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1. Objective 2. Methodology

 Compare beneficiaries of AR! agricultural technology * Three groups of households are compared: beneficiaries, non-
innovations with randomly selected non-beneficiaries and beneficiaries in targeted villages, and non-beneficiaries in non-
control households in Malawi and Tanzania, using geographic  targeted villages (in the same agricultural potential area of

information systems and baseline household survey data. targeted villages, but sufficiently far from target villages to
* Conduct targeting analysis to inform and support future avoid contamination).
farmers’ selection, based on statistical methods. * Descriptive statistics are complemented with inferential analysis

using multivariate regression techniques (not shown here).

! Africa RISING is a research-for-development program that aims to create opportunities for smallholder farmers to move out of hunger and
poverty through sustainable intensification of their farming systems

3A. Descriptive — Household level summary (Malawi —left panel-; Tanzania —right panel-)
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3B. Descriptive — Community level summary (Malawi —left table and radar- and Tanzania —right table and radar-)
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4. Results

* AR target villages seem to differ from non-target villages along some biophysical and economic dimensions, such as access to
market and agricultural extension services.

* Similarly, beneficiaries in both countries seem to differ from non-beneficiaries along several dimensions. The former show better
education, larger family size, higher farm size, more durable assets, greater likelihood to own livestock, and have better quality
housing

* Beneficiaries also use more agricultural inputs, are more likely to practice intercropping, and obtain higher yields in the last
harvesting season.

5. Conclusions

* Our findings highlight the need to rethink targeting criteria for AR and other participatory systems-based sustainable
intensification innovations, something that could potentially bear serious implications upon scaling up.

* Not only could adoption rates of agricultural innovations be lower than expected, but final outputs and outcomes may prove
unsatisfactory when scaled up to the broader population -less endowed than the targeted farmers-.
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