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S1: Coding results described in Figure 3
	Year
	Authors
	(a) research design
	(b) data sources
	(c) boundaries
	(d) links
	(e) NAS description

	
	
	1: single case study
2: comparative or multi-site case study
3: regional assessment
4: method or model development (with empirical illustration)
99: not explicit










	1: interviews
2: focus groups
3: ethnography
4: field site visits
5: document analysis
6: hydrological data, climate scenarios
7: survey
8: secondary data
9: secondary literature
99: not explicit







	1: inductive: social interactions (with causal influence on outcomes)
2: intended outcome of policy design
3: resource systems or uses (e.g. water, energy, food; land; coastal area)
4: jurisdictional boundaries
5: activities in value chains
6: governance functions
99: not explicit
other: inductive: naming of venue by research participants (e.g. forums named by interviewees)
	1: process tracing
2: hypothesized effects, theoretically deduced propositions
3: literature-and framework-driven focus (e.g. on physical connectivity, interplay of regulations, value chains)
4: actor interdependencies
99: not explicit

other: survey instrument to measure influence among forums


	1: figure and description
2: game-theoretic models
3: set-theoretic configurations of AS
4: qualitative description of network
5: other (e.g. sequences of inputs and outputs; cross level links)
99: not explicit









	2020
	Edelmann et al.
	2, 3
	1, 5
	1
	1
	1

	2019
	Therville et al.
	1, 4
	1, 5, 9
	3
	3
	1

	2019
	Kimmich and Villamayor-Tomas
	4, 2
	99
	99
	99
	3

	2019
	Möck et al.
	4, 1
	1, 4, 5
	1
	1
	1

	2019
	Schlüter et al.
	2, 4
	99
	1
	2
	1

	2018
	Boillat et al.
	2, 4
	1, 4, 8
	3
	99
	1

	2018
	Gritsenko
	3, 1
	4, 5, 8
	3
	99
	4

	2018
	Oberlack et al.
	4, 1
	8, 9
	1
	1
	1

	2018
	Mudliar and Koontz
	1, 4
	1, 5
	99
	1
	99

	2017
	Weise et al.
	4, 1
	1
	4
	99
	1

	2016
	Kimmich and Sagebiel
	1, 4
	7
	1
	3
	2

	2016
	Grundmann and Ehlers
	2, 4
	1
	5
	3
	1

	2016
	Kimmich
	1, 4
	1,8
	99
	99
	2

	2016
	Carter et al.
	4, 1
	99
	2
	2
	5

	2015
	Wilkes-Allemann et al.
	3, 4
	2,5,8
	6
	99
	1

	2015
	Villamayor-Tomas et al.
	4, 2
	8
	5
	3
	1

	2014
	Cox
	3, 4
	1,5
	3
	4
	4

	2013
	Ruiz-Ballesteros and Brondizio
	3, 4
	3
	4
	3
	5

	2013
	Kimmich
	4, 1
	7,8
	1
	2
	2

	2011
	McGinnis
	4, 1
	99
	6
	3
	1

	2011
	Bushouse
	4, 1
	99
	99
	99
	99

	2010
	Sendzimir et al.
	1, 4
	1
	1
	1
	1

	2010
	Knieper et al.
	4, 2
	8
	6
	3
	1














S2: Variables of the 23 coded papers which are not covered in the results and discussion sections
	Year
	Authors
	Sector(s), issues
	Number of ASs /cases
	Actors
	Types of links
	Names of ASs
	Outcome
	Evaluative criteria

	2020
	Edelmann et al.
	food
	2/2
	farmers, food processors, cooperative, local expert/researcher, association, consortium, slow food organization
	knowledge, actors
	according to key focus of debate
	social learning, institutional amendment of food quality standards
	adaptive capacity to resist shocks and remain viable

	2019
	Therville et al.
	land-use planning, coastal management
	3/1
	inhabitants, migrants, municipalities, intercommunalities, infrastructure providers
	physical, institutional, informational, actors (migration)
	inductive and explorative approach
	redefinition of adaptation situations and coordination across situations
	robustness in climate adaptation

	2019
	Kimmich and Villamayor-Tomas
	agriculture, energy, water
	6-7/2
	farmers, government, opposition parties, utility staff
	institutional, physical, informational, actors
	provision, allocation, technology adoption, monitoring, appropriation, investment, maintenance, collusion, political economy
	physical, institutional, informational, actor links
	robustness to droughts versus transformation towards sustainability

	2019
	Möck et al.
	agriculture, energy, food, water
	3-9/5
	farmers, food retail, food consumers, water consumers, fodder producers, fertilizer producers, manure exchange businesses, state regulators, local water board, local office of the environment, local chamber of agriculture, farmer associations, environmental groups, scientists
	resources, informational, rules, pollution
	
	one focal outcome: governance of local nutrient cycle; each AS has its own intermediary outcome
	implicit evaluative criteria; the authors use a problem-oriented approach, focusing on the problem of "pollution in unsustainable nutrient cycles"

	2019
	Schlüter et al.
	agriculture, fishery
	3/1
	
farmers, fishers, gov. agents, buyers, government, municipality, water council, house owners, leaders, community, families
	various (links are the outcomes of AS)
	according to the interaction within the AS
	each AS and each network has an outcome
	N/A

	Year
	Authors
	Sectors
	Number of ASs/cases
	Actors
	Types of links
	Names of ASs
	Outcome
	Evaluative criteria

	2018
	Boillat et al.
	land
	50/1
	consumers, producers, processors, traders, governments, donors, civil society, research organizations
	various
	inductive and explorative approach
	environmental justice indicators; and AS-specific outcome
	environmental justice

	2018
	Gritsenko
	energy infrastructure
	3/1
	nation states, EU, energy companies, IMO, ship owners, ports, local industries
	informational, shared physical outcomes
	according to policy fields: energy security, clean shipping, energy transition
	decision for liquefied natural gas (LNG) infrastructure
	energy security, emission reduction, assisting renewable energy transition

	2018
	Oberlack et al.
	land
	6/1
	villagers, companies, donors, government, research organizations, civil society organizations
	informational, rights, access, capital, duties, legitimacy, biofuel demand and supply
	land deal setup and consultation; project implementation; community-based resistance; transnational regulatory spaces; European public policy and biofuel markets; multi-level advocacy, media and research
	each AS has an outcome
	environmental justice

	2018
	Mudliar and Koontz
	water
	2/1
	high caste and low caste actors
	actors, institutional
	Village life, meetings of the watershed management group
	collective action institutional spill-over to village life
	equality in decision making and interactions within board

	2017
	Weise et al.
	urban planning, public service delivery
	24/1
	local government, non-expert civic actors
	authoritative enforcing / sequential rules
	according to events: e.g., consultation, business breakfast, full council meeting, etc.
	rules as practices
	Political participation, civic engagement

	2016
	Kimmich and Sagebiel
	electricity
	2/1
	farmers, utility staff
	physical
	according to activities, capacity appropriation and provision
	
electric power quality
	individual and collective monetary payoff

	2016
	Grundmann and Ehlers
	energy, smart cities
	3/1
	producers, utility companies, consumers
	institutional, resources, actors, governance systems, transactions, actors
	production, transformation, distribution
	capacity to effectively respond to the need to integrate heat surplus in the value chain
	cost-effectiveness of change

	Year
	Authors
	Sectors
	Number of ASs /cases
	Actors
	Types of links
	Names of ASs
	Outcome
	Evaluative criteria

	2016
	Kimmich
	agriculture, electricity, water
	2/1
	
state government executive, opposition party, state electricity board, agriculture
	institutional, price
	deductive models from literature
	subsidization of electricity
	economic effectiveness

	2016
	Carter et al.
	organic food regulations
	23/1
	
USDA agricultural marketing service, national organic standard board, certified organic producers 
	input-output sequences in the administrative procedure
	regulations, programs along the organic certification procedure
	various outcomes
	organic food markets growth

	2015
	Wilkes-Allemann et al.
	forestry, recreation
	6/1
	
individual / collective users, negatively affected citizens, suppliers, owners, forest enterprises, forest managers, cantonal forest administration, local forest administration, other administrative departments, local communities, cantonal and national political representatives, other stakeholders.
	informational, resources
	deductive, taken from McGinnis (2011)
	motivation of each actor is considered as part of the outcomes
	enjoying nature, protecting nature, profit

	2015
	Villamayor-Tomas et al.
	water
	5/4
	
government at different levels, local utilities, firms, user associations, farmers
	institutional, physical, use/participation 
	value chain stages
	physical outcomes
	synergies along value chains, environmental effects, sustainability

	2014
	Cox
	water
	3/1
	resource users, managers
	Institutional, physical
	dirst and second-level appropriation and first-level provision
	
the costs and benefits of collective action
	cooperation to persist as farming communities

	2013
	Ruiz-Ballesteros and Brondizio
	conservation, tourism
	2/1
	
environmental and tourism ministries, NGOs, public authorities and regional and local levels, community assembly, kinship groups, entrepreneurs, public at large
	N/A
	regional action situation, local action situation
	economic development, conservation
	economic development and conservation

	2013
	Kimmich
	agriculture, electricity, water
	6/1
	farmers, electricity utility staff
	
physical, informational, institutional, actors
	partly dedutive, partly inductive
	energy-efficient technology adoption
	socio-ecologically viable agriculture

	Year
	Authors
	Sectors
	Number of ASs /cases
	Actors
	Types of links
	Names of ASs
	Outcome
	Evaluative criteria

	2011
	McGinnis
	fishery, welfare service delivery process
	4-6/3
	regulators, officials, beneficiaries, scientists, NGOs, activists, industry groups, resource users, consumers, courts, religious entrepreneurs
	resources, rules, information
	
dispute resolution (legal/political); rule-making and coordination; (public/private) provision, production, and monitoring/sanctioning; consumption and financing
	each AS has an outcome
	N/A

	2011
	Bushouse
	childcare
	N/A
	child, teacher
	rules, information
	
decision to start a child care center; teacher-child interaction
	service delivery outcomes
	quality of the services

	2010
	Sendzimir et al.
	water
	21
	organizations, individuals (municipalities, NGOs, professors, associations, WWF, UNDP, etc.)
	operational outcomes, knowledge, institutions
	inductive
	
changes in river management policy debate in Hungary
	transition to adaptive management regime

	2010
	Knieper et al.
	water
	N/A
	state committees, ministries
	institutional, knowledge, operational
	according to the social interaction context
	
each AS has an outcome; one focal outcome of all ASs in each case: performance of water management
	different types of governance regimes
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