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SUMMARY OF THE MAIN RESULTS
Methodological notes:
· Results are ordered per category of agroecological practice, consequently papers investigating practices under several different categories of practices appear in more than one rows. 
· Records for different cases (e.g., different practices or crops or countries) are counted separately in the database but are presented in a summarised form in this document. Therefore, a positive/negative/neutral/inconclusive result shown here may be corresponding to more than one outcome in the database and overall analysis in the paper.  
· We note only methods from which data were retrieved. Some papers may have used more methods but these are not noted if the generated data have not been retrieved for this analysis due to limited relevance. 
· Similarly, statistical tests are mentioned only if they are related to testing the effect of the agroecological practice, but not if they are testing the effect across years, locations or other parameters, or if the results of these tests are not clearly visible in the tables or figures where these results are presented. 
· The original names of the different metrics as shown in the assessed papers have been maintained. However, some terms are used in the papers interchangeably (e.g., revenues or incomes). To avoid discrepancies between terms, we have been checking the detailed calculations in the reviewed papers and grouping each outcome under the category to which it corresponds according to the socio-economic indicators framework used for this work (Table 2 in the manuscript). For example, an outcome was grouped under ‘revenue’ in cases where it referred to money earned (although in the paper it may have been referred to as ‘income’) and to ‘income’ when it referred to money earned minus incurred expenses. Therefore, the sub-theme under which a metric is classified was selected according to the underlying calculation and meaning of an outcome as opposed to its name in the original paper.   
  
	Reference
(Authors, year, title)
	Location
	Agroecological Practices
	Study Context and Methods
	Socio-economic Indicators Findings

	
	
	AGROFORESTRY / HOMEGARDEN
	
	

	Linger, E., 2014. Agro-ecosystem and socio-economic role of homegarden agroforestry in Jabithenan District, North-Western Ethiopia: implication for climate change adaptation (Table 2) 
	Africa / Ethiopia
	Agroforestry / Homegarden
	· Cropping system: Arable (cereals) within homegarden agroforestry compared to non-tree-based garden
· Agroecological practice testing: on-farm actual implementation
· Method of economic data collection: survey of 96 households, as well as interviews and focus group discussions
· Method of data analysis: budgeting techniques
· Data were statistically tested with ANOVA
	1. Income
· Cash income
Positive: Homegarden agroforestry significantly improved the farmers cash income compared to non-tree-based gardens.


	Ali, AMS, 2005. Homegardens in Smallholder Farming Systems: Examples from Bangladesh (Table 4)
	Asia / Bangladesh
	Agroforestry / Homegarden
	· Cropping system: arable with homegarden compared to non-homegardens in four different areas
· Agroecological practice testing: on-farm actual implementation
· Method of economic data collection: survey of 32 farms
· Method of data analysis: budgeting techniques
	1. Production Cost
· Total Cost of Input 
Positive: Homegardens required lower total cost of input than non-homegardens. 
2. Revenue
· Total Value of Output 
Inconclusive: Homegardens generated higher total value of output than non-homegarden in three out of four areas.
3. Efficiency/Productivity
· Input Output Ratio 
Positive: Homegardens recorded higher input output ratio than non-homegardens.
4. Labour requirements
· Labour Input Used 
Negative: Homegardens recorded higher labour input used than non-homegardens.

	Cardozo, Ernesto Gómez; Muchavisoy, Henry Mavisoy; Silva, Hulda Rocha; Zelarayán, Marcelo Luís; Corrêa; Leite, Marcio Fernandes; Alves; et al., 2015. Species richness increases income in agroforestry systems of eastern Amazonia (Figures 4-5)
	America / Brazil
	Agroforestry / Homegarden
	· Cropping system: comparison   of homegarden (small and medium) with slash-and-burn cultivation
· Agroecological practice testing: on-farm actual implementation
· Method of economic data collection: survey on 38 farms
· Method of data analysis: budgeting techniques
· Data were statistically tested with ANOVA and post-hoc Spjøtfoll–Stoline test
	1. Production Cost
· Total Cost
Positive: Homegardens required lower total costs than the slash-and-burn cultivation system (this result was statistically significant only for small gardens).
2. Revenue 
· Monetary Income
Neutral: Homegardens generated higher but not statistically significant monetary income than the slash-and-burn cultivation.
3. Income
· Net Income
Positive: Homegardens produced higher net income than the slash-and-burn cultivation system (this result was statistically significant only for small gardens).
4. Autonomy
· Non-monetary Income
Neutral: Homegardens generated higher but not statistically significant non-monetary income than the slash-and-burn cultivation.
5. Efficiency/Productivity
· Benefit Cost Ratio
Positive: Homegardens recorded higher benefit cost ratio than the slash- and-burn cultivation.

	Nath, TK; Inoue, M; Myant, H, 2005. Small-scale agroforestry for upland community development: a case study from Chittagong Hill Tracts, Bangladesh (Table 2)
	Asia / Bangladesh
	Agroforestry / Homegarden
	· Cropping system: comparison of homestead agroforestry and rubber-based agroforestry based mainly on horticultural products (fruits, spices, etc) to plough-land cultivation and jhum cultivation (four pairwise comparisons)
· Agroecological practice testing: on-farm actual implementation
· Method of economic data collection: survey with 90 smallholders
· Method of data analysis: desktop analysis
	1. Revenue 
· Market Value
Positive: Homestead agroforestry products generated higher market value compared to plough cultivation and jhum practice products.
Negative: Rubber-based agroforestry products generated lower market value compared to plough cultivation and jhum practice products.
2. Production Costs
· Total Costs
Positive: Homestead agroforestry and rubber-based agroforestry had lower total costs compared to plough cultivation.
Positive: Rubber-based agroforestry had lower total costs compared to jhum practices.
Negative: Homestead agroforestry had higher total costs compared to jhum cultivation.
3. Income 
· Net Income
Positive: Homestead agroforestry produced higher net income compared to plough cultivation and jhum practices.
Negative: Rubber-based agroforestry produced lower net income compared to plough cultivation and jhum practices.

	
	
	AGROFORESTRY / SILVOARABLE
	
	

	Mekonnen, M., Worku, T., Yitaferu, B., Cerdà, A., Keesstra, S., 2021. Economics of agroforestry land use system, Upper Blue Nile Basin, northwest Ethiopia (Tables 2-5, Figure  5)
	Africa / Ethiopia
	Agroforestry / Silvoarable
	· Cropping system: Acacia decurrens based small-scale agroforestry intercropped with Teff or fodder compared with sole Teff or sole fodder respectively (two pairwise comparisons), as well as with sole Acacia (one comparison)
· Agroecological practice testing: on-farm intervention study
· Method of economic data collection: Observations on 25 farmers’ fields (five treatments with replications on five different locations each)
· Method of data analysis: budgeting techniques
	1. Revenue
· Gross Income
Positive: Agroforestry of teff or fodder with Acacia trees recorded higher gross income compared to sole Teff and sole fodder treatments.
Negative: Agroforestry of teff or fodder with Acacia trees recorded lower gross income compared to sole Acacia treatments.
2. Income
· Net Income
Positive: Agroforestry of teff or fodder with Acacia trees revealed higher net income compared to sole teff and sole fodder respectively, as well as with sole Acacia treatments.
3. Production Cost
· Gross Cost
Positive: Agroforestry of teff with Acacia trees needed lower gross cost compared to sole teff and sole Acacia treatments respectively.
Negative: Agroforestry of fodder with Acacia trees needed higher gross cost compared to sole fodder treatments.
Positive: Agroforestry of teff or fodder with Acacia trees needed lower gross cost compared to sole Acacia treatments respectively.
4. Efficiency/Productivity
· Yield
Positive: Agroforestry of teff and fodder with Acacia trees revealed higher yield compared to sole teff and sole fodder treatments.
Negative: Agroforestry of teff and fodder with Acacia trees revealed lower Acacia yield compared to sole Acacia treatments.

	OC Ajayi, FK Akinnifesi, G Sileshi and W Kanjipite, 2009. Labour inputs and financial profitability of conventional and agroforestry-based soil fertility managraement practices in Zambia (Tables 2, 3)
	Africa / Zambia
	Agroforestry / Silvoarable
	· Cropping system: arable (maize) plants in agroforestry system with Gliricidia, Sesbania or Tephrosia compared each to continuous fertilised maize (three pairwise comparisons)
· Agroecological practice testing: on-farm actual implementation
· Method of economic data collection: observations on 89 farmers’ fields
· Method of data analysis: budgeting techniques 
	1. Income
· Net Present Value
Negative: Agroforestry of maize and Gliricidia/Sesbania/Tephrosia  trees recorded lower net present value than continuous fertilised maize.
2. Efficiency/Productivity
· Benefit Cost Ratio
Positive: Agroforestry of maize and Gliricidia/Sesbania/Tephrosia trees recorded higher benefit cost ratio than continuous fertilised maize.
3. Labour Requirements
· Labour input use
Positive: Agroforestry of maize and Gliricidia/Sesbania/Tephrosia trees required less person-days per hectare than continuous fertilised maize.

	Rahman, SA; Rahman, MF; Codilan, AL; Farhana, KM, 2007. Analysis of the economic benefits from systematic improvements to shifting cultivation and its evolution towards stable continuous agroforestry in the upland of Eastern Bangladesh (Tables 2-6)
	Asia / Bangladesh
	Agroforestry / Silvoarable
	· Cropping system: Comparison of agroforestry system (arable crops e.g. rice, maize, shrubs e.g. Litsea, and trees e.g. fruit and Acacia) with shifting cultivation (shlash-and-burn cultivation)
· Agroecological practice testing: on-farm actual implementation 
· Method of economic data collection: semi-structured interviews of 60 farmers and 7 focus group discussions
· Method of data analysis: budgeting techniques
	1. Income
· Net Present Value
Positive: Agroforestry recorded higher net present value than shifting cultivation practices.
· Average Yearly Income
Positive: Agroforestry recorded higher average yearly income than shifting cultivation practices.
2. Production Costs
· Establishment Cost
Negative: Agroforestry required higher establishment costs than shifting cultivation practices.
· Labour Cost
Negative: Agroforestry required higher labour costs than shifting cultivation practices.
· Input Cost
Negative: Agroforestry required higher input costs than shifting cultivation practices.
3. Efficiency/Productivity
· Benefit Cost Ratio
Positive: Agroforestry showed higher benefit cost ratio than shifting cultivation practices
4. Capital and Investment Returns
· Internal Rate of Return
Negative: Agroforestry showed lower internal rate of return than shifting cultivation practices.
· Payback Periods
Negative: Agroforestry needed longer payback periods than shifting cultivation practices.
5. Income Stability
· Net Present Value under Yield and Discount Rate Changes
Positive: Agroforestry recorded higher net present value than shifting cultivation practices under yield and discount rate changes.

	Ahmad, S; Zhang, CH; Ekanayake, EMBP, 2021. Livelihood Improvement through Agroforestry Compared to
Conventional Farming System: Evidence from Northern
Irrigated Plain, Pakistan (Tables 2, 5) 
	Asia / Pakistan
	Agroforestry / Silvoarable
	· Cropping system: Households with agroforestry practices  compared to households with conventional practices (non-tree)
· Agroecological practice testing: on-farm actual implementation 
· Method of economic data collection: survey of 400 households based on semi-structured questionnaire used via interviews  
· Method of data analysis: budgeting techniques
· Data were statistically tested with ANOVA
	1. Income
· Income (Crop Income)
Negative: Agroforestry generated lower crop income than conventional practices
· Income (Timber Income)
Positive: Agroforestry generated higher timber income than conventional practices
· Income (Fuelwood Income)
Positive: Agroforestry generated higher fuelwood income than conventional practices
· Income (Non-Timber Forest Products-NTFP Income)
Positive: Agroforestry generated higher NTFP income than conventional practices
· Income (Livestock)
Neutral: Statistically non-significant difference between the livestock income generated by agroforestry versus conventional practices.
2. Autonomy
· Number of households receiving subsidies
Neutral: Statistically non-significant difference between the number of households receiving subsidies under agroforestry versus conventional practices.
3. Infrastructure and resources
· Number of households sharing crop seeds
Positive: More households practising agroforestry compared to those practising conventional practices share seeds. 
· Number of households sharing farming equipment
Negative: Fewer households practising agroforestry compared to those practising conventional practices borrow farming equipment from each other.
· Number of households borrowing money
Negative: Fewer households practising agroforestry versus conventional practices borrow money from each other in times of need.
· Number of households sharing advice
Neutral: Statistically non-significant difference between the number of households sharing advice between them under agroforestry versus conventional practices.
· Number of households herding livestock together
Neutral: Statistically non-significant difference between the number of households herding livestock together under agroforestry versus conventional practices.
· Number of households sharing food
Neutral: Statistically non-significant difference between the number of households that share food in times of need  under agroforestry versus conventional practices.

	Cardozo, Ernesto Gómez; Muchavisoy, Henry Mavisoy; Silva, Hulda Rocha; Zelarayán, Marcelo Luís; Corrêa; Leite, Marcio Fernandes; Alves; et al., 2015. Species richness increases income in agroforestry systems of eastern Amazonia (Figures 4-5)
	America / Brazil
	Agroforestry / Silvoarable
	· Cropping system: comparison of agroforestry (commercial and smallholder) with slash-and-burn practice
· Agroecological practice testing: on-farm actual implementation
· Method of economic data collection: survey of 38 farms
· Method of data analysis: budgeting techniques
· Data were statistically tested with ANOVA and post-hoc Spjøtfoll–Stoline test

	1. Production Cost
· Total Cost
Neutral: Agroforestry total costs were statistically not significantly different from the slash-and-burn cultivation system.
2. Revenue 
· Monetary Income
Positive: Agroforestry produced higher monetary income than the slash-and-burn cultivation system (these results were not statistically significant for smallholder agroforestry).
3. Income
· Net Income
Neutral: Commercial and smallholder agroforestry produced higher net income than slash-and-burn cultivation, but these results were not statistically significant.
4. Autonomy
· Non-monetary Income
Neutral: Commercial agroforestry did not record non-monetary and smallholder agroforestry statistically not significantly different income.
5. Efficiency/Productivity
· Benefit Cost Ratio
Neutral: Commercial and smallholder agroforestry recorded higher benefit cost ratios than slash-and-burn cultivation, but these results were not statistically significant.

	Pratiwi, A; Suzuki, A, 2018. Reducing Agricultural Income Vulnerabilities through Agroforestry Training: Evidence from a Randomised Field Experiment in Indonesia (Table  10)
	Asia / Indonesia
	Agroforestry / Silvoarable
	· Cropping system: Agroforestry of coffee and cocoa
· Agroecological practice testing: on-farm intervention study
· Method of economic data collection: interview of 312 farmers representing 16 main subjects (farmer groups)
· Method of data analysis: Econometric modelling
	1. Income Stability 
· Coefficient of Variation of Farm Income 
Positive: Agroforestry and associated crop diversity recorded significant negative associations with farm income variation.

	S. K. JAIN and P. SINGH, 2000. Economic analysis of industrial agroforestry: poplar (Populus deltoides) in Uttar Pradesh (India) (Tables 3, 7-9) 
	Asia / India
	Agroforestry / Silvoarable
	· Cropping system: comparison of adopters of poplar-based agroforestry with non-adopters (different cropping systems such as crop rotations and monoculture sugarcane) 
· Agroecological practice testing: on-farm actual implementation
· Method of economic data collection: survey of 22 farmers representing a total of 176 farmers (adopters and non-adopters)
· Method of data analysis: budgeting techniques
	1. Income 
· Net Income
Inconclusive: The net income of agroforestry was lower or higher than agricultural crops depending on the coppice period of poplar, the cost incurred on the technical assistance, and the crop rotations followed on the sample farms.
2. Labour Requirements
· Labour employment
Inconclusive: Labour absorption in agroforestry was lower or higher than agricultural crops depending on the year of poplar growth and harvest and the crop rotations followed on the sample farms.

	Abdul, MM; Md, IH, 2011. Tobacco cultivation in Bangladesh: is it a threat to traditional agro-practice? (Table 1)
	Asia / Bangladesh
	Agroforestry / Silvoarable
	· Cropping system: comparison of traditional jhum agro-practices to monoculture tobacco cultivation
· Agroecological practice testing: on-farm actual implementation 
· Method of economic data collection:  survey of 50 households 
· Method of data analysis: budgeting techniques
	1. Production Cost
· Input costs
Positive: The traditional practice required less input costs than the tobacco monoculture cultivation. 
2. Revenue
· Output
Negative: The traditional practice produced less economic output than the tobacco monoculture cultivation.
3. Income 
· Net Benefit
Negative: The traditional practice generated less net benefit than the tobacco monoculture cultivation.

	Simo, AV; Kanowski, P; Barney, KD, 2020. The role of agroforestry in swidden transitions: a case study in the context of customary land tenure in Central Lao PDR (Figure 6)
	Asia / Lao PDR
	Agroforestry / Silvoarable
	· Cropping system: comparison of agroforestry plantations with leasing fields for banana cultivation 
· Agroecological practice testing: on-farm actual implementation
· Method of economic data collection: survey of 24 households
· Method of data analysis: budgeting techniques
	1. Income
· Returns to land
Positive: The agroforestry plantation generated more returns to land than leasing land for banana cultivation.
2. Return to labour
· Return to labour
Negative: The agroforestry plantation recorded lower returns to labour than leasing land for banana cultivation.

	Rahman, SA; Sunderland, T; Kshatriya, M; Roshetko, JM; Pagella, T; Healey, JR, 2016. Towards productive landscapes: Trade-offs in tree-cover and income across a matrix of smallholder agricultural land-use systems (Tables 2-3)
	Asia / Indonesia and Bangladesh
	Agroforestry / Silvoarable
	· Cropping system: agroforestry system with arable (rice and/or maize), vegetable crops, and fruit trees compared to permanent monoculture (only in Indonesia) and swidden agriculture practice (in both countries) (three pairwise comparisons)
· Agroecological practice testing: on-farm actual implementation
· Method of economic data collection: survey of 60 farmers in Indonesia and 61 farmers in Bangladesh
· Method of data analysis: budgeting techniques
	1. Income 
· Total Annual Income
Positive: Agroforestry farmers had higher total annual income than swidden agriculture farmers. 
Negative: Agroforestry farmers had lower total annual income than permanent monoculture farmers.
· Total Farm Income
Positive: Agroforestry generated higher total farm income than swidden agriculture.
Negative: Agroforestry generated lower total farm income than permanent monoculture.
2. Production Cost
· Total Annual Expenditure
Negative: Agroforestry farmers incurred higher total annual expenditure than swidden agriculture farmers. 
Positive: Agroforestry farmers incurred lower total annual expenditure than permanent monoculture farmers.
3. Capital and Investment Returns
· Total Savings
Negative: Agroforestry farmers had fewer savings than swidden agriculture farmers and than permanent monoculture farmers in Indonesia.
Positive: Agroforestry farmers had more savings than swidden agriculture farmers in Bangladesh. 
· Total Outstanding debit
Negative: Agroforestry farmers had higher total outstanding debit than swidden agriculture farmers in Indonesia.
Positive: Agroforestry farmers had lower total outstanding debit than permanent monoculture farmers.  
Positive: Agroforestry farmers had lower total outstanding debit than swidden agriculture farmers in Bangladesh. 

	Abbas, G; Ali, A; Khan, M; Mahmood, HZ; Wahab, SA; Amir-ud-Din, R, 2021. The Transition from Arid Farming Systems to Agroforestry Systems in Pakistan: A Comparison of Monetary Returns (Tables 3-4)
	Asia / Pakistan
	Agroforestry / Silvoarable
	· Cropping system: Comparison of agroforestry systems (tree cropping and border cropping) with conventional arid farming (two pairwise comparisons) 
· Agroecological practice testing: on-farm actual implementation 
· Method of economic data collection: survey of 382 farmers
· Method of data analysis: budgeting techniques

	1. Production Cost
· Total costs 
Negative: Agroforestry farmers incurred higher total costs compared to conventional farming.
· Total cost per acre
Negative: Agroforestry farmers incurred higher total costs per acre compared to conventional farming.
2. Revenue
· Revenue per acre
Positive: Agroforestry farmers generated more revenue per acre compared to conventional farming.
3. Income
· Profit per acre
Positive: Agroforestry farmers generated more profit per acre compared to conventional farming.
4. Labour Requirements
· Labour costs
Negative: Agroforestry farmers incurred higher labour costs compared to conventional farming.

	Owusu, V; Akoto-Adjepong, V; Acheampong, E; Barnes, VR, 2021. Farmer Perceptions and Economic Performance of Cocoa Agroforestry Shade Levels in Ghana (Table 4)
	Africa / Ghana
	Agroforestry / Silvoarable
	· Cropping system: cocoa agroforestry system under different shade levels (high: 22-30 trees/hectare, medium: 15-18 trees/hectare, and low: 5-6 trees/hectare) compared to no-shade cocoa plantation
· Agroecological practice testing: on-farm actual implementation
· Method of economic data collection: survey of 270 farmers
· Method of data analysis: budgeting techniques
	1. Income
· Net Present Value
Positive: Shaded cocoa plantations generated more economic and financial net present value compared to no-shaded cocoa plantations.
2. Capital and Investments Return 
· Internal Rate of Return
Positive: Shaded cocoa plantations generated more economic and financial internal rate of return compared to no-shaded cocoa plantations.



	Coulibaly, JY; Chiputwa, B; Nakelse, T; Kundhlande, G, 2017. Adoption of agroforestry and the impact on household food security among farmers in Malawi (Tables 2,6)
	Africa / Malawi
	Agroforestry / Silvoarable
	· Cropping system: comparison of farmers adopting fertiliser trees (Gliricidia, Pigeonpea, Acacia, Tefrosia) within their arable farms (maize) with non-adopter farmers
· Agroecological practice testing: on-farm actual implementation
· Method of economic data collection: survey of 338 households
· Method of data analysis: budgeting techniques and econometric modelling
· Data were tested using Kolmogorov–Smirnov test
	1. Revenue
· Value of Food Crops
Positive: Farmers who adopted fertiliser trees within their farms recorded more value of food crops compared to non-adopter farmers.
2. Efficiency/Productivity
· Yield
Positive: Farmers who adopted fertilizer trees within their farms generated more yield compared to non-adopter farmers.


	Sekhar, NU, 2007. Traditional versus improved agroforestry systems in Vietnam: A comparison (Table 3)
	Asia / Vietnam
	Agroforestry / Silvoarable
	· Cropping system: comparison of agroforestry practice to traditional slash-and-burn practice
· Agroecological practice testing: on-farm actual implementation 
· Method of economic data collection: survey of 120 households
· Method of data analysis: budgeting techniques
· Data were statistically tested with t-test
	1. Income
· Income per hectare
Positive: The agroforestry practice generated more income per hectare compared to the slash-and-burn practice.
2. Production Cost
· Total costs
Negative: The agroforestry practice incurred higher costs compared to the slash-and-burn practice.

	Doddabasawa; Chittapur, BM; Murthy, MM, 2020. Economics and energy potential of traditional agroforestry systems under contrasting ecosystems in semi-arid tropics (Tables 4-5) 
	Asia / India
	Agroforestry / Silvoarable
	· Cropping system: comparison of different agroforestry planting practices (bund, boundary, and scattered) under rainfed (neem-based) and irrigated system (teak-based) with control (conventional system without trees) (two pairwise comparisons)
· Agroecological practice testing: on-farm actual implementation
· Method of economic data collection: observations of 32 farms
· Method of data analysis: budgeting techniques
	1. Revenue 
· Gross Return
Negative:  Neem-based agroforestry systems (bund, boundary, scattered plantings) under rainfed conditions revealed lower gross returns compared to the control system without trees.
Positive:  Teak-based agroforestry systems (bund, boundary, scattered plantings) under irrigated conditions revealed higher gross returns compared to the control system without trees.
2. Income
· Net Return
Negative:  Neem-based agroforestry systems (bund, boundary, scattered plantings) under rainfed conditions revealed lower net returns compared to the control system without trees.
Positive:  Teak-based agroforestry systems (bund, boundary, scattered plantings) under irrigated conditions revealed higher net returns compared to the control system without trees.
3. Efficiency/Productivity
· Benefit Cost Ratio
Negative:  Neem-based agroforestry systems (bund, boundary, scattered plantings) under rainfed conditions revealed lower benefit cost ratio compared the control system without trees.
Positive:  Teak-based agroforestry systems (bund, boundary, scattered plantings) under irrigated conditions revealed higher benefit cost ratio compared the control system without trees.

	Nunoo, I; Owusu, V, 2015. Comparative analysis on financial viability of Cocoa agroforestry systems in Ghana (Tables 6-7)
	Africa / Ghana
	Agroforestry / Silvoarable
	· Cropping system: cocoa agroforestry system under different shade levels (heavy: >15 trees/hectare, medium: 10-15 trees/hectare, and low: 1-9 trees/hectare) compared to no-shade cocoa plantation
· Agroecological practice testing: on-farm actual implementation
· Method of economic data collection: interview of 200 farmers 
· Method of data analysis: budgeting techniques
	1. Revenue 
· Total Revenue
Inconclusive: Medium and low shaded cocoa plantations generated more total revenue compared to the no-shaded cocoa plantation, but heavy shaded cocoa plantations generated lower total revenue.
2. Income
· Net Cash Flow
Inconclusive: Medium and low shaded cocoa plantations generated higher net cash flow compared to the no-shaded cocoa plantations, but heavy shaded cocoa plantations generated lower net cash flow.
· Net Present Value
Positive: Shaded cocoa plantations generated more net present value compared to the no-shaded cocoa plantations.
2. Capital and Investments Return 
· Internal Rate of Returns
Positive: Shaded cocoa plantations generated higher internal rates of return compared to the no-shaded cocoa plantations.
3. Efficiency/Productivity
· Benefit cost ratio
Positive: Shaded cocoa plantations generated higher benefit cost ratio compared to the no-shaded cocoa plantations.
4. Production Cost
· Total Cost
Inconclusive: Medium and low shaded cocoa plantations required higher total cost compared to the no-shaded cocoa plantations, but heavy shaded cocoa plantations required lower total costs.

	Doddabasawa; Chittapur, BM, 2021. Quantification Of Ecoservices In Traditional Agroforestry Systems In Semi-Arid Tropics (Tables 3-4)
	Asia / India
	Agroforestry / Silvoarable
	· Cropping system: comparison of agroforestry system with pigeonpea and neem under different planting practices (bund, boundary, and scattered) with sole cropping (conventional system without trees)
· Agroecological practice testing: on-farm actual implementation
· Method of economic data collection: observation of 16 farms
· Method of data analysis: budgeting techniques
· Data were tested for statistical significance for yields 
	1. Efficiency/Productivity
· Grain and haulm yield
Negative: Neem-based agroforestry systems were associated with lower grain and haulm yields than the control system (sole crop) for boundary, bund planting and scattered planting.
2. Revenue
· Total Economic Value of Marketable Services
Negative: Neem-based agroforestry systems achieved lower total economic benefits than the control system for boundary, bund and scattered planting.






	De Giusti, G; Kristjanson, P; Rufino, MC, 2019. Agroforestry as a climate change mitigation practice in smallholder farming: evidence from Kenya (Table 5)
	Africa / Kenya
	Agroforestry / Silvoarable
	· Cropping system: agroforestry compared to different monoculture arable cropping systems 
· Agroecological practice testing: on-farm actual implementation 
· Method of economic data collection: survey of 200 farms (944 cropping fields)
· Method of data analysis: budgeting techniques
	1. Revenue
· Revenue from products
Negative: Agroforestry produced less revenue compared to monoculture practices.
2. Labour requirements
· Average labour use
Positive: Agroforestry required less labour compared to monoculture practices.
3. Return to labour
· Labour productivity
Positive: Agroforestry was associated with higher labour productivity compared to monoculture practices.

	Rasul, G; Thapa, GB, 2006. Financial and economic suitability of agroforestry as an alternative to shifting cultivation: The case of the Chittagong Hill Tracts, Bangladesh (Table 2)
	Asia / Bangladesh
	Agroforestry / Silvoarable
	· Cropping system: Agroforestry (timber and fruits) compared to jhum practices
· Agroecological practice testing: on-farm actual implementation 
· Method of economic data collection: interviews of 51 farmers
· Method of data analysis: budgeting techniques
	1. Revenue
· Gross benefits
Positive: Agroforestry systems generated higher gross benefits than jhum practices.
2. Income
· Net Present Value
Positive: Agroforestry systems were associated with a higher net present value than jhum practices.
3. Efficiency/Productivity
· Benefit cost ratio
Inconclusive: Agroforestry systems were associated with a higher benefit cost ratio than jhum practices when the opportunity costs of household labour were included in the calculations, but associated with a lower ratio when these opportunity costs were not included.
4. Production Cost
· Total Costs 
Positive: Agroforestry systems were associated with lower total costs than jhum practices.
· Non-Labour Cost
Negative: Agroforestry systems were associated with higher non-labour costs than jhum practices.
· Initial Establishment Costs
Negative: Agroforestry systems were associated with higher initial establishment cost than jhum practices.
5. Labour Requirements
· Labour costs
Positive: Agroforestry systems were associated with lower labour costs than jhum practices.
6. Return to Labour
· Return to labour
Positive: Agroforestry systems were associated with higher return to labour than jhum practices.

	de Souza, HN; de Graaff, J; Pulleman, MM, 2012. Strategies and economics of farming systems with coffee in the Atlantic Rainforest Biome (Table 6)
	America / Brazil
	Agroforestry / Silvoarable
	· Cropping system: comparison of agroforestry coffee farms and sun-coffee farms (no shaded plantation) 
· Agroecological practice testing: on-farm intervention study 
· Method of economic data collection: interviews of 3-9 farmers (depending on the information)
· Method of data analysis: budgeting techniques
	1. Revenue
· Total production value 
Positive: Agroforestry farms generated higher total production value compared to sun-coffee farms.
2. Income
· Gross Margins 
Positive: Agroforestry farms generated higher gross margins (including and excluding labour) compared to sun-coffee farms.
3. Production Cost
· Processing Costs 
Negative: Agroforestry farms had higher processing costs compared to sun-coffee farms.
· Overhead Costs 
Inconclusive: Agroforestry farms required the same or lower overhead costs compared to sun-coffee farms depending on the farm.
· Annuity Establishment Cost 
Inconclusive: Agroforestry farms required higher or the same annuity establishment costs compared to sun-coffee farms depending on the farm. 
3. Autonomy
· Intermediate Consumption
Inconclusive: Agroforestry farms generated higher or lower intermediate consumption compared to sun-coffee farms depending on the farm.
4. Capital and Investment Returns
· Interest on circulating capital
Inconclusive: Agroforestry farms generated higher or lower interest on circulating capital compared to sun-coffee farms depending on the farm.
5. Labour Requirements
· Total labour input
Negative: Agroforestry farms required higher total labour input compared to sun-coffee farms.
6. Return to Labour
· Gross margin per person for coffee and other products
Inconclusive: Agroforestry farms generated higher or lower gross margin per person for coffee and other products depending on the farm.

	van Asten, PJA; Wairegi, LWI; Mukasa, D; Uringi, NO, 2011. Agronomic and economic benefits of coffee-Banana intercropping in Uganda's smallholder farming systems (Tables 1, 3)
	Africa / Uganda
	Agroforestry / Silvoarable
	· Cropping system: Comparison of coffee-banana agroforestry cultivation (Arabica and Robusta) with monoculture coffee and monoculture banana system (the latter available only for yields) (two pairwise comparisons, one per crop) 
· Agroecological practice testing: on-farm actual implementation
· Method of economic data collection: survey of farmers of 152 plots
· Method of data analysis: budgeting techniques
· Data were statistically tested with t-test for yields
	1. Efficiency/Productivity
· Yield
Neutral: Yield of coffee (Arabica and Robusta regions) did not differ significantly between mono-crops and intercrops.
Inconclusive: Yield of banana intercropped with coffee was lower (Robusta region) or higher (Arabica region) compared to monoculture banana.
2. Revenue
· Increased Value of Yield
Positive: The value of coffee and banana intercropped was higher compared to the value of monoculture coffee.
3. Income
· Net benefits
Positive: The change in net benefits of the intercropped coffee and banana compared to mono-cropped coffee was positive.
4. Capital and Investment Returns
· Marginal Rates of Return
Positive: Marginal rates of return of intercrops were higher compared to monoculture coffee.
5. Labour requirements
· Labour required
Negative: Labour requirements were higher for intercrops compared to mono-cropped coffee.
6. Production costs
· Total variable costs
Negative: Total variable costs were higher for intercrops compared to mono-cropped coffee.

	Folefack, AJJ; Darr, D. , 2021. Promoting Cocoa agroforestry under conditions of separated ownership of land and trees: Strengthening customary tenure institutions in Cameroon (Table A6)
	Africa / Cameroon
	Agroforestry / Silvoarable
	· Cropping system: comparison of different combinations of agroforestry (cocoa with 1-3 additional fruit tree crops, e.g. safout, bush mango, ndjansang) with single (monoculture) cultivation of cocoa (three pairwise comparisons, from double to quadruple combination of crops)
· Agroecological practice testing: on-farm actual implementation
· Method of economic data collection: interview of 210 farmers
· Method of data analysis: budgeting techniques
	1. Income
· Net Present Value
Positive: Agroforestry system of cocoa with 1-3 more crops generated higher net present value compared to single cocoa cultivation.
2. Efficiency/Productivity
· Benefit Cost Ratio
Positive: Agroforestry system of cocoa with 1-3 more crops combinations generated higher benefit cost ratio compared to single cocoa cultivation.
3. Capital and Investment Returns
· Internal Rate of Return
Positive: Agroforestry system of cocoa with 1-3 more crops generated higher internal rate of return compared to single cocoa cultivation.
· Payback Period
Positive: Agroforestry system of cocoa with 1-3 more crops needed less payback period compared to single cocoa cultivation.

	Le, QV; Cowal, S; Jovanovic, G; Le, DT, 2021. A Study of Regenerative Farming Practices and Sustainable Coffee of Ethnic Minorities Farmers in the Central Highlands of Vietnam (Figure 6)
	Asia / Vietnam
	Agroforestry / Silvoarable
	· Cropping system: Comparison of cocoa agroforestry (shaded) practice with sun-cocoa practice (non-shaded)
· Agroecological practice testing: on-farm actual implementation 
· Method of economic data collection: survey and observation of 30 farmers fields’
· Method of data analysis: budgeting techniques
	1. Revenue
· Total Cash Income
Positive: Cocoa agroforestry practice recorded higher total cash income compared to sun-cocoa practice.
2. Income
· Net Returns
Positive: Cocoa agroforestry practice recorded higher net returns compared to sun-cocoa practice.
3. Production Costs
· Fixed Costs
Negative: Cocoa agroforestry practice required higher fixed costs compared to sun-cocoa practice.
· Variable Costs
Neutral: Cocoa agroforestry practice required the same amount of variable cost compared to sun-cocoa practice.
· Total Input Cost
Negative: Cocoa agroforestry practice required higher total input cost compared to sun-Cocoa practice.

	Magcale-Macandog, DB; Ranola, FM; Ranola, RF; Ani, PAB; Vidal, NB, 2009. Enhancing the food security of upland farming households through agroforestry in Claveria, Misamis Oriental, Philippines (Table 9)
	Asia / Philippines
	Agroforestry / Silvoarable
	· Cropping system: comparison of different agroforestry planting practices (hedgerow, block planting and parkland) with annual cropping practice (conventional system without trees)
· Agroecological practice testing: on-farm actual implementation
· Method of economic data collection: survey of 300 farmers households
· Method of data analysis: budgeting techniques
	1. Revenue
· Total Outputs
Negative: The agroforestry practices generated lower total outputs compared to annual cropping.
2. Income
· Farm Income
Positive: The agroforestry practices increased the income of the farming households compared to annual cropping.
3. Production Cost
· Total Inputs
Positive: The agroforestry practices required lower total inputs compared to annual cropping.
· Investment
Inconclusive: Block planting and parkland required lower investments compared to annual cropping, but hedgerows required higher investment.
· Current Inputs
Positive: The agroforestry practices required lower current inputs compared to annual cropping.
· Marketing and postharvest costs
Positive: The agroforestry practices required lower marketing and postharvest costs compared to annual cropping.
4. Labour Requirements
· Labour
Positive: The agroforestry practices required lower labour compared to annual cropping.

	Rahmani, TA; Nurrochmat, DR; Hero, Y; Park, MS; Boer, R; Satria, A, 2021. Evaluating the feasibility of oil palm agroforestry in Harapan Rainforest, Jambi, Indonesia (Tables 3, 5)
	Asia / Indonesia
	Agroforestry / Silvoarable
	· Cropping system: Comparison of oil-palm agroforestry with oil-palm monoculture
· Agroecological practice testing: combination of experimental plots and on-farm actual implementation 
· Method of economic data collection: interview of 36 households
· Method of data analysis: budgeting techniques
	1. Income
· Net Present Value
Positive: Agroforestry generated higher net present value compared to monoculture.
2. Efficiency/Productivity
· Benefit Cost Ratio
Positive: Agroforestry generated higher benefit cost ratio compared to monoculture.
3. Capital and Investment Returns
· Internal Rate of Return
Positive: Agroforestry generated a higher internal rate of return compared to monoculture.

	Chan, N; Takeda, S, 2019. Assessing Wa-u Agroforestry in the Course of Swidden Transformation: A Case Study in Southern Chin State, Myanmar (Tables 1-2)
	Asia / Myanmar
	Agroforestry / Silvoarable
	· Cropping system: comparison of modified swidden agroforestry (trees are kept as shade component) with swidden practice
· Agroecological practice testing: on-farm actual implementation
· Method of economic data collection: survey of 25 farmers
· Method of data analysis: budgeting techniques
· Data were statistically tested with ANOVA for yields and profits
	1. Production Cost
· Total initial investment costs
Neutral: The modified swidden practice required the same total investment costs as the traditional swidden practice.
2. Efficiency/Productivity
· Time -averaged yield
Neutral: The modified swidden practice generated higher yields per acre and year to the traditional swidden practice, but the results were not statistically significant.
3. Income
· Profit per acre
Neutral: The modified swidden practice generated higher profit per acre compared to the traditional swidden practice, but the results were not statistically significant.


	Fitriani; Arifin, B; Zakaria, WA; Ismono, RH; Prasmatiwi, FE, 2020. Sustainable Production of Lampung Robusta Coffee: A Cost-Benefit Analysis (Table 2)
	Asia / Indonesia
	Agroforestry / Silvoarable
	· Cropping system: comparison of monoculture cropping of coffee with agroforestry coffee of farmers with private land rights or under community based management 
· Agroecological practice testing: on-farm actual implementation
· Method of economic data collection: survey of 400 farmers
· Method of data analysis: budgeting techniques
	1. Income
· Net Present Value
Positive: Agroforestry coffee generated higher net present value than monoculture coffee. 
· Net Benefits
Inconclusive: Agroforestry coffee generated higher net benefit than monoculture coffee for farmers with private land rights but lower under community based management.
2. Capital and Investment Returns
· Economic Internal Rate of Return
Inconclusive: Agroforestry coffee generated higher economic internal rate of return compared to monoculture coffee for farmers with private land rights but not under community based management.
· Payback Period
Inconclusive: Agroforestry coffee required a longer payback period compared to monoculture coffee under private land rights and shorter under community based management. 

	Huang, J; Long, CL, 2007. Coptis teeta-based agroforestry system and its conservation potential: A case study from northwest Yunnan (Table 3)
	Asia / China
	Agroforestry / Silvoarable
	· Cropping system: comparison of Coptis teeta and Lacquer based agroforestry (consisting of arable crops, vegetables, and trees) with swidden crop cultivation practice (two pairwise comparisons)
· Agroecological practice testing: on-farm actual implementation
· Method of economic data collection: interview of 24 key informants
· Method of data analysis: budgeting techniques
	1. Income
· Net Annual Income
[bookmark: _heading=h.gjdgxs]Positive: Agroforestry practices with Lacquer and Coptis teeta generated higher income compared to swidden practice
2. Production Cost
· Cost of Establishment
Positive: Agroforestry practices with Lacquer and Coptis teeta required lower cost of establishment compared to swidden practice.
3. Labour Requirements
· Annual Labour Requirements
Positive: Agroforestry practices with Lacquer and Coptis teeta required lower annual labour requirements compared to swidden practice.

	Jadan, O; Cifuentes, M; Torres, B; Selesi, D; Veintimilla, D; Gunter, S, 2015. Influence of tree cover on diversity, carbon sequestration and productivity of cocoa systems in the Ecuadorian amazon (Table 4)
	America / Ecuador
	Agroforestry / Silvoarable
	· Cropping system: comparison of cocoa agroforestry with cocoa monoculture
· Agroecological practice testing: on-farm actual implementation 
· Method of economic data collection: observation of 23 farmers’ fields
· Method of data analysis: budgeting techniques
· Data were statistically tested with ANOVA
	1. Income
· Net Income Cocoa
Neutral: Higher net income for monoculture cocoa compared to cocoa agroforestry, but not statistically significantly different. 

2. Efficiency/Productivity
· Productivity of Cocoa
Neutral: Higher productivity for monoculture cocoa compared to cocoa agroforestry, but not statistically significantly different. 


	Gobbi, JA, 2000. Is biodiversity-friendly coffee financially viable? An analysis of five different coffee production systems in western El Salvador (Tables 1-2)
	America / El Savador
	Agroforestry / Silvoarable
	· Cropping system: comparison of traditional coffee polyculture, commercial coffee polyculture, and technified shaded coffee with unshaded coffee monoculture (one pairwise comparison)
· Agroecological practice testing: on-farm actual implementation 
· Method of economic data collection: survey of 45 coffee farmers
· Method of data analysis: budgeting techniques
	1. Production Costs
· Fixed costs
Positive: traditional polyculture, commercial polyculture, and technified shade required lower fixed per ha production costs (inputs and materials, repair and maintenance, sales and administration) than unshaded coffee monoculture practice.
· Initial investment and incremental production costs
Positive: traditional polyculture, commercial polyculture, and technified shade required lower initial investment and incremental production costs (planting, maintaining and pruning shade trees) than unshaded coffee monoculture practice.
2. Labour Requirements 
· Labour costs
Positive: traditional polyculture, commercial polyculture, and technified shade required lower labour production costs (harvest and cultivation) than unshaded coffee monoculture practice.


	Ofori-Bah, A; Asafu-Adjaye, J, 2011. Scope economies and technical efficiency of Cocoa agroforesty systems in Ghana (Figure 3)
	Africa / Ghana
	Agroforestry / Silvoarable
	· Cropping system: Comparison of diversified (i.e., multi-crop) cocoa farms with single (i.e., mono) crop farms
· Agroecological practice testing: on-farm actual implementation 
· Method of economic data collection: survey of 340 farmers
· Method of data analysis: econometric modelling
	1. Efficiency/Productivity
· Technical Efficiency
Positive: Diversified cocoa farms are more efficient than single crop farms.




	Obiri, BD; Bright, GA; McDonald, MA; Anglaaere, LCN; Cobbina, J, 2007. Financial analysis of shaded Cocoa in Ghana (Tables 4-5)
	Africa / Ghana
	Agroforestry / Silvoarable
	· Cropping system: Comparison of shaded cocoa practice with traditional unshaded cocoa practice and with unshaded cocoa with hybrid cocoa plants practice (two pairwise comparisons)
· Agroecological practice testing: on-farm intervention study 
· Method of economic data collection: observation of 25 fields
· Method of data analysis: budgeting techniques

	1. Efficiency/Productivity
· Benefit Cost Ratio
Positive: Shaded hybrid cocoa practice generated higher benefit cost ratio compared to unshaded traditional cocoa practice.
Negative: Shaded hybrid cocoa practice generated lower benefit cost ratio compared to unshaded hybrid cocoa practice.
2. Revenue
· Total gross returns
Positive: Shaded hybrid cocoa practice generated higher total returns compared to unshaded traditional or hybrid cocoa practice.
3. Income
· Net Cash Flow
Positive: Shaded hybrid cocoa practice generated higher net cashflow compared to unshaded traditional or hybrid cocoa practice.
· Net Present Value
Positive: Shaded hybrid cocoa practice generated higher net present value compared to unshaded traditional or hybrid cocoa practice.
Negative: Shaded hybrid Cocoa practice generated lower net present value compared to unshaded hybrid Cocoa practice.
4. Capital and Investment Returns
· Internal Rate of Return
Positive: Shaded hybrid cocoa practice generated higher internal rate of return compared to unshaded traditional cocoa practice.
Negative: Shaded hybrid cocoa practice generated lower internal rate of return compared to unshaded hybrid cocoa practice.
5. Production Costs
· Total Expenses
Negative: Shaded hybrid cocoa practice required lower total expenses compared to unshaded traditional or hybrid cocoa practice.
6. Labour requirements
· Labour costs
Neutral: Shaded hybrid cocoa practice incurred the same labour costs as unshaded traditional or hybrid cocoa practice.

	
	
	AGROFORESTRY / SILVOPASTORAL
	
	

	Cardozo, Ernesto Gómez; Muchavisoy, Henry Mavisoy; Silva, Hulda Rocha; Zelarayán, Marcelo Luís; Corrêa; Leite, Marcio Fernandes; Alves; et al., 2015. Species richness increases income in agroforestry systems of eastern Amazonia
	America / Brazil
	Agroforestry / Silvopastural
	· Cropping system: comparison of enriched fallow and Babassu pasture with slash-and-burn practice
· Agroecological practice testing: on-farm actual implementation
· Method of economic data collection:  semi-structured interviews with open questions on 38 farms
· Method of data analysis: budgeting techniques
· Data were statistically tested with ANOVA and post-hoc Spjøtfoll–Stoline test

	1. Production Cost
· Total Cost
Positive: Enriched fallow and Babassu pasture required lower total costs than the slash-and-burn cultivation system (result not statistically significant for Babassu pasture).
2. Revenue 
· Monetary Income
Neutral: Enriched fallow and Babassu pasture recorded lower but not statistically significant monetary income than the slash-and-burn cultivation system.
3. Income
· Net Income
Neutral: Enriched fallow and Babassu pasture recorded lower but not statistically significant net income than the slash-and-burn cultivation system.
4. Autonomy
· Non-monetary Income
Neutral: Enriched fallow and Babassu pasture recorded lower but not statistically significant non-monetary income than the slash-and-burn cultivation system.
5. Efficiency/Productivity
· Benefit Cost Ratio
Neutral: Enriched fallow and Babassu pasture recorded lower but not statistically significant benefit cost ratio than the slash-and-burn cultivation system.

	Frey, GE; Fassola, HE; Pachas, AN; Colcombet, L; Lacorte, SM; Renkow, M; Perez, O; Cubbage, FW, 2012. A Within-Farm Efficiency Comparison of Silvopasture Systems with Conventional Pasture and Forestry in Northeast Argentina (Table 3, Figure 3)
	America / Argentina
	Agroforestry / Silvopastoral
	· Cropping system: comparison of livestock management system of silvopasture with conventional cattle-ranching pasture and with plantation forestry systems in small, medium and large enterprises (two pairwise comparisons)
· Agroecological practice testing: on-farm actual implementation 
· Method of economic data collection: interview of 47 farmers
· Method of data analysis: budgeting techniques and econometric modelling
· Data were tested with the Wilcoxon test for the technical efficiency results 
	1. Production costs
· Capital inputs
Negative: Silvopasture recorded higher capital input requirements compared to the pasture system.
Inconclusive: Silvopasture recorded higher capital input requirements compared to the forestry system for small and medium enterprises but lower for large enterprises.
· Field crop inputs
Positive: Silvopasture recorded lower value of field crops used as livestock feed compared to the pasture system.
2. Revenue 
· Timber revenue
Inconclusive: Silvopasture generated higher timber revenue compared to the forestry system for small and medium enterprises but lower for large enterprises.
· Beef revenue
Inconclusive: Silvopasture generated higher beef revenue compared to the pasture system for medium and large enterprises but lower for small enterprises.
· Milk revenue
Inconclusive: Silvopasture generated higher milk revenue compared to the pasture system for small enterprises and the same revenue for medium enterprises.
3. Labour requirements 
· Labour
Negative: Silvopasture had higher labour requirements compared to the pasture system.
Inconclusive: Silvopasture had higher labour requirements compared to the forestry system for small and medium enterprises but lower for large enterprises. 
4. Efficiency/Productivity
· Technical Efficiency
Positive: Silvopasture practices are generally more technically efficient than pasture.
Neutral: Silvopasture was associated with higher technical efficiency than forestry but this result was not statistically significant. 

	
	
	CROPPING SYSTEM DIVERSIFICATION
	
	

	Kiani, A.K., Sardar, A., Khan, W.U., He, Y., Bilgic, A., Kuslu, Y., Raja, M.A.Z., 2021. Role of agricultural diversification in improving resilience to climate change: An empirical analysis with gaussian paradigm (Table 4)
	Asia / Pakistan
	Cropping system diversification / Crop diversification
	· Cropping system: Comparison of adopters with non-adopters of agricultural diversification
· Agroecological practice testing: on-farm actual implementation 
· Method of economic data collection: interview-based survey of 410 farmers
· Method of data analysis: econometric modelling 
· Data were tested for statistical significance
	1. Income
· Farm Income
Negative: Farmers who adopted agricultural diversification were less benefited compared to non-adopters, who would have experienced loss of income if they had chosen agricultural diversification.

	Kurdys-Kujawska, A; Strzelecka, A; Zawadzka, D, 2021. The Impact of Crop Diversification on the Economic Efficiency of Small Farms in Poland
(Table 3)
	Europe / Poland
	Cropping system diversification / Crop diversification
	· Cropping system: comparison of farms with crop diversification and those without crop diversification
· Agroecological practice testing: on-farm actual implementation
· Method of economic data collection: statistical data of 1612 farms from the Farm Accountancy Data Network (FADN)
· Method of data analysis: budgeting techniques
· Data were statistically tested
	1. Revenue
· Gross Farm Income
Negative: The small farms practising crop diversification are characterised by lower gross farm income compared to the non-crop diversification small farms.
2. Income
· Farm Net Income
Negative: The small farms practising crop diversification characterised by lower farm net income compared to the non-crop diversification small farms.
· Land Profitability
Negative: The small farms practising crop diversification generated lower land profitability compared to the non-crop diversification small farms.
3. Efficiency/Productivity
· Land Productivity
Negative: The small farms practising crop diversification generated lower land productivity compared to the non-crop diversification small farms.
4. Capital and Investment Returns
· Return on Assets
Negative: The small farms practising crop diversification generated lower return on assets compared to the non-crop diversification small farms.
· Return on Equity
Negative: The small farms practising crop diversification generated lower return on equity compared to the non-crop diversification small farms.
· Cash Flow
Negative: The small farms practising crop diversification generated lower cash flow compared to the non-crop diversification small farms.
· Value of Gross Investment
Negative: The small farms practising crop diversification had lower value of gross investment compared to the non-crop diversification small farms.
5. Autonomy
· Subsidies and support for rural development
Negative: The small farms practising crop diversification received more subsidies than the non-crop diversification small farms.
6. Return to Labour
· Total Labour Profitability
Negative: The small farms practising crop diversification generated lower total labour profitability compared to the non-crop diversification small farms.
· OAwn Labour Profitability
Negative: The small farms practising crop diversification generated lower own labour profitability compared to the non-crop diversification small farms. 

	Dagunga, G; Ayamga, M; Danso-Abbeam, G, 2020. To what extent should farm households diversify? Implications on multidimensional poverty in Ghana (Table 6)
	Africa / Ghana
	Cropping system diversification / Crop diversification
	· Cropping system: comparison of farms with crop diversification and farms without
· Agroecological practice testing: on-farm actual implementation
· Method of economic data collection: statistical data of 14009 households from Ghana Living Standards Survey.
· Method of data analysis: econometric modelling
	1. Income
· Multidimensional poverty
Inconclusive:  Crop diversification reduces multidimensional poverty at the lower and middle quantiles of diversification but increases it at the higher quantiles.

	Das, A; Layek, J; Ramkrushna, GI; Patel, DP; Choudhury, BU; Krishnappa, R; Buragohain, J; Yadav, GS, 2017. Modified system of Rice intensification for higher crop and water productivity in Meghalaya, India: opportunities for improving livelihoods for resource-poor farmers (Table 5)
	Asia / India
	Cropping system diversification / Crop rotation
	· Cropping system: Modified Sustainable Rice Intensification (MSRI) with rice-pea crop rotation compared to MSRI with rice-fallow 
· Agroecological practice testing: on-farm intervention study
· Method of economic data collection: observations of 16 farmers’ fields
· Method of data analysis: budgeting techniques
	1. Efficiency/Productivity
· Yield
Positive: MSRI rice-pea gave higher yield in comparison with the MSRI rice-fallow. 
· Benefit Cost Ratio
Neutral: MSRI rice-pea cropping system generated similar benefit cost ratio to MSRI rice-fallow.
· Production Efficiency
Positive: MSRI rice-pea cropping is associated with higher production efficiency than MSRI rice-fallow.
2. Revenue
· Gross Return
Positive: Rice (MSRI)-pea cropping system generated higher gross return in comparison with monoculture of Rice under FP and MSRI.
3. Income
· Net Return
Positive: Rice (MSRI)-pea cropping system generated higher net return in comparison with monoculture of Rice under FP and MSRI.

	Hardie, CA; Wattiaux, M; Dutreuil, M; Gildersleeve, R; Keuler, NS; Cabrera, VE, 2014. Feeding strategies on certified organic dairy farms in Wisconsin and their effect on milk production and income over feed costs (Table 1)
	America / USA
	Cropping system diversification / Grassland management
	· Cropping system: comparison of pasture-based feeding with feeding with a heavy reliance on supplements
· Agroecological practice testing: on-farm actual implementation
· Method of economic data collection: survey on 69 farms
· Method of data analysis: budgeting techniques
· Data were statistically tested with the Wilcoxon test
	1. Efficiency/Productivity
· Milk rolling herd average
Negative: Pasture-based management practices had a lower milk rolling herd average than practices relying heavily on supplements.
2. Income
· Milk income over feed costs
Negative: Pasture-based management practices generated lower milk income over feed costs for lactating cows than practices relying heavily on supplements.

	Tilahun, Y, 2021. The cost and benefit analysis of climate change adaptation strategies among smallholder crop producers in the case of Sekela district, West Gojjam zone, Ethiopia (Tables 3, 4)
	Africa / Ethiopia
	Cropping system diversification / Crop rotation
	· Cropping system: comparison of adopters of crop rotations with conventional practices
· Agroecological practice testing: on-farm actual implementation
· Method of economic data collection: 
survey using semi-structured questionnaire of 155 households (out of which 59 were relevant for this practice)  combined with secondary data 
· Method of data analysis: budgeting techniques of quantitative data
	1. Income
· Net Present Value
Positive: Farmers who adopt crop rotation practices recorded higher net present value than farmers who do not.
2. Efficiency/Productivity
· Benefit Cost Ratio
Positive: Farmers who adopt crop rotation practices recorded higher benefit cost ratio than farmers who do not.

	Lojka, B; Lojkova, J; Banout, J; Polesny, Z; Preininger, D, 2008. Performance of an improved fallow system in the Peruvian Amazon - modelling approach (Table 3)
	America / Peru
	Cropping system diversification / Improved fallow
	· Cropping system: comparison of planted leguminous tree fallow (Inga edulis fallow) with traditional slash-and-burn farming system (Imperata brasiliensis fallow) both followed by cassava
· Agroecological practice testing: on-farm actual implementation
· Method of economic data collection: interviews of 15 farmers
· Method of data analysis: budgeting techniques
	1. Labour Requirements
· Labour Requirements
Inconclusive: Labour requirements were higher for the tree fallow system compared to the traditional system for the establishment year but lower for the following years.

	Capellesso, AJ; Cazella, AA; Schmitt, AL; Farley, J; Martins, DA, 2015. Economic and environmental impacts of production intensification in agriculture: comparing transgenic, conventional, and agroecological Maize crops (Tables 1, 3)
	America / Brazil


	Cropping system diversification / Crop diversification
	· Cropping system: comparison between agroecological organic open-pollinated maize production with transgenic and conventional hybrid maize production (two pairwise comparisons)
· Agroecological practice testing: on-farm actual implementation
· Method of economic data collection: interviews of 14 farmers
· Method of data analysis: budgeting techniques
· Data were statistically tested with the test of Duncan
	1. Production Cost
· Average Variable Costs
Positive: Organic cultivars required lower variable costs compared to conventional and transgenic hybrid cultivars.
· Average Expenditure
Positive: Organic cultivars required lower expenditure compared to conventional and transgenic hybrid cultivars.
2. Revenue
· Gross Revenue
Neutral: Organic cultivars produced statistically not significantly lower gross revenue compared to conventional hybrid cultivars.
Negative: Organic cultivars produced lower gross revenue compared to transgenic hybrid cultivars (results not always statistically significant).
3. Income
· Gross Margin
Neutral: Organic cultivars produced statistically not significantly higher gross margin compared to conventional hybrid cultivars.
Inconclusive: Organic cultivars produced higher or statistically not significantly lower gross margin compared to transgenic hybrid cultivars.
· Average Added Value
Neutral: Organic cultivars produced statistically not significantly higher added value compared to conventional hybrid cultivars.
Positive: Organic cultivars produced higher added value compared to transgenic hybrid cultivars.
4. Labour Requirements
· Labour 
Neutral: Organic cultivars needed statistically not significantly higher labour time compared to conventional cultivars. Values for transgenic not provided.

	John, I; Snapp, S; Nord, A; Chimonyo, V; Gwenambira, C; Chikowo, R, 2021. Marginal more than mesic sites benefit from Groundnut diversification of Maize: Increased yield, protein, stability, and profits (Table 5)
	Africa / Malawi
	Cropping system diversification / Crop rotation
	· Cropping system: Fertilised maize in crop rotation with groundnuts and pigeonpea intercrop compared to continuous fertilised maize
· Agroecological practice testing: on-farm intervention study Method of economic data collection: observations of 14 farmers’ fields
· Method of data analysis: budgeting techniques
· The gross margin data were tested for statistical significance using ANOVA 
	1. Production Costs
· Total Input Costs
Positive: The crop rotation practice recorded lower total input costs than the continuous fertilised maize.
· Total Costs
Positive: The crop rotation practice recorded lower total costs than the continuous fertilised maize.
2. Revenue
· Average Revenue
Negative: The crop rotation practice recorded lower average revenue than the continuous fertilised maize.
3. Income
· Average Gross Margin
Neutral: The crop rotation practice recorded lower average gross margin than the continuous fertilised maize but this result was not statistically significant.
4. Labour Requirements
· Labour Costs
Negative: The crop rotation practice recorded higher labour costs than the continuous fertilised maize

	TerAvest, D; Wandschneider, PR; Thierfelder, C; Reganold, JP, 2019. Diversifying conservation agriculture and conventional tillage cropping systems to improve the wellbeing of smallholder farmers in Malawi (Tables 2-6)
	Africa / Malawi
	Cropping system diversification / Crop rotation
	· Cropping system: comparison between no tillage continuous maize monoculture with no tillage three-year rotation of cassava or sweet potato, soybean and maize in two different areas
· Agroecological practice testing: on-farm intervention study 
· Method of economic data collection: observation of the fields of 4 farmers
· Method of data analysis: budgeting techniques
	1. Revenue
· Gross Revenue
Inconclusive: The three-year rotation had higher or lower gross revenue compared to the maize monoculture depending on the year.
2. Income
· Net Revenue
Inconclusive: The three-year rotation had higher or lower net revenue compared to the maize monoculture depending on the year.
· Gross Margin
Inconclusive: The three-year rotation had higher or lower gross margin compared to the maize monoculture depending on the year.
3. Production Costs
· Input Costs
Inconclusive: The  three-year rotation had higher or lower total input costs compared to the maize monoculture depending on the year and area.
· Total Costs
Inconclusive: The three-year rotation had lower or higher total costs compared to maize monoculture  depending on the year and area.
4. Labour requirements
· Total labour days
Inconclusive: The three-year rotation required lower or higher amounts of labour compared to maize monoculture depending on the year.
5. Return to Labour 
· Labour productivity
Inconclusive: The three-year rotation had higher or lower labour productivity compared to maize monoculture depending on the year.

	Kuntashula, E; Mungatana, E, 2013. Estimating the causal effect of improved fallows on farmer welfare using robust identification strategies in Chongwe, Zambia
	Africa / Zambia
	Cropping system diversification / Improved fallow
	· Cropping system: comparison between adopters and non-adopters of improved fallow (different leguminous tree species planted for 3 years in the fallow) 
· Agroecological practice testing: on-farm actual implementation
· Method of economic data collection: survey of 324 households
· Method of data analysis: budgeting techniques
	1. Income
· Crop Income
Positive: Adopters of improved fallow recorded higher crop income compared to non-adopters of improved fallow. 
2. Efficiency/Productivity
· Maize Yield
Positive: Adopters of improved fallow recorded higher Maize yield compared to non-adopters of improved fallow. 
3. Autonomy
· Month per year with enough grown food
Positive: Adopters of improved fallow recorded more months per year with enough grown food compared to non-adopters of improved fallow.

	Alvez, JP; Fo, ALS; Farley, JC; Erickson, JD; Mendez, VE, 2015. Transition from Semi-Confinement to Pasture-Based Dairy in Brazil: Farmers' View of Economic and Environmental Performances (Tables 2-3)
	America / Brazil
	Cropping system diversification / Pasture, grassland and rangeland management
	· Cropping system: comparison between before the adoption of management-intensive grazing (semi-confinement with continuous grazing) and after the adoption of management-intensive grazing (pasture-based dairy year round) in 4 different areas
· Agroecological practice testing: on-farm actual implementation
· Method of economic data collection: survey of 61 farmers
· Method of data analysis: budgeting techniques
· Data were statistically tested with t-test
	1. Efficiency/Productivity
· Production
Positive: After the adoption of management-intensive grazing production increased in all areas. 
· Production per cow
Inconclusive: After the adoption of management-intensive grazing production per cow increased in 3 areas and decreased in 1 area. 
2. Income
· Income
Positive: After the adoption of management-intensive grazing income increased in all areas.

	
	
	INTERCROPPING
	
	

	Rahman, NA; Larbi, A; Kotu, B; Asante, MO; Akakpo, DB; Mellon-Bedi, S; Hoeschle-Zeledon, I, 2021. Maize-legume strip cropping effect on productivity, income, and income risk of farmers in northern Ghana (Tables 1-3, Figure 3)
	Africa / Ghana
	Intercropping / Intercropping
	· Cropping system: comparison of strip-cropping maize and cowpea or groundnut with monoculture of different arable crops (maize, cowpea, groundnut) (three pairwise comparisons)
· Agroecological practice testing: on-farm intervention study
· Method of economic data collection: observations in 10 communities
· Method of data analysis: budgeting techniques
· Data were statistically tested
	1. Efficiency/Productivity
· Yield 
Positive: For all the maize–legume strip-cropping options yield land equivalent ratios were higher than 1, indicating better productivity than for the sole crops. 
2. Income
· Income
Positive: The net incomes from the maize–legume strip cropping options were higher compared to those of the sole crops.
3. Income Stability
· Risk of net income levels
Positive: The maize–legume strip cropping options increased the probability of having positive net income above 50% and reduced the risk of operating at financial loss compared to the sole crops.

	Munisse, P; Jensen, BD; Quilambo, OA; Andersen, SB; Christiansen, JL, 2012. Watermelon Intercropped With Cereals Under Semi-Arid Conditions: An On-Farm Study (Table 2)
	Africa / Mozambique
	Intercropping / Intercropping
	· Cropping system: comparison between intercropping maize with watermelon compared to sole maize or sole watermelon
· Agroecological practice testing: on-farm intervention study
· Method of economic data collection: observations in 17 farmers’ fields
· Method of data analysis: budgeting techniques
· Data were statistically tested with ANOVA
	1. Revenue
· Monetary Value
Positive: Intercropping of maize and watermelon recorded higher total monetary value compared to sole maize.
Negative: Intercropping of maize and watermelon recorded lower total monetary value compared to sole watermelon.
2. Efficiency/Productivity
· Yield
Positive: Intercropping of maize and watermelon recorded higher total yield compared to sole maize.
Negative: Intercropping of maize and watermelon recorded lower total yield compared to sole watermelon.

	Hougni, DGJM; Chambon, B; Penot, E; Promkhambut, A, 2018. The household economics of Rubber intercropping during the immature period in Northeast Thailand (Tables 3-4)



	Asia / Thailand
	Intercropping / Intercropping
	· Cropping system: comparison between different monoculture crops (cassava, rice) and intercropping (rubber-cassava and rubber-rice) (two pairwise comparisons)
· Agroecological practice testing: on-farm actual implementation
· Method of economic data collection: interviews of 35 farmers
· Method of data analysis: budgeting techniques
	1. Production Cost
· Operating Cost
Positive: Intercropping arable crops recorded lower operating cost than monoculture of each crop.
· Total Cost
Positive: Rubber and cassava intercropping recorded lower total cost than monoculture of rubber.
2. Income
· Gross Margin 
Negative: Intercropping arable crops recorded lower gross margins than monoculture of each crop.
3. Capital and investment returns
· Return on working capital 
Negative: Intercropping arable crops recorded lower return on working capital than monoculture of each crop.
4. Labour Requirements
· Total Labour
Positive: Intercropping rubber and cassava needed lower total labour than cassava monoculture.
Negative: Intercropping rubber and rice needed higher total labour than rice monoculture.
· Family Labour
Negative: Intercropping arable crops required higher family labour than monoculture of each crop.
5. Return to Labour
· Return to Labour
Negative: Intercropping arable crops recorded lower return to labour than monoculture of each crop.


	Ijaz, A; Adil, SA; Hassan, S; Bakhsh, K; Bashir, MK; Abbas, Q, 2014. Agro-Economic Dimensions Of Intercropping In Citrus Farms: The Case Of District Toba Tek Singh, Pakistan (Table 2)
	Asia / Pakistan
	Intercropping / Intercropping
	· Cropping system: comparison between intercropping of citrus and maize with no-intercropping practice
· Agroecological practice testing: on-farm actual implementation
· Method of economic data collection: survey of 120 citrus growers
· Method of data analysis: budgeting techniques
	1. Revenue
· Total Income
Negative: Intercropping generated lower total income compared to not intercropping.
2. Income
· Net Profit
Negative: Intercropping generated lower net profit compared to not intercropping practice.
3. Efficiency/Productivity
· Yield
Negative: Intercropping generated lower yield compared to not intercropping.
· Income per plant
Negative: Intercropping generated lower income per plant compared to not intercropping.
· Benefit Cost Ratio
Negative: Intercropping generated lower benefit cost ratio compared to not intercropping.
4. Production Cost
· Total Cost
Negative: Intercropping generated higher total cost compared to not intercropping.

	Huang, CD; Liu, QQ; Heerink, N; Stomph, T; Li, BS; Liu, RL; Zhang, HY; Wang, C; Li, XL; Zhang, CC; van der Werf, W; Zhang, FS, 2015. Economic Performance and Sustainability of a Novel Intercropping System on the North China Plain (Tables 3-4)
	Asia / China
	Intercropping / Intercropping
	· Cropping system: comparison between intercropping (wheat-maize/watermelon) with double cropping practice (wheat-maize)
· Agroecological practice testing: on-farm actual implementation
· Method of economic data collection: survey of 59 farmers 
· Method of data analysis: budgeting techniques
	1. Revenue
· Revenue
Positive: Intercropping generated higher revenue compared to double cropping.
2. Income
· Gross margin
Positive: Intercropping generated higher gross margin compared to double cropping.
3. Efficiency/Productivity
· Yield
Negative: Intercropping generated lower yield for wheat and maize compared to double cropping.
Positive: Intercropping generated yield also for watermelon compared to double cropping wheat-maize.
4. Production Cost
· Variable Costs
Negative: Intercropping required higher variable production costs compared to double cropping.
5. Labour Requirements
· Labour use per hectare
Negative: Intercropping required higher labour use per hectare compared to double cropping.
6. Return to Labour
· Gross margin per hour
Negative: Intercropping generated lower gross margin per hour compared to double cropping.

	Hong, Y; Heerink, N; Zhao, MJ; van der Werf, W, 2019. Intercropping contributes to a higher technical efficiency in smallholder farming: Evidence from a case study in Gaotai County, China
	Asia / China
	Intercropping / Intercropping
	· Cropping system: comparison between intercropping of maize and wheat with no-intercropping
· Agroecological practice testing: on-farm actual implementation
· Method of economic data collection: interview of 231 households
· Method of data analysis: econometric modelling
	1. Efficiency/Productivity
· Technical Efficiency
Positive: Increasing the share of land under intercropping had a highly significant positive effect on technical efficiency.

	Ngwira, AR; Aune, JB; Mkwinda, S, 2012. On-farm evaluation of yield and economic benefit of short term Maize legume intercropping systems under conservation agriculture in Malawi (Tables 3-4, 6)
	Africa / Malawi
	Intercropping / Intercropping
	· Cropping system: comparison between monoculture maize conservation agriculture with intercropping maize-legumes conservation agriculture with three different legumes (lablab, mucuna, pigeonpea) tested in two areas (treated as one comparison)
· Agroecological practice testing: on-farm intervention study
· Method of economic data collection: observation in fields of 24 farmers
· Method of data analysis: budgeting techniques
· Data were tested for statistical significance for yields via a linear mixed effects model
	1. Efficiency/Productivity
· Yield
Negative: Intercropping maize-legumes conservation agriculture generated lower yields compared to monoculture maize conservation agriculture (this result is often not statistically significant depending on the year and area).
Positive: Intercropping maize-legumes conservation agriculture generated also legume yields as opposed to monoculture continuous maize conservation agriculture.
2. Revenue
· Total Revenue
Positive: Intercropping maize-legumes conservation agriculture generated higher total revenue compared to monoculture maize conservation agriculture.
3. Income
· Gross margin
Positive: Intercropping maize-legumes conservation agriculture generated higher gross margin compared to monoculture maize conservation agriculture.
4. Production Cost
· Cost per kilogram
Positive: Intercropping maize-legumes conservation agriculture required lower cost per kilogram compared to monoculture maize conservation agriculture.
· Total Input Costs
Positive: Intercropping maize-legumes conservation agriculture required lower total input costs compared to maize monoculture conservation agriculture
· Total Variable Costs
Positive: Intercropping maize-legumes conservation agriculture required lower total variable costs compared to monoculture maize conservation agriculture.
5. Labour Requirements
· Total Labour Costs
Negative: Intercropping maize-legumes conservation agriculture required higher total labour costs compared to monoculture maize conservation agriculture.
6. Return to Labour
· Returns to Labour
Positive: Intercropping maize-legumes conservation agriculture generated higher returns to labour compared to monoculture maize conservation agriculture.
· Labour Productivity
Negative: Intercropping maize-legumes conservation agriculture was associated with lower labour productivity compared to monoculture maize conservation agriculture.

	Sirrine, D; Shennan, C; Snapp, S; Kanyama-Phiri, G; Kamanga, B; Sirrine, JR, 2011. Improving recommendations resulting from on-farm research: agroforestry, risk, profitability and vulnerability in southern Malawi (Tables 1, 3-4  Figure 2)
	Africa / Malawi
	Intercropping / Intercropping
	· Cropping system: comparison between unfertilized monoculture maize with unfertilized intercropping maize with S. sesban, T. vogelii and pigeonpea (one comparison)
· Agroecological practice testing: on-farm intervention study
· Method of economic data collection: observations in 28 farmers’ fields
· Method of data analysis: budgeting techniques
· Data were statistically tested for yield comparisons
	1. Efficiency/Productivity
· Maize Yield
Positive: Intercropping with S. sesban, T. vogelii and pigeonpea recorded higher maize yield compared to monoculture maize (this difference was statistically significant for S. sesban and pigeonpea but not for T. vogelii). 
2. Income
· Profitability
Positive: Intercropping with S. sesban, T. vogelii and pigeonpea recorded higher profitability compared to monoculture practice in 10 out of 12 comparisons (distinguishing years and most and least vulnerable farms).
3. Income stability
· Lowest expected maize yields
Positive: Intercropping with S. sesban, and T. vogelii and pigeonpea recorded higher lowest expected maize yields compared to monoculture maize.
4. Labour requirements
· Labour costs
Negative: Intercropping with S. sesban, T. vogelii and pigeonpea were associated with higher labour costs than the monoculture maize.

	Rao, MS; Rao, CAR; Srinivas, K; Pratibha, G; Sekhar, SMV; Vani, GS; Venkateswarlu, B, 2012. Intercropping for management of insect pests of castor, Ricinus communis, in the semi-arid tropics of India (Figures 2-3)
	Asia / India
	Intercropping / Intercropping
	· Cropping system: comparison between monoculture castor with intercropping castor with different crops
· Agroecological practice testing: on-farm intervention study
· Method of economic data collection: observation in the fields of 10 farmers
· Method of data analysis: budgeting techniques
· Data were statistically tested with ANOVA
	1. Efficiency/Productivity
· Yield
Inconclusive: Intercropping of castor with different crops generated higher or lower yield than the sole castor practice depending on the intercropping crop.
· LER (Land Equivalent Ratio)
Inconclusive: Intercropping of castor with different crops was associated with lower or higher LERs compared to sole castor practice depending on the intercropping crop.
2. Income
· Gross Margin
Inconclusive: Intercropping of castor with different crops generated higher but not statistically significantly different or lower gross margins compared to the sole castor practice depending on the intercropping crop.

	Bucagu, C; Vanlauwe, B; Giller, KE, 2013. Managing Tephrosia mulch and fertilizer to enhance coffee productivity on smallholder farms in the Eastern African Highlands (Table 6)
	Africa / Rwanda
	Intercropping / Intercropping
	· Cropping system: comparison of producing mulch by growing Tephrosia intercropped with coffee (green manure) to growing Tephrosia alone in arable fields outside the coffee. 
· Agroecological practice testing: on-farm intervention study
· Method of economic data collection: observation in the fields of 8  farmers
· Method of data analysis: budgeting techniques
· Yield data were tested for statistical significance 
	1. Revenue
· Gross Revenues
Positive: Tephrosia mulch produced within coffee generated higher gross revenues compared to mulch coming from outside of coffee. 
2. Income
· Gross Margin
Positive: Tephrosia mulch produced within coffee generated higher gross margin compared to mulch coming from outside of coffee.
3. Efficiency/Productivity
· Yield
Positive: Tephrosia mulch produced within coffee generated higher yield compared to mulch produced outside of coffee.
· Benefit Cost Ratio
Positive: Tephrosia mulch produced within coffee was associated with a higher benefit cost ratio compared to mulch coming from outside of coffee.
4. Production Cost
· Total Operating Costs
Positive: Tephrosia mulch produced within coffee required lower operating costs compared to mulch coming from outside of coffee.
5. Return to Labour
· Returns to Labour
Positive: Tephrosia mulch produced within coffee generated higher but not statistically significant return to labour compared to mulch coming from outside of coffee.
6. Labour Requirements
· Total Labour
Positive: Tephrosia mulch produced within coffee required higher but not statistically significant total labour compared to mulch coming from outside of coffee.

	Thuy, PT; Niem, LD; Ho, TMH; Burny, P; Lebailly, P, 2019. Economic Analysis of Perennial Crop Systems in Dak Lak Province, Vietnam (Tables 3-6)
	Asia / Vietnam
	Intercropping / Intercropping
	· Cropping system: comparison between intercropping of coffee and pepper with monoculture coffee and pepper (two pairwise comparisons)
· Agroecological practice testing: on-farm actual implementation
· Method of economic data collection: survey of 86 farms, of which 37 surveyed twice
· Method of data analysis: budgeting techniques
· Data were statistically tested with The Kruskal–Wallis and Mann–Whitney tests
	1. Production Cost
· Total Start-up Costs
Negative: Intercropping coffee and pepper required higher total start-up costs compared to monoculture coffee.
Positive: Intercropping coffee and pepper required lower total start-up costs compared to monoculture pepper.
· Annual Costs
Negative: Intercropping coffee and pepper required higher annual cost compared to monoculture coffee.
Positive: Intercropping coffee and pepper required lower annual cost compared to monoculture pepper.
· Intermediate Costs
Negative: Intercropping coffee and pepper required higher intermediate cost compared to monoculture coffee.
Positive: Intercropping coffee and pepper required lower intermediate cost compared to monoculture pepper.
2. Revenue
· Total Output
Positive: Intercropping coffee and pepper generated higher total output compared to monoculture pepper or monoculture coffee.
3. Efficiency/Productivity
· Profit/Intermediate Cost
Positive: Intercropping coffee and pepper generated higher profit per intermediate cost compared to monoculture pepper or monoculture coffee.
· Yield
Positive: Intercropping coffee and pepper resulted in higher coffee yield compared to monoculture coffee.
Negative: Intercropping coffee and pepper resulted in lower pepper yield compared to monoculture pepper.
4. Income
· Value Added
Positive: Intercropping coffee and pepper generated higher value added compared to monoculture pepper and monoculture coffee.
· Net Farm Income
Positive: Intercropping coffee and pepper generated higher net farm income compared to monoculture pepper or monoculture coffee.
· Profit
Positive: Intercropping coffee and pepper generated higher profit compared to monoculture pepper and monoculture coffee.
5. Labour Requirements
· Labour costs
Negative: Intercropping coffee and pepper was associated with higher labour costs compared to monoculture pepper or monoculture coffee.
6. Return to Labour 
· Profit per Family Labour
Positive: Intercropping coffee and pepper generated more profit per family labour compared to monoculture pepper and monoculture coffee.

	Tilahun, Y, 2021. The cost and benefit analysis of climate change adaptation strategies among smallholder crop producers in the case of Sekela district, West Gojjam zone, Ethiopia (Tables 3, 4)
	Africa / Ethiopia
	Intercropping / Intercropping
	· Cropping system: comparison of adopters of intercropping with conventional practices
· Agroecological practice testing: on-farm actual implementation
· Method of economic data collection: survey of 155 households (out of which 87 were relevant for this practice) 
· Method of data analysis: budgeting techniques
	1.  Income
· Net Present Value
Positive: Farmers who adopt intercropping recorded higher net present value than farmers who do not.
2. Efficiency/Productivity
· Benefit Cost Ratio
Positive: Farmers who adopt intercropping recorded higher benefit cost ratio than farmers who do not.

	Bezabih, M; Mekonnen, K; Adie, A; Tadesse, T; Nurfeta, A; Dubale, W; Habiso, T; Kelkay, TZ; Getnet, M; Ergano, K; Duncan, AJ; Thorne, P, 2021. Redesigning traditional weed management practices in faba bean fields to optimize food-feed production in the smallholder system (Table 5)
	Africa / Ethiopia
	Intercropping/ Intercropping
	· Cropping system: comparison between intercropping faba bean with oat with no-intercropping practices
· Agroecological practice testing: on-farm intervention study
· Method of economic data collection: observation of 30 farmers’ fields
· Method of data analysis: budgeting techniques
	1. Income
· Income
Positive: Intercropping faba bean with oat generated higher income compared to no-intercropping practices.
2. Production Cost
· Total Costs
Negative: Intercropping faba bean with oat required higher total costs compared to no-intercropping practices.
3. Revenue
· Total Returns from Sales
Positive: Intercropping faba bean with oat generated higher total returns from sales compared to no-intercropping practices.
4. Labour Requirements
· Labour costs
Negative: Intercropping faba bean with oat was associated with higher labour costs compared to no-intercropping practices.

	Khan, ZR; Midega, CAO; Njuguna, EM; Arnudavi, DM; Wanyama, JM; Pickett, JA, 2007. Economic performance of the 'push-pull' technology for stemborer and Striga control in smallholder farming systems in western Kenya (Tables 3-10)
	Africa / Kenya
	Intercropping / Intercropping
	· Cropping system: comparison between intercropping of maize-bean with monoculture of maize 
· Agroecological practice testing: on-farm intervention study
· Method of economic data collection: survey of 60 farmers
· Method of data analysis: budgeting techniques
· Data were statistically tested with ANOVA
	1. Production Costs
· Total Variable Costs
Negative: Intercropping required higher total variable costs compared to the monoculture of maize.
2. Efficiency/Productivity
· Yield
Neutral: Intercropping generated in most cases higher maize yields compared to the monoculture of maize, but these results were not statistically significant.
3. Revenue
· Total Gross Revenue
Positive: Intercropping generated higher total gross revenue compared to the monoculture of maize.
4. Income
· Total Gross Benefits
Positive: Intercropping generated higher total gross benefits compared to the monoculture of maize.
· Discounted Net Present Value of Return to Land
Positive: Intercropping generated higher net present value of return to land compared to the monoculture of maize.
5. Return to Labour 
· Return to Labour
Positive: Intercropping generated higher return to labour compared to the monoculture of maize.
· Discounted Net Present Value of Return to Labour
Positive: Intercropping generated higher discounted net present value of return to labour compared to the monoculture of maize.
6. Labour requirements
· Total Labour Costs
Negative: Intercropping required higher total labour costs compared to the monoculture of maize.

	John, I; Snapp, S; Nord, A; Chimonyo, V; Gwenambira, C; Chikowo, R, 2021. Marginal more than mesic sites benefit from Groundnut diversification of Maize: Increased yield, protein, stability, and profits (Table 5)
	Africa / Malawi
	Intercropping / Intercropping
	· Cropping system: comparison of fertilised maize intercropped with pigeonpea to continuous fertilised maize
· Agroecological practice testing: on-farm intervention study
· Method of economic data collection: observations of 14 farmers’ fields
· Method of data analysis: budgeting techniques
· The gross margin data were tested for statistical significance using ANOVA 
	1. Revenue
· Average Revenue
Negative: The intercropping practice generated lower average revenue compared to continuous fertilised maize.
2. Income
· Average Gross Margin
Neutral: The intercropping practice generated lower average gross margin compared to continuous fertilised maize but this result was not statistically significant.
3. Production Cost
· Total Input Costs
Positive: The intercropping practice required lower total input costs compared to continuous fertilised maize.
· Total Costs
Positive: The intercropping practice required lower total costs compared to continuous fertilised maize.
4. Labour Requirements
· Labour Cost
Negative: The intercropping practice required more labour costs compared to continuous fertilised maize.

	Ngwira, AR; Thierfelder, C; Lambert, DM, 2012. Conservation agriculture systems for Malawian smallholder farmers: long-term effects on crop productivity, profitability and soil quality (Figure 5, Tables 2-3)
	Africa / Malawi
	Intercropping / Intercropping
	· Cropping system: comparison of conservation agriculture with maize monoculture to conservation agriculture with intercropping (maize-legume) in two different areas
· Agroecological practice testing: on-farm intervention study 
· Method of economic data collection: observation in 12 farmers’ fields
· Method of data analysis: budgeting techniques
· Data were statistically tested with linear mixed effects model for yields, gross receipts and net returns
	1. Production Cost
· Total Variable Costs
Negative: The intercropping conservation agriculture practice had higher total variable costs than the monoculture conservation agriculture practice.
2. Revenue
· Gross Receipts
Inconclusive: The intercropping conservation agriculture practice generated higher or lower gross receipts than the monoculture conservation agriculture practice depending on the area.
3. Income
· Net Returns
Inconclusive: The intercropping conservation agriculture practice generated higher or lower net returns than the monoculture conservation agriculture practice depending on the area.
4. Return to Labour 
· Returns to labour
Negative: The intercropping conservation agriculture practice was associated with lower returns to labour than the monoculture conservation agriculture practice.
5. Efficiency/Productivity 
· Yield
Neutral: The intercropping conservation agriculture practice did not generate statistically significantly different yields than the monoculture conservation agriculture practice.
6. Labour requirements
· Labour costs
Negative: The intercropping conservation agriculture practice incurred higher labour costs than the monoculture conservation agriculture practice.

	Yap, VY; de Neergaard, A; Bruun, TB, 2016. To Adopt Or Not To Adopt?' Legume Adoption In Maize-Based Systems Of Northern Thailand: Constraints And Potentials (Tables 1-3) 
	Asia / Thailand
	Intercropping / Intercropping
	· Cropping system: comparison of maize-legumes intercropping  (village of Pang) and maize monoculture (village of Ban)
· Agroecological practice testing: on-farm actual implementation 
· Method of economic data collection: survey of 60 farmers
· Method of data analysis: budgeting techniques
· Data were statistically tested with t-test or ANOVA
	1. Revenue
· Gross Income
Neutral: Intercropping was found with lower but not statistically significantly different gross income compared to maize monoculture.
2. Income
· Net Balance
Neutral: Intercropping was recorded with a higher but not statistically significantly different net balance compared to monoculture.
3. Production Costs
· Capital Costs
Positive: Intercropping was recorded with lower capital costs compared to monoculture.
· Total Costs
Positive: Intercropping was recorded with lower total costs compared to monoculture.
4. Efficiency/Productivity
· Yield
Negative: Intercropping recorded lower maize yield compared to monoculture.
Positive: Intercropping recorded also ricebean yield as opposed to monoculture.
· Land Productivity
Neutral: Intercropping was found with higher but not statistically significantly different land productivity compared to monoculture.
5. Labour Requirements
· Labour Costs
Positive: Intercropping was recorded with lower labour costs compared to monoculture.
· Total Labour
Negative: Intercropping was found with higher total labour compared to monoculture.
6. Return to Labour 
·  Labour productivity
Neutral: Intercropping was found with lower but not statistically significantly different labour productivity compared to monoculture.

	Ngwira, AR; Thierfelder, C; Eash, N; Lambert, DM, 2013. Risk And Maize-Based Cropping Systems For Smallholder Malawi Farmers Using Conservation Agriculture Technologies (Tables 2- 4)
	Africa / Malawi
	Intercropping / Intercropping
	· Cropping system: comparison between intercropping (maize-legume) conservation agriculture with maize monoculture conservation agriculture
· Agroecological practice testing: on-farm intervention study
· Method of economic data collection: observation in fields of 6 farmers (344 replicates)
· Method of data analysis: budgeting techniques and econometric modelling 
· Data were statistically tested with t-test
	1. Production Cost
· Costs
Negative: Conservation agriculture intercropping recorded higher costs compared to conservation agriculture maize monoculture. 
2. Income
· Net Returns
Negative: conservation agriculture intercropping recorded lower net returns compared to conservation agriculture maize monoculture.
3. Efficiency/Productivity
· Yields
Inconclusive: Conservation agriculture intercropping recorded higher, lower or statistically not significantly different yield compared to conservation agriculture maize monoculture depending on the location.
4. Income stability
· Stochastic dominance criteria
Negative: Conservation agriculture maize monoculture would be preferred by risk-neutral and risk-averse individuals over conservation agriculture intercropping.

	
	
	ORGANIC FERTILISATION
	
	

	Kurgat, BK; Stober, S; Mwonga, S; Lotze-Campen, H; Rosenstock, TS, 2017. Livelihood and climate trade-offs in Kenyan peri-urban vegetable production (Tables 5-6)
	Africa / Kenya
	Organic fertilisation / Manure
	· Cropping system: comparison between the use of manure and the use of conventional (DAP) inorganic fertiliser on vegetable crops 
· Agroecological practice testing: on-farm intervention study
· Method of economic data collection: survey of 12 farmers
· Method of data analysis: budgeting techniques of quantitative data
· Yield, total variable costs, gross margin and benefit-cost ratio data were statistically tested 
	1. Efficiency/Productivity
· Yield 
Negative: Vegetable yield was lower with manure application than with inorganic fertiliser use.
· Area Productivity
Negative: The users of manure recorded lower area productivity than the users of DAP. 
· Benefit Cost Ratio
Negative: The users of manure recorded lower benefit cost ratio than the users of DAP. 
2. Production Cost
· Total Variable Costs
Neutral: The users of manure have lower total variable costs than the users of DAP but this result is not statistically significant.
3. Revenue
· Gross Output
Negative: The users of manure recorded lower gross output than the users of DAP. 
4. Income
· Gross margin
Negative: The users of manure recorded lower gross margin than the users of DAP. 
5. Labour Requirements
· Total Cost of Labour
Positive: The users of manure recorded lower total cost of labour than the users of DAP. 
· Total Labour Hours
Negative: The users of manure recorded higher total labour hours than the users of DAP. 
6. Return to Labour 
· Labour Productivity
Negative: The users of manure recorded lower labour productivity than the users of DAP 
· Gross Margin per Labour hour
Negative: The users of manure recorded lower gross margin labour per hour than the users of DAP. 

	Schuler, J; Voss, AK; Ndah, HT; Traore, K; de Graaff, J, 2016. A socioeconomic analysis of the zai farming practice in northern Burkina Faso (Tables 4- 5)
	[bookmark: _heading=h.30j0zll]Africa / Burkina Faso
	Organic fertilisation / Zai pit practices
	· Cropping system: Zai pit farming practices compared with conventional non-zai practices on cereal crops (sorghum and millet) (two pairwise comparisons)
· Agroecological practice testing: on-farm actual implementation
· Method of economic data collection: survey of 16 farmers
· Method of data analysis: budgeting techniques
	1. Efficiency/Productivity
· Yield 
Positive: Yields were higher with zaï cereal production for sorghum and millet compared to conventional cultivation.
2. Revenue
· Gross Production Value
Positive: The results recorded higher gross production value of zaï cereal production when compared to conventional cultivation.
3. Income
· Gross Margin
Positive: The results recorded higher gross margin of zaï cereal production when compared to conventional cultivation.
4. Production Cost
· Total Variable Cost
Negative: The results recorded higher total variable costs of zaï cereal production when compared to conventional cultivation.
· Production Cost per Kilogram
Negative: The results recorded higher production cost per kilogram of zaï cereal production for sorghum when compared to conventional cultivation.
Positive: The results recorded lower production cost per kilogram of zaï cereal production for millet when compared to conventional cultivation.
5. Labour Requirements
· Total Labour
Positive: The results recorded lower need of total labour on zaï for sorghum when compared to conventional cultivation.
Negative: The results recorded higher need of total labour on zaï for millet when compared to conventional cultivation.
6. Return to Labour 
· Labour Productivity
Positive: The results recorded higher labour productivity on zaï cereal production  compared to conventional cultivation
· Return to Labour
Positive: The results recorded higher return to labour on zaï cereal production when compared to conventional cultivation.

	Badiane, A; Faye, A; Yamoah, CF; Dick, RP, 2014. Use of compost and mineral fertilizers for Millet production by farmers in the semiarid region of Senegal (Tables 2-4) 
	Africa / Senegal
	Organic fertilisation / Compost
	· Cropping system: comparison between the use of compost with the use of mineral fertiliser for millet production
· Agroecological practice testing: on-farm intervention study
· Method of economic data collection: observations on 7 farms
· Method of data analysis: budgeting techniques
· Yield data were statistically tested with ANOVA
	1. Efficiency/Productivity
· Yield 
Negative: Compost application showed lower millet yields compared to inorganic fertiliser use.
2. Income Stability
· Risk related to Threshold Yield 
Negative: Compost application showed higher risk of not achieving threshold yield compared to inorganic fertiliser use. 
3. Production Costs
· Total Variable Costs
Positive: Compost use generated lower total variable costs compared to inorganic fertiliser use.
4. Revenue
· Total Returns
Negative: Compost use had lower total returns compared to inorganic fertiliser use.
5. Income
· Net profit
Negative: Compost use provided lower net profit to farmers compared with inorganic fertiliser use.

	Horner, D; Wollni, M, 2022. Does integrated soil fertility management increase returns to land and labor? Plot-level evidence from Ethiopia (Table 4)
	Africa / Ethiopia
	Organic fertilisation / Mixed organic fertiliser
	· Cropping system: comparison of Integrated Soil Fertility Management (ISFM) with organic fertiliser only compared to inorganic fertiliser only  
· Agroecological practice testing: on-farm intervention study
· Method of economic data collection: survey of 2415 households 
· Method of data analysis: econometric  modelling
· Results were tested for statistical significance
	1. Efficiency/Productivity
· Land Productivity
Neutral: Use of organic and inorganic fertilisers had similar yields. 
2. Income
· Net Crop Value
Negative: Use of organic fertiliser  generated lower net crop value compared to inorganic fertiliser.
3. Labour requirements
· Labour demand
Positive: Use of organic fertiliser generated lower labour demand compared to inorganic fertilisers use.
4. Returns to labour
· Labour productivity
Negative: Use of organic fertiliser showed lower labour productivity compared to inorganic fertilisers use.

	
	
	TILLAGE MANAGEMENT
	
	

	Nyamangara, J., Mashingaidze, N., Masvaya, E.N., Nyengerai, K., Kunzekweguta, M., Tirivavi, R., Mazvimavi, K., 2014. Weed growth and labor demand under hand-hoe based reduced tillage in smallholder farmers’ fields in Zimbabwe (Tables 8-9)
	Africa / Zimbabwe
	Tillage Management / Reduced tillage
	· Cropping system: comparison between minimum tillage (hand-hoe dug planting basin) and conventional tillage in maize fields
· Agroecological practice testing: on-farm intervention study
· Method of economic data collection: direct observations on 50 households
· Method of data analysis: budgeting techniques of quantitative data
· Results on yields were tested for statistical significance
	1. Efficiency/Productivity
· Yield
Positive: The application of minimum tillage generated higher yields compared to conventional tillage (result statistically significant in six of nine districts researched).
2. Revenue
· Total Revenue
Positive: The application of minimum tillage generated higher total revenue compared to conventional tillage. 
3. Income
· Gross Margin
Positive: The application of minimum tillage generated higher gross margin compared to conventional tillage.
4. Production Cost
· Total Input Costs
Negative: The application of minimum tillage had higher total input costs compared to conventional tillage.
· Total Variable Costs
Negative: The application of minimum tillage had higher total variable costs compared to conventional tillage.
5. Labour Requirements
· Labour Costs per Kilogram Grain
Positive: The application of minimum tillage had lower labour costs per kilogram compared to conventional tillage.
· Labour Costs
Negative: The application of minimum tillage  had higher labour costs (days) compared to conventional tillage.
6. Return to labour
· Returns to Labour
Positive: The application of minimum tillage had higher returns to labour compared to conventional tillage.
· Labour Productivity
Negative: The application of minimum tillage  had lower labour productivity compared to conventional tillage.

	De Leijster, V; Verburg, RW; Santos, MJ; Wassen, MJ; Martinez-Mena, M; de Vente, J; Verweij, PA, 2020. Almond farm profitability under agroecological management in southeastern Spain: Accounting for externalities and opportunity costs (Figure 1, Table 3)
	Europe / Spain
	Tillage Management / No tillage
	· Cropping system: comparison of conventional tillage compared to no-tillage
· Agroecological practice testing: on-farm intervention study
· Method of economic data collection: survey of 15 farmers
· Method of data analysis: budgeting techniques
	1. Production Cost
· Total Costs
Positive: The no tillage treatment recorded lower total costs than the conventional tillage treatment.
2. Revenue
· Almond Production Income
Negative: The no tillage treatment recorded lower almond production income than the conventional tillage treatment.
3. Income
· Net Revenue
Negative: The no tillage treatment recorded lower net revenue than the conventional tillage treatment.
· Net Present Value
Negative: The no tillage treatment recorded lower net present value than the conventional tillage treatment.
4. Capital and Investment Returns
· Internal Rate of Return
Negative: The no tillage treatment on almonds recorded lower internal rate returns than the conventional tillage treatment.
· Discounted Payback Time
Negative: The no tillage treatment on almonds recorded longer discounted payback time than the conventional tillage treatment.
5. Efficiency/Productivity
· Yield
Negative: The no tillage treatment on almonds recorded lower yields than the conventional tillage.

	[bookmark: _heading=h.4gni7dcu6shv]TerAvest, D; Wandschneider, PR; Thierfelder, C; Reganold, JP, 2018. Diversifying conservation agriculture and conventional tillage cropping systems to improve the wellbeing of smallholder farmers in Malawi (Tables 2-6) 
	Africa / Malawi
	Tillage Management / No tillage 
	· Cropping system: comparison between traditional tillage three- year crop rotation compared to no-tillage three-year crop rotation in two different areas
· Agroecological practice testing: on-farm intervention study 
· Method of economic data collection: observation of the fields of 4 farmers’
· Method of data analysis: budgeting techniquess
	1. Revenue
· Gross Revenue
Inconclusive: The no-tillage rotations recorded lower or higher gross revenue compared to the traditional tillage rotations depending on the year and the area.
2. Income
· Net Revenue
Inconclusive: The no-tillage rotations recorded lower net revenue compared to the traditional tillage rotations depending on the year and the area.
· Gross Margin
Inconclusive: The no-tillage rotations recorded lower or higher gross margin compared to the traditional tillage rotations depending on the year and the area.
3. Production Costs
· Input Costs
Negative: The no-tillage rotations recorded higher input costs compared to the traditional tillage rotations.
· Total Costs
Negative: The no-tillage rotations recorded higher total costs compared to the traditional tillage rotations.
4. Labour requirements
· Total labour days
Inconclusive: The no-tillage rotations recorded lower or higher amounts of labour compared to the traditional tillage rotations depending on the area.
5. Return to Labour 
· Labour productivity
Inconclusive: The no-tillage rotations were associated with higher or lower labour productivity compared to the traditional tillage rotations depending on the year and the area.

	Ngwira, AR; Aune, JB; Mkwinda, S, 2012. On-farm evaluation of yield and economic benefit of short term Maize legume intercropping systems under conservation agriculture in Malawi (Tables 3, 6)
	Africa / Malawi
	Tillage Management / No tillage

	· Cropping system: comparison of conservation agriculture no-tillage maize with traditional tillage maize
· Agroecological practice testing: on-farm intervention study
· Method of economic data collection: observation in 24 farmers’ fields
· Method of data analysis: budgeting techniques
· Data were tested for statistical significance for yields via a linear mixed effects model
	1. Efficiency/Productivity
· Yield
Positive: No-tillage maize provided higher yields compared to maize under traditional tillage.
2. Revenue
· Total Revenue
Positive: No-tillage maize generated higher total revenue compared to maize under traditional tillage.
3. Income
· Gross margin
Positive: No-tillage maize generated higher gross margin compared to maize under traditional tillage.
4. Production Cost
· Cost per kilogram
Positive: No-tillage maize generated lower costs per kilogram compared to maize under traditional tillage.
· Total Input Cost
Negative: No-tillage maize generated higher input costs compared to maize under traditional tillage.
· Total Variable Cost
Negative: No-tillage maize generated higher total variable costs compared to maize under traditional tillage.
5. Labour Requirements
· Total Labour Cost
Positive: No-tillage maize generated lower total labour costs compared to maize under traditional tillage.
6. Return to Labour
· Return to Labour
Positive: No-tillage maize generated lower return to labour compared to maize under traditional tillage.
· Labour Productivity
Positive: No-tillage maize generated higher labour productivity compared to maize under traditional tillage.

	Tilahun, Y, 2021. The cost and benefit analysis of climate change adaptation strategies among smallholder crop producers in the case of Sekela district, West Gojjam zone, Ethiopia (Tables 3-4)
	Africa / Ethiopia
	Tillage / Reduced tillage
	· Cropping system: comparison of adopters of minimum tillage with conventional practices
· Agroecological practice testing: on-farm actual implementation
· Method of economic data collection: survey of 155 households (out of which 42 were relevant for this practice)  
· Method of data analysis: budgeting techniques
	1. Income
· Net Present Value
Negative: Farmers who adopt minimum tillage recorded lower net present value than farmers who do not.
2. Efficiency/Productivity
· Benefit Cost Ratio
Positive: Farmers who adopt minimum tillage recorded higher benefit cost ratio than farmers who do not.

	Ngwira, AR; Thierfelder, C; Lambert, DM, 2012. Conservation agriculture systems for Malawian smallholder farmers: long-term effects on crop productivity, profitability and soil quality (Figure 5, Table 2)
	Africa / Malawi
	Tillage Management / No tillage
	· Cropping system: comparison of conventional agriculture maize monoculture with traditional tillage and conservation agriculture maize monoculture with no tillage 
· Agroecological practice testing: on-farm intervention study
· Method of economic data collection: observation in 12 farmers’ fields
· Method of data analysis: budgeting techniques
· Data were statistically tested with linear mixed effects model for yields, gross benefits and net returns
	1. Production Cost
· Total Variable Costs
Negative: The no tillage practice had higher total variable costs than the traditional tillage practice.
2. Revenue
· Gross Receipts
Positive: The no tillage practice generated higher gross receipts than the traditional tillage practice.
3. Income
· Net Returns
Positive: The no tillage practice generated higher net returns than the traditional tillage practice.
4. Return to Labour 
· Returns to labour
Positive: The no tillage practice was associated with higher returns to labour than the traditional tillage practice.
5. Efficiency/Productivity 
· Yield
Inconclusive: The no tillage practice generated higher or not statistically significantly different yields than the traditional tillage practice depending on the area and year.
6. Labour requirements
· Labour costs
Positive: The no tillage practice incurred lower labour costs than the traditional tillage practice.

	Pokhrel, A; Soni, P, 2018. An investigation into a resource and environmentally sustainable system: zero-tillage lentil and garlic production in Nepal (Figure 2, Table 4)
	Asia / Nepal
	Tillage Management / No tillage
	· Cropping system: comparison of conventional tillage with zero-tillage on lentil and garlic farms (two pairwise comparisons, one per crop)
· Agroecological practice testing: on-farm actual implementation
· Method of economic data collection: survey of 115 farmers
· Method of data analysis: budgeting techniques
· Data were statistically tested with t-test
	1. Production Cost
· Total Costs of Production per Hectare
Positive: Conventional tillage required higher total costs of production per hectare compared to zero-tillage on lentil and garlic farms. 
2. Revenue
· Total Return from Main Product
Positive: Conventional tillage generated lower total return from main product compared to zero-tillage on lentil and garlic farms. 
3. Income
· Gross Return
Positive: Conventional tillage generated lower gross return compared to zero-tillage on lentil and garlic farms. 
4. Efficiency/Productivity
· Yield
Positive: Conventional had lower yields on lentil and garlic farms compared to zero-tillage. 
· Return-Cost Ratio
Positive: Conventional tillage generated lower return-cost ratio compared to zero-tillage on lentil and garlic farms. 
· Financial Productivity
Positive: Conventional tillage generated lower financial productivity compared to zero-tillage on lentil and garlic farms. 
· Financial Efficiency
Positive: Conventional tillage generated lower financial efficiency compared to zero-tillage on lentil and garlic farms. 
· Production Efficiency
Positive: Conventional tillage generated lower production efficiency compared to zero-tillage on lentil farms. 
Neutral: Conventional tillage generated statistically not significantly lower production efficiency compared to zero-tillage on garlic farms.

	[bookmark: _heading=h.xcea0q50rjg7]Ngwira, AR; Thierfelder, C; Eash, N; Lambert, DM, 2013. Risk And Maize-Based Cropping Systems For Smallholder Malawi Farmers Using Conservation Agriculture Technologies (Tables 2- 4)
	Africa / Malawi
	Tillage Management / No tillage

	· Cropping system: comparison of monoculture maize with traditional tillage to conservation agriculture monoculture maize with no tillage
· Agroecological practice testing: on-farm intervention study
· Method of economic data collection: observation in fields of 6 farmers (344 replicates)
· Method of data analysis: budgeting techniques and econometric modelling 
· Data were statistically tested with t-test
	1. Production Cost
· Costs
Negative: No tillage recorded higher costs compared to traditional tillage.
2. Income
· Net Returns
Positive: No tillage recorded higher net returns compared to traditional tillage.
3. Efficiency/Productivity
· Yields
Inconclusive: No tillage recorded higher or statistically not significantly different yield compared to traditional tillage depending on the location.
4. Income stability
· Stochastic dominance criteria
Positive: No tillage would be preferred by risk-neutral and risk- averse individuals over traditional tillage. 

	
	
	MANAGEMENT OF LANDSCAPE
	
	

	Chan, N; Takeda, S, 2019. Assessing Wa-u Agroforestry in the Course of Swidden Transformation: A Case Study in Southern Chin State, Myanmar (Tables 1-2)
	Asia / Myanmar
	Management of landscape elements / Terracing
	· Cropping system: comparison of terracing agroforestry (trees are kept as orchard canopy) with traditional swidden practice
· Agroecological practice testing: on-farm actual implementation
· Method of economic data collection: survey of 25 farmers
· Method of data analysis: budgeting techniques
· Data were statistically tested with ANOVA for yields and profits
	1. Production Cost
· Total initial investment costs 
Negative: Terracing agroforestry required higher total investment costs (due to terrace making) compared to the traditional swidden practice.
2. Efficiency/Productivity
· Time-averaged yield
Neutral: Terracing agroforestry generated higher yields per acre and year to the traditional swidden practice, but the results were not statistically significant.
3. Income
· Average profit per acre
Neutral: Terracing agroforestry generated lower profit per acre compared to the traditional swidden practice, but the results were not statistically significant.

	Thevs, N; Aliev, K, 2021. Agro-economy of tree wind-break systems in Kyrgyzstan, Central Asia (Table 8)
	Asia / Kyrgysz Republic
	Management of landscape elements / Windbreaks and living fences
	· Cropping system: Comparison between different arable crops (cotton, corn, rice, wheat, barley, alfalfa) with poplar tree windbreak and without windbreak (six pairwise comparisons, one per crop)
· Agroecological practice testing: on-farm actual implementation
· Method of economic data collection: interviews of 87 farmers
· Method of data analysis: budgeting techniques
	1. Income
· Net Present Value
Positive: Windbreaks resulted in higher net present value on cotton, barley and alfa alfa fields.
Negative: Windbreaks resulted in lower net present value on rice fields.
Inconclusive: Windbreaks resulted in higher or lower net present values on cornfields and wheat fields depending on the study area.

	
	
	COVER CROP AND MULCHING
	
	

	Kuntashula, E; Mafongoya, PL; Sileshi, G; Lungu, S, 2004. Potential of biomass transfer technologies in sustaining vegetable production in the wetlands (Dambos) of eastern Zambia (Tables 3, 4, 6)
	Africa / Zambia 
	Cover crop and mulching / Green manure
	· Cropping system: Different use of Gliricidia (biomass 8t/ha and 12t/ha) and Leucaena (biomass 12t/ha) as cover crop in cabbage and onion production followed by maize compared to conventional fully fertilised applications (three pairwise comparisons, one per crop)
· Agroecological practice testing: on-farm intervention study
· Method of economic data collection: observations on the fields of 31 farmers
· Method of data analysis: budgeting techniques
	1. Efficiency/Productivity
· Yield
Negative: The use of Gliricidia or Leucaena on cabbage fields resulted in lower cabbage yields compared to the use of conventional fertiliser.
Positive: The use of Gliricidia or Leucaena on onion fields resulted in higher onion yields compared to the use of conventional fertiliser.
Positive: The use of Gliricidia or Leucaena on cabbage and onion fields resulted in higher maize yields compared to the use of conventional fertiliser.
2. Production Cost
· Total Costs
Positive: The use of Gliricidia or Leucaena on cabbage and onion fields resulted in lower total costs for cabbage or onion compared to the use of conventional fertiliser.
Neutral: The use of Gliricidia or Leucaena on cabbage and onion fields resulted in the same total costs for maize production compared to the use of conventional fertiliser.
· Total Cash Costs
Positive: The use of Gliricidia or Leucaena on cabbage and onion fields resulted in lower total cash costs compared to the use of conventional fertiliser.
Neutral: The use of Gliricidia or Leucaena on cabbage and onion fields resulted in the same total cash costs for maize production compared to the use of conventional fertiliser.
3. Revenue
· Total Value
Negative: The use of Gliricidia or Leucaena on cabbage fields resulted in lower total value from cabbage production compared to the use of conventional fertiliser.
Positive: The use of Leucaena on onion fields resulted in higher total value from onion production compared to the use of conventional fertiliser.
Positive: The use of Gliricidia or Leucaena on cabbage and onion fields resulted in higher total value from maize production compared to the use of conventional fertiliser.
4. Income
· Mean Gross Margin
Negative: The use of Gliricidia or Leucaena on cabbage field resulted in lower mean gross margin from cabbage production compared to the use of conventional fertiliser
Positive: The use of Gliricidia on onion fields resulted in higher mean gross margin from onion production compared to the use of conventional fertiliser.
Positive: The use of Gliricidia or Leucaena on cabbage and onion fields resulted in higher mean gross margin from maize production compared to the use of conventional fertiliser.
5. Labour Requirements
· Total Labour Costs
Negative: The use of Gliricidia or Leucaena on cabbage and onion fields resulted in higher total labour costs compared to the use of conventional fertiliser.
Neutral: The use of Gliricidia or Leucaena on cabbage and onion fields resulted in the same total labour costs for maize production compared to the use of conventional fertiliser.

	Oliveira, FD; Collado, A; Leite, LFC, 2013. Autonomy and sustainability: An integrated analysis of the development of new approaches to agrosystem management in family-based farming in Carnaubais Territory, Piaui, Brazil (Tables 2-3)
	America / Brazil
	Cover crop and mulching / Mulching
	· Cropping system: comparison between innovative mulch-based practice where mulch of carnauba wax palm leaf straw and goat manure were used to the traditional shifting-cultivation system using slash-and-burn practice
· Agroecological practice testing: on-farm actual implementation
· Method of economic data collection: survey of 18 farmers
· Method of data analysis: budgeting techniques
· Yield results were tested for statistical significance
	1. Efficiency/Productivity
· Yield
Positive: The mulch-based innovation generated higher yield than the conventional slash-and-burn practice.
· Benefit Cost Ratio
Positive: The mulch-based innovation generated a higher benefit-cost ratio than the slash-and-burn practice.
2. Revenue
· Gross Income
Positive: The mulch-based innovation generated higher gross income than slash-and-burn practice.
3. Income
· Net Income
Positive: The mulch-based innovation generated higher net income than slash-and-burn practice.
4. Production Cost
· Total Costs
Negative: The mulch-based innovation required higher total costs than the slash-and-burn practice.
5. Labour Requirements
· Labour Costs
Negative: The mulch-based innovation required higher labour costs than the slash-and-burn practice.

	
	
	PEST AND DISEASE MANAGEMENT
	
	

	A. Y. Kamara, J. Ellis-Jones, P. Amaza, L. O. Omoigui,
J.Helsen, I. Y. Dugje, N. Kamai, A. Menkir And R. W. White, 2008. A participatory approach to increasing productivity of Maize through Striga hermonthica control in northeast Nigeria (Tables 3, 7)
	Africa / Nigeria
	Pest  and disease management / Push-pull strategies
	· Cropping system: comparison between ISC (Integrated Striga Control - soybean then maize) with farmer practice (continuous two years  monoculture of maize) in three different areas (Sudan, Northern Guinnea and Southern Guinnea Savanna)
· Agroecological practice testing: on-farm intervention study
· Method of economic data collection: survey and observations (participatory budgeting) on 112 farmers’ fields
· Method of data analysis: budgeting techniques
· Data were statistically tested with Wald test for yields
	1. Income
· Gross Margin
Positive: ISC generated higher gross margin compared to the monoculture of maize.
2. Revenue
· Output
Positive: ISC generated higher output compared to the monoculture maize.
3. Efficiency/Productivity
· Yield
Positive: ISC generated higher average yield compared to the monoculture of maize.
4. Production Cost
· Purchased Inputs
Positive: ISC required lower purchased inputs compared to the monoculture maize in three different areas.

6. Labour Requirements
· Labour
Negative: ISC required more labour compared to the monoculture maize.

	D'Annolfo, R; Gemmill-Herren, B; Amudavi, D; Shiraku, HW; Piva, M; Garibaldi, LA, 2020. The effects of agroecological farming systems on smallholder livelihoods: a case study on push-pull system from Western Kenya
	Africa / Kenya
	Pest  and disease management / Push-pull strategies
	· Cropping system: comparison between conventional practice of monoculture with push-pull strategy (companion plant) on arable crops
· Agroecological practice testing: on-farm intervention study
· Method of economic data collection: interview of 23 farmers
· Method of data analysis: budgeting techniques
· Data were statistically tested with the general linear model approach
	1. Efficiency/Productivity
· Maize Yield
Neutral: The push-pull strategy on arable crops generated higher yields compared to the conventional practice but these results were not statistically significant.
2. Income
· Farm Profitability
Neutral: The push-pull strategy on arable crops generated higher farm profitability compared to the conventional practice but these results were not statistically significant.

	Khan, ZR; Midega, CAO; Njuguna, EM; Arnudavi, DM; Wanyama, JM; Pickett, JA, 2007. Economic performance of the 'push-pull' technology for stemborer and Striga control in smallholder farming systems in western Kenya (Tables 3-10)
	Africa / Kenya
	Pest  and disease management / Push-pull strategies
	· Cropping system: comparison between push-pull strategy of maize with monoculture of maize without push-pull
· Agroecological practice testing: on-farm intervention study
· Method of economic data collection: survey of 60 farmers
· Method of data analysis: budgeting techniques of quantitative data
· Data were statistically tested with ANOVA
	1. Production Cost
· Total Variable Costs
Negative: The push-pull strategy with maize-bean required higher total variable costs compared to the monoculture of maize.
2. Efficiency/Productivity
· Yield
Positive: The push-pull strategy of maize-bean generated higher yields compared to the monoculture of maize.
3. Revenue
· Total Gross Revenue
Positive: The push-pull strategy of maize-bean generated higher total gross revenue compared to the monoculture of maize.
4. Income
· Total Gross Benefits
Positive: The push-pull strategy of maize-bean generated higher total gross benefits compared to the monoculture of maize.
· Discounted Net Present Value of Return to Land
Positive: The push-pull strategy of maize-bean generated higher discounted net present value of return to land compared to the monoculture of maize.
5. Return to Labour
· Return to Labour
Positive: The push-pull strategy of maize-bean generated higher return to labour compared to the monoculture of maize.
· Discounted Net Present Value of Return to Labour
Positive: The push-pull strategy of maize-bean generated higher discounted net present value of return to labour compared to the monoculture of maize.
6. Labour Requirements
· Labour costs
Negative: The push-pull strategy with maize-bean generated higher labour costs compared to the monoculture of maize.

	
	
	
	PACKAGE OF PRACTICES
	

	Panneerselvam, P; Hermansen, JE; Halberg, N, 2011. Food Security of Small Holding Farmers: Comparing Organic and Conventional Systems in India (Tables 1-5)
	Asia / India
	Package of practices / Organic farming
	· Cropping system: comparison between organic and conventional farms in three different states (Tamil Nadu, Madhya Pradesh and Uttarakhand)
· Agroecological practice testing: on-farm actual implementation
· Method of economic data collection: survey of 240 farmers
· Method of data analysis: budgeting techniques
· Data were statistically tested with general linear model (GLM) procedure
	1. Income
· Net Margin
Neutral: The net margins were higher or lower under the organic system compared to the conventional one depending on the state but this result was not statistically significant. 
2. Revenue
· Gross Margin
Inconclusive: The gross margins were lower in one state under the organic compared to the conventional system and statistically not significantly higher in the other two  states. 
3. Production Cost
· Input Costs
Positive: The input costs were lower under the organic compared to the conventional system in three different states (this result was not statistically significant in one of the three states).
4. Product Value
· Prices per Unit*
Neutral: The rice  prices per unit were statistically not significantly  higher under the organic system compared with the conventional one, and the peanut prices and cotton prices per unit were the same under the organic and the conventional system. 
5. Efficiency/Productivity
· Yield*
Inconclusive: Rice yields were lower in the organic system compared to the conventional one in one state and higher but not statistically significantly in another state; wheat yields were lower in the organic system compared to the conventional one in two states; peanut and cotton yields were statistically non-significantly different between  the organic and conventional systems; and intercrop yields were higher for organic compared to conventional systems.
· Cash crops produced on the farm within a year
Inconclusive: Cash crops were lower for organic farms compared to conventional for one state, higher for another, and not reported for the third.
6. Autonomy
· Food crops produced on the farm within a year
Inconclusive: Food crops were statistically significantly lower for organic farms compared to conventional ones in one state and  statistically non-significantly lower or higher in the other two states.
· *These metrics are reported only once for all crops together, and not on a per crop basis, to avoid over reporting for these specific metrics and paper compared to others. 

	Das, A; Layek, J; Ramkrushna, GI; Patel, DP; Choudhury, BU; Krishnappa, R; Buragohain, J; Yadav, GS, 2017. Modified system of Rice intensification for higher crop and water productivity in Meghalaya, India: opportunities for improving livelihoods for resource-poor farmers (Tables 4-5)
	Asia / India
	Package of practices / Sustainable Rice
	· Cropping system: Modified Sustainable Rice intensification (MSRI) compared to traditional farmers practice of rice-fallow 
· Agroecological practice testing: on-farm intervention study 
· Method of economic data collection: observations of 16 farmers’ fields
· Method of data analysis: budgeting techniques
· Yield data were tested for statistical significance with t-test
	1. Efficiency/Productivity
· Yield
Positive: MSRI generated higher mean yields compared to the traditional farmers’ practice.
· Benefit Cost Ratio
Positive: MSRI generated higher benefit cost ratio compared to the traditional farmers’ practice.
· Production Efficiency
Positive: MSRI is associated with higher production efficiency compared to the traditional farmers’ practice.
2. Revenue
· Gross return
Positive: MSRI generated higher gross return compared to the traditional farmers’ practice.
3. Income
· Net return
Positive: MSRI generated higher net return compared to traditional farmers’ practice.
4. Production  cost
· Cost of cultivation
Negative: MSRI required higher cultivation costs compared to the traditional farmers’ practice.
5. Labour Requirements
· Labour
Negative: MSRI required more labour compared to the traditional farmers’ practice.

	Tilahun, Y, 2021. The cost and benefit analysis of climate change adaptation strategies among smallholder crop producers in the case of Sekela district, West Gojjam zone, Ethiopia (Table 3)
	Africa / Ethiopia
	Package of practice / Adaptation 
	· Cropping system: comparison of adopters of climate change adaptation strategy practices (intercropping, adjust planting date, change crop varieties, irrigation, crop rotation and minimum tillage) with non-adopters
· Agroecological practice testing: on-farm actual implementation
· Method of economic data collection: 
survey using semi-structured questionnaire to  155 households combined with secondary data 
· Method of data analysis: budgeting techniques of quantitative data
	1. Income
· Net Present Value
Positive: Farmers who do not adopt any type of adaptation practices recorded the lowest average net present value that farmers who adopt one or several adaptation options.
2. Efficiency/Productivity
· Benefit Cost Ratio
Inconclusive: Farmers who do not adopt any type of adaptation practices recorded sometimes higher and sometimes lower average benefit cost ratio than farmers who adopt one or several adaptation options.

	Noltze, M; Schwarze, S; Qaim, M, 2013. Impacts of natural resource management technologies on agricultural yield and household income: The system of Rice intensification in Timor Leste (Tables 2, 5, 7)
	Asia / Timor Leste
	Package of practices / Sustainable Rice
	· Cropping system: sustainable Rice intensification (SRI) compared to conventional practice
· Agroecological practice testing: on-farm actual implementation
· Method of economic data collection: survey of 397 farmers
· Method of data analysis: budgeting techniques and econometric  modelling (for yields and income) 
· Results were tested for statistical significance 
	1. Revenue
· Gross Revenue
Neutral: Farmers who adopt SRI practice recorded overall lower but not statistically significantly different gross revenue compared to farmers that applied the conventional practice.
2. Income
· Net Income
Neutral: Farmers who adopt SRI practice recorded overall lower but not statistically significantly different net income compared to farmers that applied the conventional practice (based on budgeting-type calculations).
Inconclusive: The adoption of the SRI practice has a positive effect on household incomes for farms having adopted SRI and a negative income for households that have not adopted it (based on econometric modelling).
3. Efficiency/Productivity
· Yield
Neutral: Farmers who adopt SRI practice recorded overall lower but not statistically significantly different yield compared to farmers that applied the conventional practice (based on budgeting-type calculations).
Positive: The adoption of the SRI practice has a positive effect on yields (based on econometric modelling).
4. Production Costs
· Total Variable Costs
Positive: Farmers who adopt SRI practice recorded overall lower total variable costs compared to farmers that applied the conventional practice.
5. Labour Requirements
· Labour
Neutral: Farmers who adopt SRI practice required more labour  but not statistically significantly different compared to farmers that applied the conventional practice.
· Hired Labour Cost
Neutral: Farmers who adopt SRI practice had less hired labour costs but not statistically significantly different compared to farmers that applied the conventional practice.

	Montalba, R; Vieli, L; Spirito, F; Munoz, E, 2019. Environmental and productive performance of different blueberry (Vaccinium corymbosum L.) production regimes: Conventional, organic, and agroecological (Figure 1)
	America / Chile
	Package of practices / Organic farming
	· Cropping system: comparison between organic blueberry farms with input substitution and organic blueberry farms based on agroecological principles with conventional farms (no restrictions to the use of synthetic fertilisers and pesticides) (two pairwise comparisons)
· Agroecological practice testing: on-farm actual implementation
· Method of economic data collection: survey of 12 farms (4 per each farm type)
· Method of data analysis: budgeting techniques
· Results were tested for statistical significance with the Wilcoxon tests
	1. Efficiency/Productivity
· Yield
Neutral: Organic input substitution farms and organic farms based on agroecological principles generated lower and higher  yields respectively compared to conventional farms but these results were not statistically significant.
2. Production Cost
· Production Cost
Neutral: Organic input substitution farms and organic farms based on agroecological principles had higher and lower production costs respectively compared to conventional farms but these results were not statistically significant.

	Balamatti, A; Uphoff, N, 2017. Experience with the system of Rice intensification for sustainable rainfed paddy farming systems in India (Table 1)
	Asia / India
	Package of practices / Sustainable Rice
	· Cropping system: Sustainable Rice Intensification (SRI) compared to conventional practice (rainfed paddy-farming systems)
· Agroecological practice testing: on-farm intervention study
· Method of economic data collection: observations from 62 farmers
· Method of data analysis: budgeting techniques
	1. Efficiency/Productivity
· Yield
Positive: Farmers who adopt SRI practice recorded overall higher yield compared to farmers applied conventional practice.
2. Production Cost
· Total Production Cost
Negative: Farmers who adopt SRI practice required higher total production cost compared to farmers applied conventional practice.
3. Revenue
· Gross Returns
Positive: Farmers who adopt SRI practice recorded overall higher gross returns compared to farmers applied conventional practice.
4. Income
· Net Returns
Positive: Farmers who adopt SRI practice recorded overall higher net returns compared to farmers applied conventional practice.

	
	
	
	
	



