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Figure 1. Summary of the data set highlighting linkages between climate and soil contextual features,
common agroforestry practices (as influenced by key tree functional trait) compared with conventional
agricultural management in their impact on soil health, soil-mediated ecosystem functions provided and
indicators of soil health.
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Figure 2. Variations in response ratios (RR) of soil erosion rates with study (a) and the N-fixation ability of the

tree and soil texture (b). Horizontal bars represent the 95% confidence limits of RR. The red broken line indicates

the RR = 1, i.e. where responses in agroforestry and control are the same. Significant reductions or increases are

indicated when the 95% confidence intervals lie below or above the red broken line, respectively. The figures in

parentheses in front of each variable in Figure 3b represent the total sample size available for analysis.
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Figure 3. Variations in soil erosion related indicators as affected by agroforestry. The red broken line indicates
RR =1, i.e. where responses in agroforestry and control are the same. Significant reductions or increases are
indicated when the 95% confidence intervals lie below or above the red broken line, respectively. The 95%
confidence intervals were estimated through bootstrapping. The figures in parentheses in front of each variable
represent the total sample size available for analysis.
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Figure 4. Variation in the response ratios (RR) of soil organic carbon (SOC) with study (a), agroforestry

management, the N-fixation ability of the tree and soil texture (b). Horizontal bars represent the 95% confidence

limits of RR. The red broken line indicates the RR =1, i.e. where responses in agroforestry and control are the

same.
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Figure 5. Variation in soil total nitrogen with study (a), agroforestry management, the N-fixation ability of the tree

and soil texture (b). Horizontal bars represent the 95% confidence limits of RR. The red broken line indicates the

RR =1, i.e. where responses in agroforestry and control are the same.
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Figure 6. Variations in response ratios (RR) of soil available-inorganic nitrogen with study (a) and the N-fixation
ability of the tree and soil texture (b). Horizontal bars represent the 95% confidence limits of RR. The red broken
line indicates the RR =1, i.e. where responses in agroforestry and control are the same. Significant reductions or
increases are indicated when the 95% confidence intervals lie below or above the red broken line, respectively.
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Figure 7. Variations in response ratios (RR) of sei-avaitableinorganic phosphorus with study (a) and the N-fixation
ability of the tree and soil texture (b). Horizontal bars represent the 95% confidence limits of RR. The red broken
line indicates the RR = 1, i.e. where responses in agroforestry and control are the same. Significant reductions or

increases are indicated when the 95% confidence intervals lie below or above the red broken line, respectively.
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Figure 8. Variations in response ratios (RR) of soil pH with study (a), agroforestry management and the N-fixation
ability of the tree and soil texture (b). Horizontal bars represent the 95% confidence limits of RR. The red broken
line indicates the RR = 1, i.e. where responses in agroforestry and control are the same. Significant reductions or
increases in effect sizes are indicated when the 95% confidence intervals lie below or above the red broken line,

respectively.
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Figure 9. Variations in response ratios (RR) of soil pH with soil pH in the control plots (a) and the soil type of
the study site (b). Horizontal bars represent the 95% confidence limits of RR. The red broken line indicates the
RR =1, i.e. where responses in agroforestry and control are the same. Significant reductions or increases in
effect sizes are indicated when the 95% confidence intervals lie below or above the red broken line, respectively.



