, one could also use any other size
proxy such as value added, turnover or employees. We
define the weight of a country ¢ as the sum of its node
weights

q = Z(h-

iece
The Firm-Country FExposure of node i for country c is

e _ 2gece Digdy
¢

1
Please note that the weight of the initial node is included
in the denominator if it is also contained in the set C°.
This allows the interpretation of this value as the fraction

of the economy affected in country c after the default of
firm c.
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SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION
SI Text 1: DebtRank

The DebtRank R; of a firm in a supply network [34] describes the overall reduction in economic activity subsequent
to the default of an initial firm ¢ and the cascade of defaults caused by it. Here, we provide a brief review of the
underlying cascading mechanism and show how to calculate the indicator R; as used in [34].

Let us consider a directed and weighted network with nodes i = 1,2,..., N. A link from node j to ¢ has a weight
wj; € [0,1] that represents a relative dependency of i to j. At any time-step t, the nodes are characterised by their
state S;(t) and the amount of financial distress h;(t) € [0,1]. The state of a node S;(t) € {A, D, I} can be “Active”,
“Distressed” or “Inactive” at time t. We start with the following initial configurations:

and

ifi e M

otherwise

ifi e M

D
Si(0) = ’
(©0) {A, otherwise

where M is an initial set of “Distressed” nodes, which can be a single node as well. We update the amount of distress
as

>

§:8;(t—1)=D

hz(t) = min ll, hi(t - 1) + wjihj(t - 1) s

where the summation is taken over all the neighbours of ¢ having state S;(t — 1) = D. We also update the state of
each node simultaneously as follows

D, 1fhz>0and52(t—1):A
Si(t) =4 1, if S;(t—1) =D
Si(t —1), otherwise

Note that at the next time step, a node in state D becomes I, which does not propagate any distress to others
afterwards. This helps to exclude, in the case of cycles, an infinite number of repercussions in shock propagation.
However, an I node continues to receive distress from its distressed neighbours without affecting others. The propa-
gation terminates after a finite number of time steps T. In the following we set M = {i} to just consider the default
of one node, the generalization to a set of nodes is straightforward. We use the matrix D with element D;; = h;(T)
denoting the distress firm j receives if firm ¢ defaults (the loss in economic production firm j experiences if firm ¢
defaults). The column j contains the shock firm j is exposed to. Row i contains the shock firm i causes to all other
firms j when it defaults. The total amount of distress, i.e. the total loss of production, in the system due to the
initially distressed node i is measured as its DebtRank

R = 23 D%
1 Z] q] b

where ¢; is the size of the nodes i. We include the effect of the initial set of distressed nodes. The quantities discussed
in the main text are based on different aggregations of D;;.
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Since our global supply chain network does not have link-weights and node size information, we have assigned each
edge equal weight wj; = 1/ki™ and associate the node-size with it’s degree ¢; = k;, where k; and k! represent degree
and in-degree of the i-th node, respectively. We choose degree k; as size proxy, to be consistent and self-contained in
the supply network dataset. However, one could also use other size proxies such as value added, turnover or employees.

SI Text 2: Toy example of a cascade of production interruptions

In ST Fig. [S1| we show the cascade subsequent to the default of firm 2. Compared to the default of firm 1, country
C is hit harder and country B is not affected at all.

firm 1 country B
production firm 2 @firm 3: \‘
level ) '
o 0% firm 4"1
© 50% firm 5 ,¢
® 100% country CL______ _~~--_—"

;0 firm 6 firm 7°,

SI Fig. S1. Visualization of a cascade of production reductions, in a toy economy of three nations and nine firms, subsequent
to the default of firm 2, marked by a red cross. The filling of the nodes (pie chart) indicates their remaining production level
after the shock propagation. The production of a firm is reduced proportional to the reduction in trade at the supplier divided
by the number of suppliers the firm has.

SI Text 3: Detailed exposure matrix

In the main text we show that the expected downstream exposure between countries, E5% | is clearly structured

by geographic regions. Exposures are highest within countries, then within regions and continents. In SI Fig. [S2] we
show a large version of the same plot, such that we can label the individual countries. The numbers correspond to
the index column in SI Tab.

In Africa (AF) we find two blocks corresponding to north African and sub-Sahara countries. Most of their high
exposures are within their region, but it is also instructive to consider the columns of the matrix, showing that, e.g.
some north African countries are strongly exposured to Asia and Europe, but not to the Americas.

In Asia (AS) we have three regions, East Asia and Pacific, Middle East and South Asia, but observe only two
prominent blocks, suggesting that the regional classification does not fully represent economic regions. Several Asian
countries expose countries around the world to medium exposure, highlighted by horizontal white lines.

Oceania and Australia (OC) does not show up as a prominent block, but is rather connected to South Asia. Further,
as an industrialized region it creates exposure to most other countries in the world.

The European (EU) countries ares split into four groups, Central and Eastern Europe (CEE), Northern Europe
(NE), Southern Europe (SE), and Western Europe (WE). CEE and NE countries form relatively well separated blocks,
while SE and WE highly expose all countries. This strongly suggests that SE and WE countries are integrated into
the world market more strongly than NE and CEE countries.

In North America (NA) there is no clear block structure visible. However, for Canada (index 97), Mexico (98) and
the USA (99) the horizontal white lines show that they highly expose most countries around the globe. The magenta
vertical line for the USA between row 100 and 110 suggests that the USA is also highly exposed to disruptions in
Southern America.

South America (SA) is visible as a very prominent, dark magenta block. This implies that the economies in SA are
tightly interwoven and expose each other strongly.

TABLE S1: Geographical grouping of countries into continents, regions and income groups.
index country name continent region income group
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SI Fig. S2. The network structure of international downstream exposure. Expected exposure ESZ,,. sorted by continent and
region on a logarithmic scale. The continents are sorted as follows: Africa (AF), Asia (AS), Oceania and Australia (OC),
European (EU), North America (NA), and South America (SA). The numbering corresponds to the index in SI Tab. where

the countries’ name and region are listed.

TABLE S1: Continuation:

index country name continent region income group
0 Algeria Africa Middle East and North Africa low

1 Egypt Africa Middle East and North Africa low

2 Libya Africa Middle East and North Africa middle

3 Morocco Africa Middle East and North Africa low

4 Tunisia Africa Middle East and North Africa low

5 Angola Africa Sub-Saharan Africa low

6 Botswana Africa Sub-Saharan Africa middle



TABLE S1: Continuation:

index country name continent region income group
7 Cote d’Ivoire Africa Sub-Saharan Africa low

8 Ghana Africa Sub-Saharan Africa low

9 Kenya Africa Sub-Saharan Africa low

10 Mozambique Africa Sub-Saharan Africa low

11 Mauritius Africa Sub-Saharan Africa middle
12 Namibia Africa Sub-Saharan Africa low

13 Nigeria Africa Sub-Saharan Africa low

14 Tanzania, United Republic of Africa Sub-Saharan Africa low

15 Uganda Africa Sub-Saharan Africa low

16 South Africa Africa Sub-Saharan Africa middle
17 Zambia Africa Sub-Saharan Africa low

18 Zimbabwe Africa Sub-Saharan Africa low

19 China Asia East Asia and Pacific middle
20 Hong Kong Asia East Asia and Pacific high
21 Indonesia Asia East Asia and Pacific low

22 Japan Asia East Asia and Pacific high
23 Cambodia Asia East Asia and Pacific low

24 Korea, Republic of Asia East Asia and Pacific high
25 Macao Asia East Asia and Pacific high
26  Mongolia Asia East Asia and Pacific low

27 Malaysia Asia East Asia and Pacific middle
28 Philippines Asia East Asia and Pacific low

29 Singapore Asia East Asia and Pacific high
30 Thailand Asia East Asia and Pacific middle
31 Taiwan Asia East Asia and Pacific high
32 Viet Nam Asia East Asia and Pacific low

33 United Arab Emirates Asia Middle East and North Africa high
34 Bahrain Asia Middle East and North Africa high
35 Iran, Islamic Republic of Asia Middle East and North Africa low

36 Israel Asia Middle East and North Africa high
37 Jordan Asia Middle East and North Africa low

38 Kuwait Asia Middle East and North Africa high
39 Lebanon Asia Middle East and North Africa middle
40 Oman Asia Middle East and North Africa middle
41 Qatar Asia Middle East and North Africa high
42 Saudi Arabia Asia Middle East and North Africa high
43 Turkey Asia Middle East and North Africa middle
44 Bangladesh Asia South Asia low

45 India Asia South Asia low

46 Sri Lanka Asia South Asia low

47 Nepal Asia South Asia low

48 Pakistan Asia South Asia low

49 Australia Australia and Oceania East Asia and Pacific high
50 New Zealand Australia and Oceania East Asia and Pacific high
51 Papua New Guinea Australia and Oceania East Asia and Pacific low

52 Armenia Europe Central and Eastern Europe low

53 Azerbaijan Europe Central and Eastern Europe low

54 Bulgaria Europe Central and Eastern Europe middle
55 Bosnia and Herzegovina Europe Central and Eastern Europe low

56 Belarus Europe Central and Eastern Europe middle
57 Czechia Europe Central and Eastern Europe high
58 Croatia Europe Central and Eastern Europe middle
59 Hungary Europe Central and Eastern Europe middle
60 Kazakhstan Europe Central and Eastern Europe middle
61 Moldova, Republic of Europe Central and Eastern Europe low

62 North Macedonia Europe Central and Eastern Europe middle
63 Poland Europe Central and Eastern Europe middle
64 Romania Europe Central and Eastern Europe middle
65 Russian Federation Europe Central and Eastern Europe middle
66 Serbia Europe Central and Eastern Europe middle
67 Slovakia Europe Central and Eastern Europe middle
68 Slovenia Europe Central and Eastern Europe high



TABLE S1: Continuation:

index country name continent region income group
69 Ukraine Europe Central and Eastern Europe low

70 Denmark Europe Northern Europe high
71 Estonia Europe Northern Europe middle
72 Finland Europe Northern Europe high
73 Iceland Europe Northern Europe high
74 Lithuania Europe Northern Europe middle
75 Latvia Europe Northern Europe middle
76 Norway Europe Northern Europe high
7 Sweden Europe Northern Europe high
78 Cyprus Europe Southern Europe high
79 Spain Europe Southern Europe high
80 Greece Europe Southern Europe middle
81 Ttaly Europe Southern Europe high
82 Malta Europe Southern Europe high
83 Portugal Europe Southern Europe high
84 Austria Europe Western Europe high
85 Belgium Europe Western Europe high
86 Switzerland Europe Western Europe high
87 Germany Europe Western Europe high
88 France Europe Western Europe high
89 United Kingdom Europe Western Europe high
90 Ireland Europe Western Europe high
91 Luxembourg Europe Western Europe high
92 Netherlands Europe Western Europe high
93 Bahamas North America Latin America and Caribbean high
94 Dominican Republic North America Latin America and Caribbean middle
95 Jamaica North America Latin America and Caribbean low

96 Panama North America Latin America and Caribbean middle
97 Canada North America North America high
98 Mexico North America North America middle
99 United States North America North America high
100  Argentina South America Latin America and Caribbean middle
101 Bolivia, Plurinational State of South America Latin America and Caribbean low
102  Brazil South America Latin America and Caribbean middle
103  Chile South America Latin America and Caribbean middle
104 Colombia South America Latin America and Caribbean middle
105 Ecuador South America Latin America and Caribbean middle
106  Peru South America Latin America and Caribbean middle
107 Paraguay South America Latin America and Caribbean low
108 Trinidad and Tobago South America Latin America and Caribbean middle
109  Uruguay South America Latin America and Caribbean middle
110  Venezuela, Bolivarian Republic of South America Latin America and Caribbean low

Direct trade links represent first order (i.e.

SI Text 4: Correlation of direct links and country country exposure

direct) exposures.

13

Consequently, the exposed wvalue in country c
subsequent to the default of a firm in country d, V°?, increases as function of the average number of links firms in
country ¢ have to country d. We quantify the direct influence of one country on another by the average number of
out-links of a firm in country ¢ to the firms in country d, k°¢ = A°¢/N¢. In Fig. we plot V' on the y-axis and
ke on the x-axis. We find that V°? spans five orders of magnitude. Although we observe a high correlation between
ke? and Ved (Pearson’s r = 0.93 p < 107'%), we find large variations in V¢ for a given level of average outlinks.
The red arrow in SI Fig. [S3| highlights that this variation can be more than two orders of magnitude for a given value
of average out-degree. This variation can be attributed to higher order exposures that are heavily influenced by the
network topology. For a fully connected network —equivalently to an aggregated version of the network— V°¢ and k°?
are perfectly correlated.
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. . ~cd
av. out-degree of firms in country c to country d, k°

SI Fig. S3. Exposed economic value Ved s plotted against the average number of out-links of firms in country c to country
d, k°¢. The blue line represents the regression line: ved o~ kel 0'32 estimated by a log-log least square fit. Although V2
correlates strongly with k°?, for a given level of connectedness, k¢, the exposed value, Vi . ranges over two orders of

magnitude.

SI Text 5: Multilinear regression model for GDP per capita

We perform the following multi linear regression models for GDP per capita and report the results in SI Tab.

Model 1: GDP/capita ~ Intercept + Total downstream imported distress + GDP + Exports + Imports +

Exports/capita +Import/capita

The model explains 67% of variance (adjusted R? = 0.67) and the significant covariates are E,
per capita. We perform a second regression with only F

d
down

comparable amount of variance (adjusted R? = 0.65, p < 1071%), see SI Tab.

Model 2: GDP/capita ~ Intercept + Total downstream imported distress + Exports/capita

TABLE S2. Multi linear regression table for GDP /capita.

Variables Model 1 Model 2
Intercept 2.067 x 10% *** | 2.503 x 10% ***
Total downstream imported distress, ES,,,,, —8.149 x 10° **| —1.081 x 107 ***
GDP —8.371 x 1071°

Exports —1.707 x 1078

Imports 2.974 x 1078

Exports/capita 1.045 ** 0.596 ***
Imports/capita —0.556

Observations 105 105
Adjusted R2 0.67 0.65

p value <22x1071% | <«22x1071¢

and exports
and exports per capita as covariates which explains a

Significance codes for p value: 0 < % %% < 0.001 < *x < 0.01 <% <0.05

SI Text 6: GDP growth vs. total exposure E¢

Intuitively we expect higher gains from higher risks. For lack of a better indicator, in SI Fig. we compare
total exposure Ego,um with average annual growth of GDP per capita. International trade is generally associated
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with higher GDP growth [48, 49]. We find no significant correlation between Egown and the average GDP per capita
growth rate over 20 years, between 1998 and 2018 (Pearson r = 0.15,p = 0.12), see SI Fig. We test our results
for robustness by calculating the correlation with 5- and 10-year growth, but find no correlations (10-year growth:
Pearson r = 0.11, p = 0.26; 5-year growth: Pearson r = —0.03,p = 0.73). Note that we are limited by data availability
and can only compare exposures on the 2017 network with historical growth rates.
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SI Fig. S4. Average growth in GDP per capita over 20 years is plotted against total exposure E .. The red line represents
the best linear fit to the data of form y = 0.05 4 6.85x. There is no significant linear relationship between the two variables.

SI Text 7: Upstream exposures

In the main text, we have studied the downstream propagation of shocks, reflecting the impact of a supplier default.
We can also study upstream cascades to show the impact of a customer’s default. SI Figure shows the variation
of upstream exposed economic value Vucg with average in-degree of firms in country ¢ from the firms in country d,
k. Here also, we observe that these two quantities are strongly correlated (r = 0.88,p < 107'%), but retain a lot of
variance, indicated by a red arrow which shows a variation of two orders of magnitude for a given value of k9.
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SI Fig. S5. The Exposed economic value for upstream V,f;l is plotted with average in-degree of firms in country c from firms in

country d, %%. The blue line represents the best power-law fit to the data of form: ng ~ (Edc)0'93.

We explore the structure of the upstream country-country exposure matrix Eff; in SI Fig. Contrary to intuition,
it is not simply the transpose of its downstream counterpart. It shows similar structures, such as high values within
countries and similar clusters of geographic regions. Confirming expectation, some countries that created a lot of
downstream exposure, such the block of northern, southern and western European countries, now receive downstream
distress when passing buyer-supplier relations the opposite way. However, some countries, such as several Middle
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Eastern countries, very prominently create a lot of upstream exposure that was not visible in the downstream cascade,
see SI Fig. [S6|

expected exposure, Eﬁg
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SI Fig. S6. The bilateral upstream distress (log-scale) for all pairs of countries is shown as a heat map. The countries are
grouped according to their regional classification. The country names and their regional classification can be found in SI
Tab. The matrix resembles a transposed ESZ,,, in terms of the block structure and the exposures of western Europe, but
also highlights some differences. For instance, several Asian countries create high upstream exposures, such as Lebanon (index
19), Bangladesh (44), Sri Lanka (46) and Pakistan (48).

We show the average upstream distress exposure matrix between firms in low, middle and high income countries
in SI Fig[S7h. It shows that firms in low and middle income countries affect each other more than any other pair of
groups. High income countries experience little and create little exposure.

We plot the total upstream exposure E{fp with GDP per capita of the countries in SI Fig . It shows that these
two quantities are negatively correlated (r = —0.16,p < 0.04), reflecting the fact that countries with lower GDP per
capita receive more upstream imported distress, however with a weaker effect and lower significance.

We investigate the concentration of exposure to upstream cascades with the Lorentz curve in SI Fig Again,
E;fp is concentrated more strongly than GDP with a Gini coefficient of 0.81, compared to a Gini coeflicient of 0.59
for GDP.

SI Text 8: Relationship between aggregate firms degree and macroeconomic variables

Our dataset lacks information on the traded volumes (i.e. link weights) and firm level information such as revenue.
We assume equal weights on all links (A;; € {0,1}) and verify that this approximation is justified on the aggregate
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SI Fig. S7. Country income and upstream exposure. (a) Income group assortativity of expected upstream exposure. Distress
(log-scale) between firms separated into low-, middle- and high-income groups based on their country’s GDP per capita. Large
exposures are mostly between low and middle income countries, high income countries do not experience much exposure. SI
Tablelists the income group for each country. (b) GDP per capita plotted against total upstream exposure Eff,,. A significant
negative correlation of r = —0.20, p < 0.04 highlights that higher exposure is connected to lower income per capita. The red
line represents the log-log ordinary least squares regression fit to the data of form y ~ =258,
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SI Fig. S8. Lorenz curves for total upstream imported distress and GDP of all the countries. The red (blue) line shows
the proportion of risk (GDP) that is assumed by the lowest exposed (poorest) x% of people globally. For perfectly equally
distributed exposure (wealth) the curve coincides with the diagonal, inequality is higher if the area between the curve and the
diagonal increases. Exposure to economic shock is distributed more unequally than GDP. The area between the diagonal and
the curve is proportional to the Gini index. We find Gini coefficients of 0.81 and 0.59 for Eﬁp and GDP, respectively.

level by comparing it to macroeconomic variables. We calculate the total degree k¢, total export links L¢, and total
import links L{ of firms in a country. The total degree for a country c, is measured as the total number of links of all
firms in country c. L¢ represents the total number of outgoing links of all firms in ¢ to firms in all other countries.
Similarly, L¢ represents the total number of incoming links of all firms in the ¢ from firms in all other countries. SI
Figure [S9] shows that these quantities are strongly correlated with GDP, total exports and total imports with the
Pearson correlation coefficients r = 0.87, p < 10715, r = 0.77, p < 107'° and r = 0.86, p < 10~ respectively.

SI Text 9: Results for states in the USA

Here we study downstream shock propagation in the national supply network of the USA, aggregated to the 50
states of the USA. In SI Fig. we plot the exposure matrix E5% — between US states, sorted according to the
regional classification by the US census bureau. Here, similarly to the exposures in the global supply network, the
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SI Fig. S9. Comparison of country-aggregated degree and macroeconomic variables. (a) Total degree k¢ plotted against GDP.
The red dotted line represents GDP ~ (k%)% (b) Number of links out of a country L¢ compared to its export volume. The
red dotted line represents Exports ~ (L)% (¢) Number of links into a country L§ compared to its import volume. The red
dotted line represents Imports ~ (L$)%87. All in current USD. All investigated quantities correlate strongly and suggest a
relationship between size and representation in the supply network.

strongest exposures are along the diagonal —within the respective states—. However, we do not observe a pronounced
block structure, indicating that exposures are not stronger within geographic regions. This can be explained by
less pronounced regional differences, a shared cultural history and a lack of trade barriers within the US. The more
pronounced structure is that large, rich states create a lot of exposure to the rest of the country, visible as bright and
magenta horizontal lines.

SI Figure (a) shows that the states with lower GDP per capita receive more total exposure E%  than states
with higher GDP per capita. Albeit the correlation being insignificant (r = —0.16,p = 0.28), the data shows a weak
negative relationship between GDP per capita and E?, as indicated by the red trend line in SI Fig. a). We
investigate the inequality in total exposure E%  and GDP for US states with the Lorentz curves in SI Fig. (b).
The Gini coefficients are found to be = 0.54 and 0.11 for total exposure and GDP, respectively. This indicates that,
albeit less than for the global supply network, total downstream exposure is more concentrated than GDP among
states in USA. We conclude that, despite lower inter-state heterogeneity we find visually similar results to the global

supply network.
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SI Fig. S10. Exposures between US states in the national supply network, aggregated to US state level. The expected fraction
of the economy affected in US state d, subsequent to an arbitrary firm default in state ¢, E5%,,, plotted on a logarithmic scale.
The countries are sorted by US region (as defined by the US census bureau) in the following order: Midwest, Northeast, South,
West. The values are highest along the diagonal, but in contrast to the to the global supply network the there are no regional
blocks of high exposure. This can be explained by the history, as well as the physical and economic geography of the US.
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SI Fig. S11. (a) Variation of total exposure with state GDP per capita of USA. The red line represents the best linear
fit to the data of form y = 0.08 — 13.1z . (b) Lorenz curves for total exposure and GDP of all the states of USA. The
Gini coefficients = 0.54 and 0.11 for total exposure EY,,, and GDP respectively. GDP data are obtained from Bureau of
Economic Analysis https://www.bea.gov, and population data are obtained from U.S. Census Bureau, Population Division
https://www.census.gov.
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