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Supplemental materials

| Identification of studies via databases and registers

(TS = ("continuous cropping” OR "succession
cropping® OR “monocropping™)) AND (TS =
{microbiome OR microbiota OR bacteria OR
Bacterial OR fungi OR fungal OR nematode

v

Records identified through Web of
Science resource: Science Citation Index

Expanded.
(n=1782)
Reports not retrieved based on title
and abstract
¥ (n = 5?6}
Reports assessed for eligibility
(n =206)
Reports excluded:
No full-text (n = 28);
+ Without target variables (n = 32)
MNot satisfy the criteria such as
Studies included in quantitative ineligible experimental design, without
meta-analysis target variables, short experimental
n=112) time or incomplete data (n = 34)
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Fig. S1 PRISMA 2023 meta-analysis flow. The PRISMA (Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews and Meta-Analyses)
diagram shows the study selection process for this meta-analyses.



Experimental Control

Study Total Mean SD Total Mean sD Ratio of means ROM 95%-Cl Weight
NO10 15 3919 14.5424 3 5840 4.3128 — 0.67 [0.55;0.82] 38%
NO17 3 129 01248 3 177 0.0513 — 0.73 [0.65;0.82] 41%
NO22 12 3075 8.6905 6 4170 3.8702 — 0.74 [0.62;0.88] 39%
NO42 6 404 07575 3 401 08109 e 1.01 [0.77;1.32] 3.4%
NO55 6 3975 44805 3 5117 3.8188 - 0.76 [0.69;088] 41%
NO58 12 99.25 19.8363 3 11600 20.7546 — 0.84 [0.67; 1.06] 36%
NOG7 12 1657 3.9892 3 2743 22690 B 0.60 [051;0.71] 39%
NOS4 6 036 00203 3 041 0.0020 : 0.89 [0.85;093] 43%
NO140 6 339 05422 3 321 0.3533 P 1.05 [0.88; 1.26] 3.9%
MO141 16 352 0323 4 440 01000 : 0.80 [0.76;0.84] 43%
NO154 12 121 0.8204 3 234 01667 —=—— 0.52 [0.350.77] 28%
NO155 3 2502 1.3400 3 31.85 1.7800 g 0.88 [0.81;0.96] 42%
MO155 3 17.81 07700 3 31.85 1.7800 = 0.56 [0.52;061] 42%
NO155 3 1423 04200 3 385 17800 = : 0.45 [0.42;048] 43%
NO155 9 2002 6.2485 3 .85 1.7800 — 0.63 [0.51;0.78] 37%
MO181 6 4037 28855 3 47.04 1.0510 i 0.86 [0.81;091] 43%
NO190 3 611 01940 3 942 0.2866 : 0.65 [0.62;0.68] 43%
NO218 3 610 04330 3 1010 04732 = 0.60 [0.56;0.66] 42%
NO271 9 2002 6.2485 3 31.85 1.7800 —— 0.63 [051;0.78] 37%
NO331 15129.17 18.3380 312755 4.4687 . 1.01 [0.93;1.10]  4.2%
MO346 3 438 00173 3 615 0.0346 : 071 [0.71;072] 43%
NO360 12 5469 8.4233 3 6236 3.08: — 0.88 [0.79;0.97] 42%
NO363 9 2325 0.2326 3 264 0.0308 : 0.85 [0.80;0.91] 43%
MO375 6 480 14711 3 250 0.2000 i —=— 192 [148;249] 35%
NO443 6 295 0.0581 3 271 0.0680 ‘ 1.09 [1.05;1.13] 4.3%
Random effects model 196 M == 0.78 [0.69; 0.87] 100.0%
Heterogeneity: 1% = 98%, © = 0.0724, p = 0.01 I [
0.5 1 2

Fig. S2 Effects of continuous cropping on crop Yyield across different studies. Control, the initial planting year of each study;
Experimental, the continuous cropping year of each study. The red diamond with a dashed line indicates the average effect size of
continuous cropping on yield across all studies. Error bars represent 95% of Cls. If a 95% CI did not overlap zero, the effect of
continuous cropping on the variable was considered significant.



