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Table S1 Full list and documentation of study cases
	ID
	Study site information and participation willingness
	Factors

	
	Region/place
	Interviewed people
	Participation willingness
	Study time
	

	
	
	
	Not willing to convert
(%)
	Unclear 
(%)
	Willing to convert
(%)
	
	

	1
	Ningxia (Tongxing, Pengyang and Xiji) [58]
	349 householders
	18.3
	34.8
	46.9
	2006
	Sex of householder
	Education level
	Off-farm opportunity
	Property security
	General trust

	2
	Ningxia (Guyuan/Jingyuan) [16]
	59 householders
	15.3
	74.5
	10.2
	2014
	Effective monitoring
	Household involvement
	Financial incentive
	Off-farm labor allocation
	Property security

	3
	Guizhou, Ningxia [59]
	286 householders
	
	
	
	1999, 2004
	Trust
	Property rights
	
	
	

	4
	24 provinces across China (including 419 villages across 228 townships in 132 counties) [25]
	2635 householders
	19
	
	
	2010
	Household involvement
	Forest management skills
	Opportunity costs for land
	Effective monitoring
	Slope

	5
	Shaanxi (Danangou catchment), Gansu (Anjiapo catchment) [60]
	45 householders
	15 (Danangou), 16 (Anjiapo)
	55 (Danangou), 70 (Anjiapo)
	30 (Danangou), 14 (Anjiapo)
	2004
	Household attitudes (education, age, sex, involvement, income)
	
	Financial incentive
	Implementation time
	

	6
	Shaanxi (Wuqi) [61]
	182 householders
	
	
	
	2005, 2007, 2012
	Income
	Off-farm opportunity
	
	
	

	7
	Shaanxi (Yanchuan, Liquan), Gansu (Jingning, Linxia), Sichuan (Chaotian, Li) [34]
	264 householders
	
	
	
	2003
	Financial incentive
	Property security
	Opportunity costs for land
	
	

	8
	Sichuan, Shaanxi [62]
	266 householders
	
	
	
	2004
	Off-farm labor allocation (Age, Education)
	
	
	
	

	9
	Gansu (Huan) [63]
	94 householders
	
	
	
	2009
	Property security
	Opportunity costs for land (livelihood type)
	Slope
	
	

	10
	Yunnan (Yangliu watershed) [18]
	43 householders
	9
	
	
	2003
	Justice
	
	
	
	

	11
	Jiangxi
(Suichuan, Fengchen) [64]
	286 householders
	
	
	63
	2011
	Program administrators 
	Sex of householder
	Education-information-property security
	Household involvement
	Opportunity costs for land

	12
	Sichuan (Nanbu, Nanjiang, Mabian, Muchuan), Shaanxi (Zhen'an, Yanchang) [65]
	
	
	
	
	1999-2008
	Off-farm labor allocation
	
	
	
	

	13
	Sichuan (Wolong Nature Reserve) [35]
	304 householders
	
	
	78
	2003
	Household labor endowments
	
	
	
	

	14
	Shaanxi (Wuqi) [66]
	296 householders
	18
	38
	44
	2015
	Justice
	Clear information
	Property security
	Opportunity costs for land
	Slope

	15
	Xinjiang (Akesu) [67]
	1451 householders
	
	
	
	2015
	Income
	Kinship trust
	Forest management skills
	Financial incentive-non-poverty household
	

	16
	Shaanxi (Mizhi, An'sai, Linyou) [68]
	205 householders
	
	
	
	2005
	Income
	Kinship trust
	Distance to market
	Education level
	Age

	17
	Inner Mongolia (Zhungeerqi) [69]
	127 householders
	
	
	
	2003
	Age
	Arable land area
	
	
	

	18
	Liaoning [70]
	259 householders
	59.5
	
	40.5
	2017
	Forest management skills
	Financial incentive
	
	
	

	19
	Ningxia [71]
	800 householders
	
	
	
	2009
	Household size
	Education level
	Opportunity costs for land
	Slope
	

	20
	Yunnan, Gansu [72]
	329 householders
	
	
	
	
	Age
	Education level
	Arable land area
	
	

	21
	24 provinces across China [73]
	2120 householders
	19.06
	19.01
	60.93
	2010
	Income
	Effective monitoring
	Financial incentive
	Opportunity costs for land
	Slope

	22
	Sichuan (Wenchuan, Li, Mao, Songpan, Heishui) [74]
	333 householders
	
	
	
	2012
	Opportunity costs for land
	Slope
	
	
	

	23
	Inner Mongolia (Zhuozi) [75]
	481 householders
	3
	27
	70
	2006
	Opportunity costs for land
	Property security
	Slope
	
	

	24
	Yunnan (Nujiang Prefecture) [45]
	48 householders
	
	
	
	2002
	Opportunity costs for land
	Household labor endowments
	Slope
	
	

	25
	Shaanxi [76]
	682 householders
	
	
	
	1998, 2006
	Education level
	Household labor endowments
	Opportunity costs for land
	Slope
	

	26
	Loess Plateau [77]
	
	
	
	
	
	Forest management skills
	Financial incentive
	Property security
	
	

	27
	Qiban ecological function zone [78]
	614
householders
	
	
	
	1999–2008
	Off-farm labor allocation
	
	
	
	

	28
	Inner Mongolia, Shaanxi, Gansu, Qinghai, Ningxia, and Xinjiang [79]
	810 householders
	15.84
	16.46
	67.70
	2010
	Financial incentive
	
	
	
	

	29
	Inner Mongolia (Naiman) [48]
	
	
	
	
	2010
	Opportunity costs for land (livelihood type)
	Slope
	
	
	

	30
	Wuqi, Dingbian, and Huachi [80]
	436 householders
	
	
	
	2008
	Opportunity costs for land
	Economy structures
	Off-farm labor allocation
	Slope
	

	31
	Haba Lake National Nature Reserve and Liupanshan Mountain National Nature Reserve [81]
	481 householders
	
	
	
	2015
	Opportunity costs for land
	Income
	
	
	

	32
	15 counties [82]
	3375 households
	
	
	
	2004
	Off-farm labor allocation
	Income
	
	
	

	33
	Shaanxi (Yanchuan, Liquan), Gansu (Jingning, Linxia), Sichuan (Chaotian, Li) [83]
	360 households
	26.8
	
	
	2003
	Opportunity costs for land
	Forest management skills
	Sex of householder
	Slope
	

	34
	Shaanxi (Mizhi) [84]
	102 households
	
	
	
	2013
	Education level
	Distance to market
	Age
	
	

	35
	17 provinces [85]
	1757
households
	22.01
	
	
	2012
	Age
	Opportunity costs for land
	Arable land area
	Financial incentive
	Sex

	36
	Chongqing (Wanzhou) [86]
	197 households
	16.03
	45.02
	38.95
	2012
	Education level
	Household labor endowments
	Income
	
	

	37
	Nine provinces (Chongqing, Yunnan, Guizhou, Sichuan, Hubei, Gansu, Shaanxi, Hebei, Inner Mongolia) [87]
	388 households
	
	
	
	2012
	Property security
	Financial incentive
	Forest management skills
	Household labor endowments
	Off-farm labor allocation

	38
	Hubei, Chongqing [88]
	1 207 households
	32.1
	28.6
	39.3
	2012
	Age
	Education level
	Off-farm labor allocation
	Sex
	

	39
	Yunnan (Baoshan, Lijiang) [49]
	509 households
	
	
	
	2011
	Household labor endowments
	Arable land area
	Slope
	Opportunity costs for land (livelihood type)
	

	40
	Yunnan (Kunming) [89]
	103 households
	11.8, 2.1
	
	88.2, 97.9
	2011
	Property security
	Justice
	
	
	

	41
	Shaanxi (Jingbian, Ansai, Baotai, Yanchang, Luochuan) [90]
	1 768 households
	37.2
	
	
	2007
	Financial incentive
	Opportunity costs for land
	Off-farm labor allocation
	Slope
	

	42
	Shaanxi, Gansu, and Sichuan [91]
	334 households
	
	
	
	2005
	Opportunity costs for land
	Income
	Property security
	Financial incentive
	Slope

	43
	Gansu (Daniu watershed) [92]
	69 households
	47. 8
	
	52. 2
	2005
	Age
	Education level
	Arable land area
	Household labor endowments
	

	44
	Ningxia (Jingyuan) [93]
	398
households
	
	
	
	2017
	Income
	Education level
	Sex
	Arable land area
	

	45
	Tropical and subtropical regions of China [94]
	259 households
	
	
	
	2018
	Arable land area
	Policy cognition level
	Participation in other eco-compensation project
	
	

	46
	Sichuan (Wolong) [95]
	305 households
	
	
	
	2006
	Social norms
	Financial incentive
	Arable land area
	Age
	Slope

	47
	Hunhe River Basin [96]
	355 households
	
	
	
	2017
	Age
	Opportunity cost (livelihood type)
	Off-farm labor allocation
	Forest management skills
	




 










Table S2 Key social-ecological variables of the CCFP implementation probability of cropland plot simulation
	
	Factor
	Index
	Data source
	Resolution

	Biophysical factor
	Slope
	Slope obtained from DEM
	U.S. Geological Survey (USGS)
	90 m

	
	[bookmark: _Hlk89036816]Opportunity costs
	Average grain yield (2000–2015)
	Chinese Academy of Agricultural Science
	County-level

	Socio-economic factor
	[bookmark: _Hlk89036887]Distance from croplands to road
	China highway map
(China Communications Publishing, 2006)
	SHP file

	[bookmark: _Hlk89122262]
	[bookmark: _Hlk89036906]Distance from croplands to household
	Institute of Remote Sensing and Digital Earth, Chinese Academy of Sciences
(http://resdc.cn/data.aspx?DATAID=264)
	90 m

	
	Education
	Average illiteracy rate (2000–2015)
	Chinese Population Survey
	County-level

	
	Age
	Average percentage of people aged above 65 (2000–2015)
	Chinese Population Survey
	County-level

	
	Off-farm labor allocation
	Distance to metropolis (m)
	Research Center for Eco-Environmental Sciences, Chinese Academy of Sciences
	90 m

	
	[bookmark: _Hlk89122478]Household labor endowments
	Average village population (2000-2015)
	Chinese Population Survey
	County-level

	
	Income
	Average GDP (2000–2015)
	Resource and Environment Data Cloud Platform
	1 km










Table S3 Contribution of social-ecological variables to CCFP implementation
	Variable
	Contribution (%)

	GDP
	45.6

	Distance from croplands to household
	13.8

	[bookmark: _Hlk89038931]Illiteracy
	13.6

	Slope
	13.4

	Age
	9.0

	[bookmark: _Hlk89038979]Distance from household to metropolis
	4.6
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