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1970 FARM ECONOMIC SURVEY

HELMAND AND ARGHANDAB VALLEYS OF AFGHANISTAN

INTRODUCTION

BACKGROUND

The Helmand-Arghandab Valley Region is a large area. In 1971 it
encompasses a cultivated area of about 360,000 acres (145,000 hectares)
and has a potential net irrigable area estimated at not less than
540.000 acres (206.000 hectares). The region is one of the major desert
irrigation areas of the world. The Helmand-Arghandab Valley Authority
(HAVA) is the responsible agency of the Royal Government of Afghanistan
for development of agriculture and irrigation in Helmand Province, which
includes lands Irrigated in the upper Helmand Valley. In addition. HAVA
is responsible for irrigation and agricultural development in the portion
of Kandahar Province irrigated under the storage dam on the Arghandab
River. HAVA is also assisting in feasibi lity studies for development in
the lower Helmand Val ley and Siestan areas. which lie in Nimroz
Province.

Starting in 1946. the Royal Government of Afghanistan has carried
out a major program for development in the HAVA. To date. sQrne $82
mi I lion has been expended on irrigation and agricultural development.
Storage reservoirs were constructed on the Helmand and Arghandab rivers
in the early 1950's. Major canals were constructed by the mid-1950's to
supply water to project areas in the Darweshan, Shamalon, Nadi Ali I Marja
and Girishk areas in Helmand Province and in the Arghandab and Ound­
Daman areas in Kandahar Province. Irrigation and drainage facilities
were provided in the project areas of Oarweshan. Shamalon. Nadl Ali,
Marja and Dund. Whi Ie Investments to date have provided a great deal
of the basic irrigation faci Iities required, long-term development in
the region wi II require continued investments by farmers, business and
public authorities to bring the Val ley to its ful I potential.

The RGA is taking into account continued investment requirements
In its planning for the period 1351-56 (1972-77). To provide a better
basis for this planning, a farm economic survey, the 1970 Farm Economic
Survey as It has been designated, was begun in October 1970 at the
request of H.E. Engineer Mohammed Akbar Reza, Governor of Helmand
Province and President of HAVA. and Mr. A.R. Baron, USAID Assistant
Director for the Helmand-Arghandab Val ley Region (HAVR). At their
equest. the study was designed to provide a basis for comparison with

a survey carried out in 1963/64 by Stevens and Tarzi. The i970 study
was also planned to provide more extensive coverage of farm economics
than had hitherto been avai lable. Thus. the farming areas of Nowzad and
lamin Dawar. kariz areas In the upper Helmand Val ley, were included in
the survey. as were Seraj and Khanishin areas, both irrigated by diver­
sions from the Helmand. Little information on these four areas had been
available since the HAVA Extension Department has not been able to
include them in its programmed activities.

In al I. 12 areas in Helmand Province and five in Kandahar Province
were included in the study. These areas represent a total cropland of
about 130.000 hectares. Brief descriptions of these project areas,



shown on the maps in Figures I and II. are provided in a later section
of this chapter.

As a tool to provide data to be used in future planning and future
evaluations of development. the study was designed to cover the following
topics:

1. Farm size and tenure

2. Family size; age - sex distribution of farm families

3. Land use - cropping patterns. yields, etc.

4. Farm management practices - especially the use of modern
farming methods and new inputs

5. Costs, returns and farm income

6. Farmer attitudes and problems.

As noted above. the 1970 FES was designed to yield information
which can be compared directly with data for 1963-1964 as reported by
Ira H. Stevens and K. Tarzi in Economics of Agricultural Production in
Helmand ValW.

METHODOLOGY

Preliminary plans for the 1970 FES and the first draft of the field
schedule were prepared in early November 1970. Plans and instruments
through the tabulation and analysis stage were completed. enumerators
and statisitcal clerks trained. and field work started by January 20.
1971. Interviews of over 800 farmers were completed by March 20, 1971.
The bulk of tabulation and analysis was finished by early May, 1971.

The survey instruments used by Stevens and Tarzi were followed as
closely as possible in designing the 1970 FES field schedule in order
to obtain information directly comparable over the seven-year period
separating the two surveys. The field schedule was written in English
and translated to Pashto for pretesting. After changes suggested by
pretest had been Incorporated into Pashto draft. it was retranslated to
English as a test, and finalized in Pashto. See Appendices I and I I.

Twenty enumerators, most of whom had prior experience, ~ere

assigned from several HAVA departments and given a week's training.
Some participated in the pretest. Four field supervisors received
special training in addition to regular enumerator training.

A random sample of HAVA landowners. stratified by project area, was
drawn from official government lists. These landowners were contacted
by HAVA Extension personnel and asked to list all their tenants. Sub­
sequently, the combined list of landowners and tenants was sampled at
random to provide a list of respondents. A small alternate contingency
sample was also drawn. The sample and number of usable schedules. are
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as follows:

Helmand
Nadi AIi
Harja
Shamalon
Darweshan
Khanishln
Seraj
Girishk
Sanguin-Kalakai
Husa Qala-!amin Dawar
Nowzad

Kandahar
Haiwand
Dund-Daman
Arghandab
Panjwai

HAVA

Sample Size

478
42
40
62
40
40
48
50
54
62
40

360
40

134
JlO
76

838

Usable Schedules

475
42
40
62
40
40
47
50
54
62
38

344
37

129
103
75

819

Enumeration was conducted at pre-selected, centrally located sites
in the project area. Respondents were contacted by Extension personnel J
and invited to share a meal with the enumerators on the appointed day.
They were informed that they would be asked to help by giving information
about their farms. This approach proved to be far superior to the
standard procedure of contacting farmers at their homes for several
reasons:

I. A great deal of time was saved in locating farmers when they
were free to talk.

2. Farmers were much more cooperative after they had shared food
with enumerators. They could see that their neighbors were
also cooperating.

3. Enumerators worked under direct supervision at al I times.
Schedules were checked upon completion by field supervisors,
eliminating costly fol low-up work.

4. Supervisors were able to collect a great deal of valuable
·supplementary information from farmers waiting to be inter­
viewed and from extension agents and officials.

The tabulation and analysis stage began when the first completed
schedules were received from the field. After an office edit, the
schedules were coded as to schedule number, location, and tenure. Data
from schedules was then transferred to primary tab sheets from which
counts, averages and ranges were derived. Secondary tabulations were
necessary in some instances before summary sheets and tables for
publication could be put together.

AI I data presented in this report is for the 1970 year of harvest
unless otherwise noted.
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LIMITATIONS OF STUDY

Inaccuracies in the listings of landowners used for sampling
caused some problems. The principal difficulty was out-dated listings.
When this was discovered, the lists were updated as far as possible. ' It
was also found that some of the sampled landowners did not report al I
their tenant farmers. This was discovered during enumeration when
respondents were again asked about their tenants. However, tenant
farmers constitute only a smal I proportion of total farmers. Under­
reporting of tenants by sampled landowners was found to be small (less
than 15% in a check in the Shamalon). These limitations are considered
minor and not invalidating the study.

Sampling stratification was carried out in terms of geographi~al

project areas for three reasons:

a) Lists of landowners are maintained by these areas.

b) HAVA Extension Service has campi led crop acreages, yields and
production by project area for many years.

~) The 1963-64 study reported information for seven~of these
areas.

A sampling procedure based on selection of farms by rand~

selection of geographic coordinates was ruled out because of inadequate
maps.

The procedure of sampling by project areas suffers a limitation
because most project areas contain areas of both relatively high yeilds
and output and relatively low yields and output. Thus, the Seraj
project area contains five widely separated tracts with some very good
land and farms in the northern tracts and large areas of poor, water­
short land in the central and southern tracts. Averages shown for the
Seraj area suffer from the limitations inherent in averaging results of
good farming areas with less favored ones. Simi lar considerations apply
to a somewhat lesser extent in other project areas.

Obviously, ~he reliabi lity of the daia is a function of the
accuracy of the farmers in estimating their yei Ids, acreages, fami Iy
size and other data. Reliability of summarized data, as presented in
this report, is postively related to number of farms reporting up to a
certain ·point. For this reason, yields are not reported if fewer than
three farmers reported acreage and production. A~ea and production
data for crops such as peanuts, grown by only a few farmers, are less
reliable than data for popular crops such as wheat, mung beans, etc.

PROJECT AREA DESCRIPTIONSAI

Figures I and 2 show the location of the Kajakai and Arghandab
reservoirs, main canals and diversion dams and the outline boundaries
of project areas in the Kandahar and Helmand provinces. With the
exception of Nowzad and Musa Qala-Zamin Dawar, all the project areas
are irrigated from either the Helmand or Arghandab rivers and have
benefitted from the regulated flow of water made possible by the con-

AI By A.R. Baron
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desert development first settled in 1957.
canal. The potential irrigable area is
Cropland in 1969/70 is estimated at

struction of the storage dams in 1952 and in 1954. Excluded from the
studies are- farming areas in the lower Helmand in Nimroz Province which
are irrigated from the Helmand but which currently lie out of HAYA's
jurisdiction. (In 1969/70, about 25,000 hectares of land are estimated
to be under annual irrigation from the Helmand River in Nimroz
Province, i.e. the lower Garmsel and the Siestan basin areas.)

According to HAYA data, the project areas in Helmand Province
covered by the 1970 FES had about 90.000 hectares of cropland in
1969170. See Table 38. Estimated potential irrigable area is 128,550
hectares.

The Nadi Ali project area as defined in the study includes the
desert project development of Nadi Ali, first settled in 1951, and an
older area on the right bank of the Helmand known as Baba-Ji. Both are
irrigated from the Boghra canal. The potential irrigable area is
estimated at 12.000 hectares, 9,000 hectares in Nadi Ali proper and
3,000 hectares In Baba-Ji. Cropland in 1969/70 is estimated to total
8,900 hectares, 2,200 in Baba-Ji and 6,700 hectares in Nadi Ali.

The Maria area is also a
It is irrigated by the Boghra
estimated at 8,100 hectares.
6,300 hectares.

The area of Girishk is an older area on the right bank of the
Helmand extending from above from Baba-Ji to the area of Mus~ Qala. It
is watered by the Boghra canal and three older diversions. Potential
irrlgable area is believed to amount to 10,000-11,000 hectares. Cropland
in 1969-70 is estimated at 9,209 hectares.

The Shamalon project area lies on the right bank of the Helmand
River and is irrigated by the Shamalon canal which extends from its
takeoff from the Boghra canal a few ki lometers above Lashkar Gah some
60 kilometers downstream. The potential irrigable area Is estimated
on the basis of extensive surveys, to be 12,707 hectares, not Including
4.500 hectares of lands classified as marginal for crop production but
invested with water rights. Cropland in 1969/70 totaled an estimated
14,900 hectares.

The Darweshan project area lies on the left bank of the Helmand
and is irrigated by the Darweshan canal. which extends some 50 kilo­
meters downstream from the Darweshan diversion dam. The lower Darweshan
extends to the area of Binadar, and is irrigated by farmer dug laterals
connecting to the main canal. Based on soil surveys, the potential
irrigable area equals 20,300 hectares. In 1969/70~ cropland totaled an
estimated 11,400 hectares.

The Khanishln area, sometimes known as the Garmsel (upper), extends
below Darweshan on either side of the Helmand River to below the town of
Deshu. The area studied ends at the border between Helmand and Nimroz
provinces and is entirely Irrigated by farmer diversions from the
river. The potential irrigable area is not known for this portion of
Garmsel. The Garmsel as a whole extends as far as the town of Deh
Khaju in Nimroz Province and has a total potential irrigable area of
18,300 hectares, according to soils studies done in the 1950·s. HAYA
reported total registered farm land for tax purposes in 1971 at 21,800
hectares of irrigable land in the Khanishin area, of which an estimated
14,600 hectares of cropland were cultivated in 1969/70.
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The Seraj area is made up of five separate tracts extending some
60 kilometers up river from Qala Bist and Lashkar Gah to the project area
of Sanguine The area is. made up of tracts of land served by the Seraj
canal whose construction was carried out in 1910-24. The potential
irrigable area, based on the surveys carried out in the 1950's totals
about 24,000 hectares. HAVA estimates total cultivable land in 1969/70
of 14,400 hectares and cropland in that year of 6,700 hectares.

Sanguin-KaJakai. This area lies on the left bank of the Helmand
and extends above the Seraj area to the Kajakai storage dam. These are
highly ferti Ie river bottom lands (as are the landS of Baba-Ji,
Shamalon, Darweshan and the northern tracts of the Seraj). Potential
irrigable area is estimated roughly at 7,000 hectares. Cropland in
1969/70 is estimated at 6,020 hectar~.

The Nowzad area. This area lies some 60 kilometers north of
Girishk in the foothl I Is of the Hindu Kush mountains. It is a water
deficit area irrigated by numerous karizes. Population reportedly
declined significantly during the drought years of 1970 and 197). Soi I
surveys of the 1950's estimated the potential irrigable area at 3,000
hectares. HAVA reported total registered farm land for tax purposes in
1971 at 7,150 hectares and total cropland in 1969/70 of 2,860 hectares.

Musa Qala. This area borders about the Musa Qala river which
empties into the Helmand river above Girishk. Irrigation is from
numerous karizes and also from the Musa Qala Rive~~T~ potential
irrlgable area, based on surveys in the 1950's i 8,100)ectares •

.._../
2amln Dawar. This area lies northwest of Kajakai dam. It is

irrigated by karizes. As in the case of Nowzad, significant declines in
farming population have been reported as a.result of the drought in 1970
and 1971. The potential Irrigable area, as surveyed in the 1950·s Is
reported to be 3,250 hectares (the area was then termed ''West Kajakal"),

Much of the project land in Kandahar Province consists of well­
established orchards and vineyards. Kandahar is also wel I-known for
vegetable production.

According to HAVA data, the project areas In Kandahar Province
covered by the 1970 FES had about 40,000 hectares cropland (see Table
38). The U.S. Bureau of Reclamation Team estimates 61,500 hectares are
potentially irrigable in this area.
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CHAPTER I

TENURE, FARM SIZE AND FARM FAMILIES

Farms in the HAVA area tend to be small, owner-operated and to
support large fami lies. Differences exist a~ong areas, due to type of
farming, avai labi lity of water, degree of modernization and extent of
recent settlement. Fruit growing, double cropping and vegetable growing
are exam'P'es of intensive farming found in certain areas. Relatively
small, intensive farms can support a fami Iy, whereas larger acreages are
necessary when farming is extensive -- growing only one field crop per
year.

Some areas in the study are more highly developed in terms of
irrigation, drainage and land level ing. Some areas, however, are not
adjacent to either of the major rivers and do not benefit from the
regulated river flow. Some areas have only limited possibi lities for
intensive farming (fruit growing and double cropping.)

Farm size is affected by land settlement programs in some areas and
in other areas by intensive operations.

Fami Iy size may have been influenced downward by settlement
programs, but seems to be correlated mainly to current land productivity.

This chapter and those fol lowing wi I I describe farmers and farming
in HAVA by project areas as previously defined. (See Background
section for description of areas.)

TENURE

Table I shows that over 90 percent of the farmers in HAVA are
owner-operators or part-owners. The remaining 8.6 percent are tenant
farmers (keshtegars). The study shows there are approximately i.3 farm
laborers (bazgars) per farm.

The newly settled areas of Marja and ~adi AI i have few tenant
farmers because the land was parceled out to individual settlers with
the understanding that they not resel I for a specified period of time.
Other areas, such as Seraj and Musa Qala-Zamin Dawar, have few tenant
farmers because of I imitations on irrigation water or poor qual ity land.
The fruit growing areas in Kandahar Province have many bazgars but few
keshtegars, apparently because labor is the major input which cannot be
easi Iy supplied by the landowner.

FARM SIZE

Table 2 shows average farm size by area, and Table 3 is a percent
distribution of farm size. Table 4 shows changes which have occurred
since 1963.

Project area farms are significantly larger in Kandahar Province
than in Helmand. In Helmand Province, it is generally true that the more
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TABLE 1. TENURE - NUMBER AND PERCENT. BY TENURE CLASSIFICATION, BY AREA

Owner-Operators Part-Owners KeshteQars BaN9arsAI
AREA No. % No. % No. % o.

HELMAND: 413 84.8 25 5.1 49 10. 1 363

NAD I All 38 90.5 2 4.8 2 4.8 26
MARJA 35 87.5 2 5.0 3 7.5 7
SHAMALON 59 90.8 1 1.5 5 7.7 49
DARWESHAN 31 72.1 4 9.3 8 18.6 42
KHANISHIN 22 50.0 - - 22 50.0 56
SERAJ 43 91.5 3 6.4 1 2.1 44
GIRISHK 44 84.6 4 7.7 4 7.7 61
SANGU IN-KAJAKA I 47 87.1 5 9.2 2 3.7 16
MUSA QALA-ZAMIN DAWAR 59 95.2 3 4.8 - - 44\D NOWZAD 35 92.1 1 2.6 2 5.3 18

KANDAHAR: 307 87.7 20 5.7 23 6.6 677

MAIWAND 34 91.9 2 5.4 1 2.7 48
DUND-DAMAN 112 85.5 7 5.3 12 9.2 315
ARGHANDAB 90 84.2 10 9.3 7 6.5 162
PAN.JtIA I 71 94.7 1 1.3 3 4.0 152

~ 720 86.0 45 5.4 72 8.6 1,040

~/ Bazgars are not considered as tenant farmers and therefore are not included in
percentage calculations of tenure classification.

NOTE: In Tables 1 through 37, (excepting yield tables 11 through 14) averages for
Helmand, Kandahar and HAVA are weighted on the basis of sample size. See
Table 45 for averages weighted by estimated number of farms per area.



TABLE 2. FARMS REPORTING eN). AVERAGE FARM SIZE. CROPLAND PER FARM.

AVERAGE FARM SIZE BY TENURE AND LAND VALUES BY TENURE. BY AREA

Average Farm Size Crooland Per Farm Average Farm Size - Hectares Averaje Land Value
Owner bl Part bl fs Peral

AREA __N__ Hectares Jeribs Hectares Jeribs __N__ Operator~ N Owners- ~ Tenants __N__ Hectare- 1221-

HE~: 475 8.60 44.4- 5.65 29.2 413 8.15 25 12.92 37 9.44 356 31,073

NADI ALI 42 6.89- 35.6, 4.72 24.4 38 6.57 2 15.49 2 4.26 31 19,028
MARJA 40 5.89 30.4' 5.39 27.8 35 5.47 2 16.47 3 6.39 25 9,442
SHAMALON 62 5.49 28.4, 4.43 22.9 59 5.61 I 12.39 2 4.01 48 54,072 3.541
DARWESHAN 40 8.53. 44.h-- 7.54 38.9 31 7.14 4 24.30 5 4.49 31 20.660 745
KHANISHIN 40 2'6.95 139.z".- 18.19- 94.0 '22 38.'53 - - 18 12.80 29 19,234
SERAJ 47 10.79-- 55.7 6.07 31.4 43 9.82 3 22.26 1 2.03 36 16,368
GIRISHK 50 7.39 38.2- 5.33 27.5 44 7.11 4 4.55 2 18.68 38 46,759

o SANGUIN-KAJAKAI54 2Sf"1 13.~ 1,89 9.8 47 4.46 5 4.12 2 1.84 44 33,068
MUSA QALA-Z 0 62 7.74 40.0~ 2.92 15.1 59 7.40 3 15.97 - - 46 28,914
NOWZAD 38 7.4?}. 38.6-- 2.95 15.2 35 7.59 1 .58 2 9.00 28 20,994

KANDAHAR: 344 14.87 76.8 7.79 40.2 307 16.01 20 6.78 18 5.18 311 70,302

HAIWAND 37 18.29 94.5 8.32 43.0 34 19.06 2 13.60 1 9.10 30 28,872
DUND-DAMAN 129 21.70 112.1 10.75 55.5 112 24.00 7 10.02 10 4.17 117 74,469
ARGHANDAB 103 6.37 32.9 3.69 19.1 90 6.77 10 3.48 3 3.87 95 123,965
PANJWAI 75 13.27 68.5 8.22 42.5 71 13.88 1 3.00 3 30.98 69 73,663

~ 819 11.23 58.0 6.55 33.8 720 11.50 45 10.19 54 8.20 667 48,364

!o/ Average land values in 1970 were obtained after el iminating the three highest and the three lowest reports, including "ties."

~/ Land farmed by garow is included in owned land. It amounts to about 2% of total owned land.



productive areas have smaller farms. For example, Marja, Shamalon and
Sanguin, areas of low average farm size, are among the most productive
in the Helmand Val ley, as wi 11 be shown in Chapters 2 and 4. Conversely,
Khanishin, Seraj and Musa Qala-Zamin Dawar, areas of high average farm
size, are among the least productive in the Helmand Valley.

Table 3, a percent distribution of farm size, is included for the
convenience of future analysts who may wish to investigate how changes in
average farm size come about: large farms becoming larger, smal I farms
disappearing through consolidation, et cetera.

Cropland in the 1970 FES is defined as farm size less idle and
waste land, pasture, house lot, roads and ditches. It does not, there­
fore, include double cropping and interplanting.

Differences between farm size and cropland among areas shown in
Table 2 are largely accounted for by idle land not farmed for reasons
such as lack of water, salinity or infertility. In the Helmand, the
areas of Nowzad, Musa Qala-Zamin Dawar, Seraj, Khanishin and Nadi Ali
have the lowest amount of cropland as percent of farm size and, with
the ~xception of Nadi Ali, are among the least productive. Nowzad,
Musa Qala-Zamin Dawar, Seraj and Khanishin are water-short areas. Nadi
Ali has' problems of salinity and water-logging. In Kandahar Province,
lack of water in Maiwand and Panjwai at least partially explain the high
ratio of idle land to farm size. In Dund-Daman and Arghandab, inadequate
drainage appears to be a major factor explaining idle land.

Land values, shown in Table 2, are generally correlated with
productivity. Kandahar values are more than twice as high as those in
Helmand, primari Iy because of the concentrations of orchards and vine­
yards in Kandahar. The Arghandab area, which is nearest to the water
source, has the highest land values of the survey. In Helmand Province,
Shamalon and Girishk have' the highest land value. Although both are
highly productive areas, it is possible that an upward bias exists in
Shamalon because of an impending land development program.

The pattern of land values in the 1970 FES appears internally
consistant when compared to fami Iy size, yield data and value of pro­
duction. However, there is no established land market in HAVA, and a
"price" for land does not actually exist unless and unti I a sale occurs.
Land ownership is seldom transferred except through inheritance,
official programs, or garow (see Definition of Terms).

CHANGES IN FARM SIZE

Table 4 compares farm size and cropland per farm in 196~ and 1970.
Farm size and cropland per farm increased in al I areas except Shamalon
and Darweshan in Helmand. The comparison for Dund-Daman and Panjwai­
Maiwand may not be valid due to differences in coverage between the two
surveys. The 1963 report covers only parts of Maiwand and Panjwai and
only those parts which were most intensively farmed. See Economics of
Agricultural Production in Helmand Val ley, by Stevens and Tarzi. These
areas were covered in their entirety by the 1970 FES, including water­
short areas of extensive farming. The sharp decline in Darweshan can be
partly explained by a government program which traded water rights for
land.
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TABLE 3. PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF FARM SIZE. BY AREA

Hectares
AREA No. .0-.49 .50-.99 1.0-1.99 2.0-2.99 3.0-3.99 4.0-5.99 6.0-9.99 10.0_19.~~n 20.0-99,99 100.

HE~: 475 1.5 7,7 11.8 13,5 10,5 16.9 15,6 14,7 6.7 1. I

NADJ ALI 42 · - - 2.4 7.1 28,6 45,2 14.3 2.4
MARJA 40 - . - 2.5 2,5 57.5 25.0 12,5 .
SHAHALON . 62 · 1,6 11.3 19.6 17 .7 17.7 8.0 17,7 6.4
OARWE5HAN 40 - 10.0 12.5 5.0 15,0 22.5 10,0 15,0 10.0
KHANISHIN 40 · - 2.5 - - 12.5 17 .5 47.5 15,0 5.0
SERAJ 47 2.1 6.4 8.5 8.5 17.0 10,7 17 ,0 19,2 8.5 2.1
GIRISHK , 50 - 8.0 16.0 26.0 18.0 12.0 2.0 6.0 12.0 -S'ANtiU J"N-KA JAKA I . 5'4 - .-. 2'2,''2 c'" 27.8"" IX 24~"t .n~ 1 "5~'6 . 7.1f " '. 1.8- .
MUSA QALA-Z 0 62 1.6 11 ,3 14.5 24.2 8.1 6.4 17.7 8.1 6.4 1.7
NOWZAD 38 13.1 15.8 18.5 7.9 2.6 5.3 13.1 15.8 7.9

N
KANDAHAR: 344 2,3 9.0 19,5 9.0 9.0 10.7 15,5 8.7 13.1 3.2

HAIWAND 37 - 2,7 10.9 16.2 8.1 16,2 13.5 13.5 13.5 5.4
DUND-DAHAN 129 1.6 8.5 19.5 5.4 2.3 11.6 13.1 8.5 24.8 4.7
ARGHANDAB 103 3.9 13.6 20,4 12.6 8,7 7,8 21.3 6.8 3.9 1.0
PANJWA I 75 2.7 6.7 22.6 6.7 21.3 10.7 12.0 9.3 5.3 2.7

HAVA 819 1,8 8.3 15.0 11 '~ 9.9 14.3 15.5 12.2 9.4 2.0



TABLE 4. FARt1 SIZE IN HAVA_-_COMPARIS_QN 1963 WIJH 1970

AREA Farm Size - Hectares Cropland per Farm - Hectares

.!.2§l .!.ill. .!.2§1 illQ
HElHAND

NADI ALI 6.0 6.9 3.7 4.7
MARJA 4.6 5.9 4.3 5.4
SHAMALON 8.5 5.5 6.0 4.4
DARWESHAN 24.8 8.5 13.7 7.5

- KANDAHAR
"'" ARGHANDAB 4.6 6.4 3.1 3.7

DUND-DAMAN 8.5 21.7 6.2 10.8
PANJi4A I 7.2 13.3 4.5 8.2



HAVA Farmer with Prize-Winning Brussels Sprout
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The Traditional and the Modern - Change comes to HAVA

The Boghra Canal. NOMads on the left, Farmers and Officials atright. Boghra Provides Irrigation Water for Marja, Nadi Ali andShamalon
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FARM FAMI LIES

Detailed information on family size and composition is important to
investigations of population movements and per capita income calculations.

Average fami Iy size i~ about I I for HAVA, 9.5 for ·Helmand and 13
for Kandahar. There are slightly more females than males. Highest
average family size is in Ound-Daman, the area around Kandahar City.
Lowest average family size Is In Khanishln in Helmand Province. Average
number of males aged 13 years and older is only slightly higher than
males younger than 13. See Table 5 for average family size and age·
Sex distribution, by area.

Family size Is higher for owner-operators and part-owners than for
tenants (keshtegars, not including bazgars), as might be expected.
Family size is also larger on the larger farms,~seeT~~~e~~~_~~1_' ;

( /_'"""'"'-_~ ("",04(~'.

Family size has Increased since 1963 In all are s reported by
Stevens and Tarzi. Some of the increases seem very high due perhaps to
differences in coverage by the two studies. See Table 7.

16



TABI.f 5. FAMILY SIZE AND COMPOSITION. BY AREA

No. Males Average
Age Age No. Fami Iy

AREA .Q..:..!1. 13 and Over Total Females 'S i ze

HELHANO: 2.26 2.46 4.72 4.77 9.49

NADI ALI 1.7 2.5 4.2 4.5 8.7
MARJA 2.0 2.2 4.2 4.4 8.6
SHAHALON 2.5 2.5 5.0 4.5 9.5
DARWESHAN 1.9 2.0 3.9 4.2 8.1
KHANISHIN 1.8 1.6 3.4 3.4 6.8
SERAJ 2.4 2.6 5.0 5.2 10.2
GIRISHK 2.8 3. I 5.9 5.2 J1 .1
SANGUIN-KAJAKA I 2.2 2.6 4.8 4.6 9.4... MUSA QALA-ZAMIN DAWAR 2.9 2.8 5.7 6.1 JJ .8.... NOWZAO 1.9 2.1 4.0 4.8 8.8

KA~: 2.87 3.22 6.09 6.92 13.01

HAIWANO 2.3 3.4 5.7 5.8 II .5
DUND-DAHAN 3. I 3.5 6.6 8.3 14.9
ARGHANDAB 2.7 3.0 5.7 5.8 JJ .5
PANJtlA I 2.9 2.8 5.7 6.9 12.6

HAVA 2.52 2.78 5.30 5.67 10.97



TABLE 6. AVERAGE FAMILY SIZ£ BY TENURE AND.FARM SIZE, BY AREA

By Tenure Bt Farm Size
Owner-Operator Part Owner Tenant 1-10 ieribs 1 -SO ierl~~ 50 + Jerlbs

AREA No. Av, Size No. Av. Size No, Av • Size No. Av, Size No. v. Ize No. Av, Size

HE~: 413 9,55 25 9.96 37 8,40 118 7.68 263 8.79 94 13.70

NAD I All 38 8.5 2 13.5 2 10.0 - - 35 7.9 7 13.7
MARJA 35 8.5 2 8.5 3 10.0 - - 36 8.5 4 9.4
SHAMALON 59 9.5 1 10.0 2 8.5 16 8.5 38 8.8 8 14.8
DARWESHAN 31 8.4 4 6.0 5 7.2 7 7.0 22 6.2 11 13.0
KHANISHIN 22 7.3 - - 18 6.3 I 6.0 14 5.9 25 7.4
SERAJ 43 10.5 3 7.0 1 8.0 8 7.5 24 8.5 15 14.6
GIRISHK 44 11 .0 4 7.3 2 21.0 13 8.3 28 8.7 9 22.3
SANGU IN-KAJAKA I 47 9.1 5 11 .2 2 14.0 29 8.6 25 10.4 - -
MUSA QALA-Z D 59 11.5 3 18.3 - - 25 7.2 31 12.4 6 28.0

(I) NOWZAD 35 8.9 1 8.0 2 8.5 19 6.2 10 9.3 9 14.0

KANDAHAR: 307 13.20 20 13.10 17 9.12 147 8.57 147 10.46 80 20.11

MAIWAND 34 11.3 2 14.5 I 11.5 6 9.2 19 8.5 12 17.4
DUND-DAMAN 112 15.2 7 15.2 10 8.9 42 7.6 41 10.7 46 24.9
ARGHANDAB 90 11.9 10 10.6 3 7.7 42 9.1 50 11.2 II 23. I
PAN.MAI 71 12.7 1 20.0 3 8.3 27 9. I 37 10.1 II 29.5

~ 720 11.11 45 11.36 54 8.63 235 8.12 410 9.39 174 18.49



-\D

TABLE 7. FARM FAMILY MEMBERS 1963 and 1970

No. Males No. Females Av. ~o. Family Members
AREA 1963 .!!21.Q llQ.l 1m. lID mQ % Increase

HAO I ALI 3.6 4.2 3.6 4.5 7.2 8.7 20.8
MARJA 2.7 4.2 2.7 4.4 5.4 8.6 59.2
SHAMALON 4.1 5.0 4.3 4.5 8.4 9.5 31.1
DARWESHAN 3.6 3.9 4.4 4.2 8.0 8.1 1.2

ARGHANDAB 4.8 5.7 4.9 5.8 9.7 11.5 18.6
DUND-DAMAN 4.0 6.6 2.1 8.3 6.1 14.9 144.3
PAN MA I 3.1 5.7 2. I 6.9 5.2 12.6 142.3



CHAPTER II

LAND AND CROPS

Land use in HAVA is shown in Table 8. The average farm of I 1.2
hectares consists of 6.6 hectares (58%) cropland and 4.7 hectares (41%)
"idle land." "Idle land" includes fallow land, wasteland, pasture,
house and barn lots, roads, ditches and fences. Very little arable,
productive land is set aside for pasture in the study area. Animals
graze mostly on fallow land and wasteland, and on public land.

On the average farm, double cropping is practiced on .4 hectares
giving a total land in crops of 7 hectares, much of which is in wheat.
Only in Arghandab does wheat account for less than 50% of the cropland.

Cropland plus area double cropped does not always equal land in
crops (in most cases, land in crops is equal to or more than cropland
plus area double cropped). This is partly due to errors in rounding and
partly due to interplanting (mostly fora~e crops in orchards and vine­
yards). Data on double cropping was derived from an independent section
of the field schedule, but is consistent with data for double cropping
which can be derived from the cropland section of the schedule.

The typical farm in HAVA devotes more than half its land to wheat
production, as in ages past. Some new trends are emerging, however. A
significant amount of the wheat land is planted to improved, ferti lizer
responsive varieties. Corn is also an important crop in many areas and
improved varieties are contributing to increases in production. The
advent of cotton as an important cash crop since 1963 contributed to a
breakdown of subsistence agriculture and helped usher in an era of farm
business where capital formation can take place. Although it has not
been possible to make a comparison of forage crops between 1963 and 1970,
observers have noticed an increase in the amount of forage. This is
primari Iy feed for work animals, but one can hope for a general improve­
ment in the livestock industry through better nutrition.

The key to diversification and commercialization of HAVA farms
seems to be the proliferation of improved corn and wheat. As yields and
production increase, land can be diverted to the production of other
cash crops, in part intensive crops such as fruits, vegetables and
perhaps medicinal and cosmetic herbs. (Fruits and vegetables account for
less than 6% of cropland in the Helmand Val ley in 1969/70.)

When HAVA reaches its long run potential, wheat production may
become much less important in the cropping patterns of the region.
Cereal grain production is usually considered to be an uneconomical use
of irrigated land. Plant scientists claim that most of HAVA has near
optimum growing conditions. If this is so, most of the area should be
devoted to higher value crops as soon as specialization can replace
generalized subsistance farming.

Table 9 shows cropping patterns in detai I as of 1970. From this
base, planners can seek desireable changes and evaluate progress in
future years.
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TABLE 8. LAND USE IN HECTARES PER FARM. BY AREA

Land in Crops
Other Field Fruits, Nuts Total Area Doub-f e

AREA Farm Size Cropland Idle Land Wheat Crops Vegetables land in Crops Cropped

HElHAND: 8.60 5.65 2.95 4.60 1.26 .31 6.17 .52

NADI ALI 6.9 4.7 2.2 3.5 1.5 .4 5.4 .7
MARJA 5.9 5.4 .5 4.0 1.6 .5 6.0 .6
SHAHALON 5.5 4.4 1.1 3.4 1.4 .2 5.0 .7
DARWESHAN 8.5 7.5 1.0 5.7 2.0 .4 8.1 .4
KHANISHIN 27.0 18.2 8.8 17.7 1.0 .1 18.8 .2
SERAJ 10.8 6.1 4.7 5.2 .7 .3 6.2 .2
GIRISHK 7.4 5.3 2. I 3.5 2.8 .6 6.9 1.6
SANGUIN-KAJAKA I 2.5 1.9 .6 1.3 1.0 .1 2.5 .6

N MUSA QALA-ZAMIN DAWAR 7.7 2.9 4.8 2.3 .5 .3 3.1 .1
NOWZAD 7.5 3.0 4.5 2.4 .2 .4 3.0

KANDAHAR: 14.87 7.79 7.08 4.87 1.08 2.15 8.10 .31

MAIWAND 18.3 8.3 10.0 6.3 1.0 1.0 8.3 .1
DUND-DAHAN 21.7 10.8 10.9 7.4 1.5 2.3 11 .2 .5
ARGHANDAB 6.4 3.7 2.7 1.5 .8 1.7 4.0 .3
PANJWA I 13.3 8.2 5.1 4.4 .8 3.1 8.3 .1

~ 11.23 6.55 4.68 4.70 1.19 1.09 6.98 .43



TABLE ~. AVERAGE AREA CROPPED PER fARM AND AREA CROPPED AS PERCENT Df CROPPED LAND PER fARM BY fiELD CROP. BY AREA

Alfalfa
Wheat Corn Cotton & Clover Mung Beans Barley

Local Improved local Improved
AREA Hectares -L. Hectares _%- Hectares -L. Hectares ...!... Hectares _%- Hectares ...!... Hectares ....L Hectares ....L

HE LMAND: 4.22 67.4 .32 5.1 .46 7.3 .05 .8 .31 4.9 .20 3.2 .26 4. I .11 1.8

NADI ALI 2.77 50.6 .77 14.1 .27 4.9 .06 I • I .50 9.1 .17 3. I .48 8.8
MARJA 2.99 49.5 .98 16.2 .24 4.0 .08 1.3 .80 13.2 .33 5.5 • 13 2.2 .01 .2
SHAMALON 3.23 64.6 .12 2.4 .41 8.2 .08a ! 1.6 .50 10.0 .31 6.2 .13 2.6 .01 .2
DARWESHAN 5.42 67.2 .27 3.3 .14 1.7 .25- 3.1 .70 g.7 .14 1.7 .35 4.3 .44 5.4
KHANISHIN 17.64 94.2 - - .02 • I - - - - .02 .1 .34 1.8 .61 3.2
SERAJ 5.25 84.3 - - .35 5.6 - - .17 2.7 .10 1.6 .04 .6 .04 .6
GIRISHK 2.50 36.3 1.00 14.5 1.84 26.7 .02 .3 .33 4.8 .48 7;0 .11 1.6 .03 .4
SANGU IN-KAJAKA I I. 16 47.0 .14 5.7 .66 26.7 - - •12 4.9 .19 7.7 .04 1.6 .01 .4

N
MUSA QALA-Z D 2.24 73.1 .02 .7 .30 9.8 - - .06 2.0 .12 3.9 .01 .3 .05 1.6

N NOWZAO 2.38 80.0 - - • I5 5.0 - - - - .02 .7 .01 .3 .06 2.0

KANO~: 4.73 58.6 • I2 1.5 .31 3.8 .02 .2 .04 .5 .36 4.4 .05 .6 .26 3.2

MAIWAND 6.34 75.8 - - • IS 1.8 - - .29 3.5 .25 3.0 .01 .1 .31 3.7
DUND-DAMAN 7.16 64.2 .21 1.9 .39 3.5 .02 .2 .02 .2 .60 5.4 .05 .4 .29 2.6
ARGHANDAB 1.34 33.5 .12 3.0 .41 10.2 - - - - .21 5.3 .10 2.5 .03 .8
PAN,MAI 4.36 52.8 - - .14 1.7 - - .02 .2 • 15 1.8 .02 .2 .52 6.3

HAVA 4.44 62.8 .26 3.7 .40 5.7 .03 .4 .19 2.7 .26 3.7 .18 2.5 .18 2.5

A! Relatively high area of improved corn in Darweshan due primarily to one sample farmer who had almost 10 jeribs of improved
corn, and no local corn.



TABLE 9b. AVERAGE AREA CROPPED PER FARM AND AREA CROPPED AS PERCENT OF CROPPED LAND PER FARM.

BY HORTICULTURAL'CROP. BY AREA

Other Other Fruits, Average HectaresalFjeld cr9~ Grapes Pomegranates Apricots Nuts & Melons Vegetables Cropped per Farm-
AREA Hectares _0_ Hectares % Hectares % Hectares % Hectares ~ Hectares % Hectares -!.-.

HELHAND: .01 .2 .10 1.6 .02 .3 .03 .5 .14 2.2 .04 .6 6.27 100.0

NADI ALI - - .13 2.4 .02 .4 .02 .4 .26 4.7 .02 .4 5.47 100.0
MARJA - - .14 2.3 - - - - .18 3.0 .16 2.6 6.04 100.0
SHAHALON - - .09 1.8 .01 .2 .01 .2 .06 1.2 .04 .8 5.00 100.0
DARWESHAN - - .17 2.1 .04 .5 .05 .6 .07 .9 .04 .5 8.08 100.0
KHANISHIN - - .04 .2 - - - - .08 .4 - - 18.75 100.0
SERAJ - - .15 2.4 .01 .2 .04 .6 .05 .8 .04 .6 6.24 100.0

N
GIRISHK .01 • 1 .10 1.5 .02 .3 .02 .3 .29 4.2 .14 2.0 6.89 100.0

\Ill SANGU IN-KAJAKA I .03 1.2 .04 1.6 .01 .4 .01 .4 .06 2.4 - - 2.47 100.0
MUSA QALA-Z D - - .12 3.9 .02 .7 .02 .7 .10 3.3 - - 3.06 100.0
NOWZAD .01 .3 .07 2.3 .03 1.0 .10 3.4 .15 5.0 - - 2.98 100.0

KANDAHAR: .08 1.0 1.58 19.5 .15 1.9 .16 2.0 .13 1.6 .10 1.2 8.09 100.0

MAIWAND .01 .1 .82 9.8 .01 .1 .01 .1 .08 1.0 .08 1.0 8.38 100.0
DUND-DAMAN .16 1.4 1.72 15.4 .13 1.2 .19 1.7 .07 .6 .15 1.3 11.16 100.0
ARGHANDAB .10 2.5 .66 16.5 .32 8.0 .28 7.0 .29 7.2 .14 3.5 4.00 100.0
PAN.MAI - - 2.99 36.2 .02 .2 .02 .2 .03 .4 - - 8.27 100.0

~ .04 .6 .72 10.2 .08 1•1 .09 1.3 .13 1.8 .07 1.0 7.07 100.0

~/ Includes double cropping.



The Stevens-Tarzi report allows comparison of cropping patterns over
a span of seven years for seven areas in HAVA. See Table 10.

Increases in production (probably the primary short term objective
of HAVA) can come from increased yields, increased use of idle land and
double cropping. Research results Indicate an impressive potential for
Increased yields through use of improved varieties and fertilizer. In
practice, Improved varieties of wheat and corn are out-performing native
varietres by 186 and 62 percent, respectively, in HAVA, and up to 220
percent for wheat in Marja. See Table I I.

Yields in Table II are reported for project areas only if tl:lree or
more sample farms reported production and area planted. Average yields
for Helmand, Kandahar and HAVA are calculated on the basis of total
production and area planted and thus are weighted on the basis of the
relative importance of the crop in each area. Although this averaging
procedure does not take account of the number of farms per area, it is
probably more realistic than average yeilds weighted by number of farms
per project area as reported in Table 46.

Table 12 shows significant improvement in yields since 1963.and
establishes a rather steep upward trend for some crop yields. The
increases in wheat and corn yields are due in part to the increased use
of improved ,varieties. Local and improved varieties were treated
separately in the 1970 FES, but combined in.Table 12 so that they are
comparable to 1963 yields, for local varieties only, as reported by
Stevens and Tarzi. If a comparison of local yields is desired, the
reader can compare the 1963 columns for wheat and corn (Table 12) with
appropriate data for local yields from Table II.

Table 13, a percent distribution of yields, Is presented here so
that future comparisons can be made to show where the Increases are
coming from: top end, middle or low end of the range of yields. Table
14, yields by farm size for selected crops and areas, should be helpful
In determinations of efficiency and farm size, in addition to analysis
of changIng yields.
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TABLE 10. AREA PER FARM IN JERIBS. BY AREA. BY CROP COMPARISON 1963 WITH 1970

Nadl Ali Haria Shamalon Darweshan Dund-Daman Arqhandab

Crop ~I llZQ ll2l llZQ ll2lllZQll2lllZQ.!.22lllZQ.!.22llliQ
Wheat &- Barley 16.0 18.3 14.2 20.6 18.2 17.4 42.0 31.7 12.5 39.6 6.8 7.7
Corn - 1.7 - 1.7 1.5 2.5 .2 2.0 -- 2.1 1.5 2.1
Rice 1.0 .1 - - - - - - - - - .5
Cotton .2 2.6 3.1 4.1 9.8 2.6 27.1 3.6 - .1 - 1*
Mung Beans 1.1 2.5 .6 .7 1.3 .7 .4 1.8 - .3 .4 .5
Alfalfa &- Clover 1.2 .9 2.9 1.7 1.2 1.6 .6 .7 1.0 3.1 .3 1.1
Grapes .7 .7 .4 i~1 .4 .5 .8 .9 7.6 8.9 2.2 3.4
Pomegranates - .1 .3 - .1 - .2 .2 .7 2.9 1.7
Apples - - .1 - - 1* - - .6 .1 - .3
Apricots - .1 .1 1* - .1 - .3 2.2 1.0 2.3 1.4

N
Other Fruit - .5 - .8 .5 - - .4 - .2 - 1.1

\11 Melons & Watermelons .1 .9 - .1 - .4 .1 .2 - .2 .1 .1
A11 Vegetables - .1 - .8 .3 .2 .3 .2 - .8 .5 .7

TOT A L 20.3 28.5 21.7 30.8 33.2 26.0 71.5 42.0 24.1 57.1 17 .0 20.7

s/ 1963 data from Table 2, page 10 of Stevens-Tarzl Report.

~I 1* - InsignifIcant amount.



TABLE lla. AVERAGE YIELDS FOR MAJOR FIELD CROPS. BY AREA - IN MONS PER JERIB AND KILOGRAMS PER HECTARE

Wheat Corn Barl ey
Local Improved Local Improved

AREA MONO KG/HA MON/J- KG/HA MON/J KG/HA MON/J KG/HA MON/J KGIHA

HE LMANO: 33.1 755.0 101.9 2,324.2 68.3 1,557.9 102.7 2,342.5 18.7 426.5

NAOIALI 43.7 996.8 119.3 2,721.1 78.9 1,799.6 161.3 3,679.1
MARJA 33.6 766.4 107.2 2,445.1 39.5 901.0 95.3 2,173.7
SHAMALON 65.4 1,491.7 89.7 2,046.0 81.2 1,852.1 91.4 2,084.7 81.8 1,865.8
OARWESHAN 40.0 912.4 76.7 1,749.5 47.7 1,088.0 -- -- 22.0 501.8
KHANISHIN 16.4 374.1 -- -- 133.7 3,049.6 -- -- 10.2 232.7
SERAJ 26.1 595.3 -- -- 35.6 812.0 -- -- -- --GIR ISHK 41.5 946.6 89.3 2,036.8 65.7 1,498.6 116.6 2,659.5 35.0 798.3
SANGUI N-KAJAKA I 60.5 1,379.9 128.9 2,940.1 87.3 1,991.2 -- -- 43.3 987.6

N MUSA QALA-ZAMIN OAWAR 43.4 989.9 108.3 2,470.2 71.1 1,621. 7 -- -- 36.6 834.8

'" NOWZAO 27.8 634.1 -- -- 53.0 1,208.9 -- -- 24.0 547.4

KANDAHAR: 36.4 830.2 85.7 1,954.7 55.6 1,268.2 115.6 2,636.7 35.1 800.6

MAIWANO 47.9 1,092.6 -- -- 15.9 362.7 -- -- 33.9 773.2
OUNO-DAMAN 33.2 757.3 76.0 1,733.5 50.2 1,145.0 -- -- 46.5 1,060.6
ARGHANOAB 55.5 1,265.9 85.2 1,943.3 66,0 1,505.4 -- -- 31.2 711.6
PAN.MA I 29.2 666.0 -- -- 60.7 1,384.5 -- -- 24.8 565.7

~ 34.6 789.2 98,5 2,246.7 64.1 1,462.1 103.8 2.367.6 29.2 666,0

1 mon per jerib - 22.809 kg. per hectare, 1 kg. per hectare· .04384 mon per jerib

Yields not reported when no. farms reporting is less than 3. However, area and production for these farms are considered
in subtotal calculations. Yields for Helmand. Kandahar and HAVA are properly weighted on the basis of area and production
per area.



TABLE 11b. AVERAGE YIELDS fOR MAJOR FIELD CROPS, BY AREA - IN MONS PER JERIB AND KILOGRAMS PER HECTARE

Mung Beans Rice Cotto~/ Clover Alfalfa

AREA MON/J KG/HA ~ KG/HA MON/J KG/HA HON/J KG/HA MON/J ~
HE LMAND: 30.6 698.0 46.0 1,049.2 45.0 1,026.4 728.7 16,620.9 603.8 13,772.1

NAD I ALI 33.5 764.1 -- -- 37.5 855.3 523.1 11,931.4 595.7 13,587.3
MARJA 21 .1 481.3 -- -- 36.2 825.7 133.3 3,040.4 295.6 6,742.3
SHAMALON 22.1 504~ 1 -- -- 55.6 1,268.2 694.2 15,834.0 604.9 13,797.2
DARWESHAN 43.1 983.1 -- -- 39.3 896.4 60.0 1,368.5 274.0 6,249.7
KHANISHIN 13.6 310.2 -- -- -- -- -- -- 290.0 6,614.6
SERAJ 18.9 431.1 -- -- 60.7 1,384.5 -- -- 449.5 10,252.6
GIR ISHK 50.0 1,140.5 64.0 1,459.8 56.8 1,295.6 952.8 21,732.4 1,139.1 25,981.7
SANGUIN-KAJAKAI 44.5 1,015.0 31.7 723.0 34.8 793.8 769.2 17,544.7 536.0 12,225.6

N
MUSA QALA-ZAMIN DAWAR 19.7 449.3 -- -- 42.9 978.5 455.1 10,380.4 520.3 11 ,867.5

..... NOWZAD -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 249.0 5,679.4

KANDAHAR: 35.6 812.0 173.2 3,950.5 58.6 1,336.6 -- 5,549.4 1,683.9 38,408.1

MAIWAND 17.7 403.7 -- -- 62.9 1,434.7 -- -- 589.5 13 ,445.9
DUND-DAMAN 40.3 919.2 -- -- -- -- -- -- 1,850.2 42,201.2
ARGHANDAB 32.4 739.0 173.2 3,950.5 -- -- -- -- 1,637.4 37,347.5
PAN.MA I -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 1,534.6 35,002.7

~ 31.6 720.8 151.2 3,448.7 46. I 1,051.5 704.8 16,075.8 1,306.3 29,795.4

~/ Seed cotton.



TABLE lie. AVERAGE YIELD FOR MAJOR FRUITS, BY AREA - IN MONS PER JERIB AND KILOGRAMS PER HECTARE

Grapes Pomegranates Apricots Peaches

AREA !1Qt!ll KGfHA !1Qt!ll KG/HA HONfJ KG/HA HON/J ~

HElHANO: 355,0 8,096.7 246.1 14,507.0 95.7 2,183.3 227.2 5,182.2

NAOI ALI 355,4 8.105.4 344.2 7,850.9 445.6 10.162.6
HARJA 229.0 5,228.1 202,3 4.613.1 33.9 772.3
SHAHALON 641.0 14,621.2 623.8 14,228.3 462.1 10,540.0 72.0 1,642.3
OARWESHAN 437.8 9,986.2 53.9 1,229.2 6.0 136.9
KHANISHIN 215.4 4,913.1 -- -- -- --
SERAJ 112.3 2,561.8 143.0 3,261.7 43.4 989.9
GIRISHK 661.8 15,094.3 124.0 2,828.3 222.8 5.082.5 321.4 7.331.5
SANGU IN-KAJAKA I 776.3 17,705.5 200.3 4.567~5 112.5 2.566.0

N HUSA QALA-ZAHIN OAWAR 264.2 6.026.1 335.5 7,652.4 271.6 6,194.2
CO NOWZAD 128.3 2,926.4 110.4 2.518.1 22.3 507.7

KANDAHAR: 265.5 6,054.6 332.6 7.585.6 217.8 4,966.9 91.1 2.078.4

MAIWAND 341.3 7.784.9 196.3 4.476.3 236.0 5,382.9
DUNO-DAMAN 226.3 5,161.7 350.6 7.996.8 175.3 3.997.5 9.4 214.4
ARGHANDAB 283.4 6.463.4 371.7 8.478.1 208.8 4.763.2 121. 5 2.772.0
PANJWAI 269.2 6.139.0 178.6 4.073.0 453.9 10.352.8 220.0 5,018.0

.!:!ill 302.6 6,901.3 457.3 10,429.4 148.2 3.380.5 124.5 2,840.6



TABLE lTd. AVERAGE YIELDS FOR MAJOR FRUITS, NUTS ANO VEGETABLES. BY AREA - IN MONS PER JERl8 AND KILOGRAMS PER HECTARE

Figs Peanuts Watermelons Carrots

AREA ~ KG/HA !!Q!!ll KG/HA MON/J KG/HA MON/J KG/HA

HELHAND: 175.0 3,992.0 19.5 443.9 328.2 7,485.0 326.7 7,451.0

NADI ALI 70,0 1,596,6 22.5 514.1
HARJA 16.6 377 .7 17 .6 401.7 98.5 2,245.6
SHAMALON 124.0 2,828.3 -- -- 350.4 7,992.3
DARWESHAN -- .- -- -- 501.9 11,447.6
KHANISHIN -- --
SERAJ 23.7 540.8
GIRISHK 491.4 11,209.0 -- -- 284.0 6,477 .8
SANGUIN-KAJAKAI -- -- -- -- 1,200.0 27,370.8 326.7 7,451.0

N MUSA QALA-ZAMIN DAWAR -- --
\D NOWZAD 31,7 722.4

KANDAHAR: 112.2 2,558.0 224.0 5,109.2 554.1 12,638.7 614.8 14,023.7

MAIWAND 17 .7 403.0 90.0 2,052.8 177 .8 4,055.0
DUND-DAHAN 121.0 2,759.9 -- -- 406.2 9,265.2 991.7 22,619.7
ARGHANDAB 95.9 2,186.2 224.0 5,109.2 1,075.7 24,535.9 300.8 6,860.3
PANJt4A I 51,1 1,165.8

HAVA 139.3 3,178.2 107.1 2,443.3 406.4 9,269.1 464.5 10,594.6



TABLE 12. YiElDS IN MONS PER JER IB BY AREA, BY CROP

COMPARISON 1963 WITH 1970

Nadl Al i Maria Shamalon Darweshan Dund-Daman Arghandab

Crop lID. .!.WL .!.2§L .!.illL. .L2§L !21.Q.... .L2§L !21.Q.... .lli1 !21.Q.... lliL ...l2lQ

Wheat 7.3 61.5 18.0 52.1 41 •1~1 66.2 31.~1 '+1.7 71.5 34.7 41.3 57.9
Barley 5.4 -- 20.0 -- -- 81.8 -- 22.0 49.1 46.5 31.4 31.2
Corn -- 95.8 -- 55.5 52.7 83.0 26.6 79.0 16.0 52.9 40.3 64.0
Rice 9.6

_.. -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 173.2
Cotton 6.3 37.5 11 .3 36.2 23.1 55.6 8.0 39.3 -- -- 20.0 --
Mung Beans 5.2 33.5 10.2 21. 1 18.1 22.1 11.9 43.1 -- 40.3 15.9 32.4
Grapes 14.8 355.4 39.6 229.0 171.0 641.0 140.5 437.8 51.5 ~26.3 50.9 283.4
Pomegranates 33.3 344.2 60.0 202.2 79.0 623.8 -- -- 36.0 350.6 119.9 371.7

IN Apples -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 13.3 236.6 36.1 188.7
0 Apricots -- -- 100.0 33.8 100.0 462.1 -- -- 33.0 175.3 146.3 208.8

Melons & Watermelons -- -- -- -- 100.0 368.3 111.9 133.3 50.0 406.2 325.9 1,075.7
All Vegetables -- -- -- -- 220.0 -- -- -- -- -- 198.6 268.0

~I Wheat and barley yield figures for Shamalon and Darweshan. 1963 were combined in the Stevens-Tarzl Report.



TABLE la. PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF YIELDS - IMPROVED VARIETIES, BY AREA

~

Range of Yields
MonlJ

AREA N 0-10 11-20 M- 33 31-43 ~1-53 51-60 61-80 81-100 101-1~0
~

High Low- Mon/J MonU nl Monl onl Mon/J l1oii7J MonO MenlMonl

HELMANO: 86 2.3% 2.3 5.8 5.8 11 .6 4.6 17.5 16.3 15.1 18.7 225 8

NAOI ALI 16 - - 6.2 6.2 25.0 - 25.0 18.8 18.8 - 125 26
MARJA 24 8.3 - 8.3 8.3 12.5 8.3 29.2 - 4.2 20.9 200 8
SHAMALON 11 - - 9.1 9.1 - - 18.2 36.3 9.1 18.2 150 30
DARWESHAN 4 - 25.0 - - - 25.0 - 50.0 - - 87 20
KHANISHIN

\101 SERAJ- GIRISHK 14 - - 14.2 - 14.3 7.1 14.3 14.3 21.5 14.3 225 25
SANGU IN-KAJAKA I 14 - - - 7.1 7.1 - - 14.3 28.6 42.9 166 40
MUSA QA LA - lAM IN DAWAR 3 - - - - - - - 33.4 33.3 33.3 133 100
NOWlAD

KANDAHAR; 23 - - 4.3 - 8.8 4.3 26.1 26.1 4.3 26.1 200 30

MAIWAND
DUND-DAMAN 12 - - 8.4 - 8.3 8.3 25.0 25.0 - 25.0 150 30ARGHANOAB 11 - - - - 9.1 - 27.2 27.3 9.1 27.3 200 50
PANMA\

~ 109 1,8 1.8 5.5 4.6 11 .0 4.6 19.3 1'8.4 12.8 20.2 225 8



TABLE 13b. PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF YIELDS - IMPROVED VARIETIES. BY AREA

COTT.Q!!~./

Range of Yields
MOnlJ

AREA N 0-10 11-20 21-~3 R1-'0 Al-~3 ~~'3
61-80 81-100 101-1~0

~
High LOw- Mon/J Mon/J on J MonlJ ROri7TMon on Monl on

HELMAND: 150 4.7% 14.0 12.0 17.3 14.0 4.7 14.0 10.6 4.0 4.7 150

NADI ALI 22 9.1 13.6 9.1 18.2 18.2 - 18.2 9.1 - 4.5 135 7
MARJA 32 3.1 25.1 12.5 18.8 12.5 - 15.6 3.1 6.2 3.1 150 I
SHAMALON 36 - 11. I 19.4 5.6 13.9 5.6 8.3 13.9 8.3 13.9 150 19
DARWESHAN 17 17 .6 5.9 5.9 29.4 - 11.8 17 .6 11.8 - - 84 4
KHANISHIN - - - - - - - - - - - - -

\AI SERAJ 7 - 14.3 - 14.3 42.8 14.3 - 14.3 - - 87 20
N GIRISHK 18 - - 5.6 33.3 11 .1 5.6 22.2 16.6 5.6 - 106 26

SANGUIN-KAJAKA I 9 - 22.3 22.2 11 .1 22.2 11. I 11. I - - - 66 20
MUSA QALA-ZAMIN DAWAR 9 11 • I 22.3 11.1 11. 1 11. 1 - 11. 1 22.2 - - 90 8
NOWZAD

KANDAHAR: 13 - 23.0 7.7 15.4 23.1 7.7 15.4 7.7 - - 100 14

MAIWAND 11 - 27.2 9.1 9.1 18.2 9. I 18.2 9.1 - - 100 14
DUND-DAMAN 2 - - - 50.0 50.0 - - - - - 44 33
ARGHANDAB
PAN.ArlA I

~ 163 4.3 14.8 11.7 17.4 14.8 4.9 13.6 10.5 3.7 4.3 150

~/ Seed cotton.



TABLE 1.1£. PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF YIELDS - IMPROVED VARIETIES. BY AREA

£Q!lli

Range of Yields
Mon/J

AREA N 0-10 11-20 ~1-~3 ~~)3 M~~3 ~~~3
61-80 81-100 101-ljO ~

Hi9~Low
HOri7J 'ROri7J on HOri7J MonlJ Monl on

HELMAND: 24 8.3% 8.3 8.3 4.2 12.5 - 4.2 16.7 29.2 8.3 200 5

NAD I ALI 4 25.0 - - - 25.0 - - - 25.0 25.0 200 10
MARJA 5 - 40.0 - - 20.0 - - - 40.0 - 127 16
SHAMALON 8 - - 12.5 - 12.5 - 12.5 12.5 37.5 12.5 150 23
DARWESHAN 2 - - - - - - - 100.0 - - 100 94
KHANISH IN

\N SERAJ
\N GIR fSHK 3 - - 33.4 33.3 - - - - 33.3 - 125 26

SANGUIN-KAJAKA I - - - - - - - - - - - - -
MUSA QALA-ZAMIN DAWAR 2 50.0 - - - - - - 50.0 - - 100 5
NOWZAD

KANDAHAR: 2 - - - - - - - 50.0 - 50.0 240 88

MAIWAND
DUND-DAMAN 2 - - - - - - - 50.0 - 50.0 240 88
ARGHANDAB
PANJWA I

~ 26 7.7 7.7 7.7 3.8 11.6 - 3.8 19.2 26.9 11.6 240 5



CHAPTER III

CULTURAL PRACTICES

A great deal of the progress in HAVA agriculture can be attributed
to the adoption of modern farming practices by area farmers. Largest
gains or potential gains are probably from the use of improved seed and
ferti lizer and from double cropping. Several other practices are also
of demonstrable value for increasing yields and production: crop
rotation, land leveling, fallowing, mechanization, irrigation timing
and water management, use of chemicals for plant protection and animal
health, and use of agricultural credit. These wi I I become more and
more important in HAVA as the easy gains from improved seeds, fertilizers,
and double-cropping become more fully realized.

Improvec seed, except for cotton, was virtually absent from the
HAVA scene at the time of the Stevens-Tarzi report. By 1970, signifi­
cant amounts of improved wheat (see Appendix IV) and corn seed were
being used over much of the area. Table 15 shows the percent of wheat
and corn farmers who reported use of improved seeds, and the area
planted to improved seeds. In addition to wheat and corn, all cotton
is grown from improved seeds. HAVA farmers are also using some Improved
vegetable and watermelon seeds, but this was not measured in the 1970
FES.

Table 16 shows the percent of farmers who used fertilizer on any
crop, and the percent of farmers who used fertilizer on wheat,. corn,
cotton, and fruit. Amount and type of ferti lizer was not determined ,by
the 1970 FES. (This information is readily available from HAVA and was
distributed through official channels. At any rate, ferti lizer use has
increased greatly since 1963. According to the Stevens-Tarzi report,
218 tons of ferti lizer were distributed to HAVA farmers in 1963.
Fertil izer distribution increased to 5447 metric tons in 1970. See
Appendix IV.

The climate of HAVA is wei I suited to double cropping -- the growing
season is sufficiently long and irrigation water is avai lable in most
areas. Major technical problems for double cropping are:

I. Timing. It is difficult for a farmer using bul lock power to
harvest and thresh his first crop (usually wheat) In time to
plow and plant his second crop. Bullocks are important to the
threshing operation which is very time-consuming, frequently
drawn out for two months or more in Afghanistan. Threshing is
sometimes delayed, at some inconvenience to the farmer and his
fami Iy, while a second crop is planted.

2. Soil Fertility. Nutrients can be replaced by the use of chem­
ical ferti I izers on good land. If ferti I izers are avai lable
it will generally be profitable for the farmer to use them.
However, salinization and water-logging probably preclude
profitable double cropping on a significant portion of HAVA,
and water shortage will preclude double cropping in some areas.

Table 17 shows the percent of farms which practice double cropping
of corn, mung beans, cotton, and other crops (mostly vegetables) and also
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TABLE 14a'. AVERAGE YIELDS, IN MONS PER JERIB, BY FARM SIZEA1

FOR SELECTED CROPS IN SIX AREAS

Wheat Cotton

Local Improved

AREA
al

6-10 6-10 6-10.Q.:.S: 11-19 20~ 0-5 11-19 2Ot- .Q.:.2 11-19 ~
NAD I ALI -- -- 25.6 44.7 -- -- 85.0 120.1 -- -- 40.0 37.5
HARJA -- -- 27.2 33.9 -- -- 67.0 112.6 -- -- 16.0 37.1
SHAHALON 37.4 48.0 66. 1 61.0 35.0 -- 84.0 90.9 30.0 43.0 67.3 52.9

\10,) DARWESHAN 51.8 80.0 48.3 38.6 -- -- -- 76.7 40.0 72.5 43.3 38.2
Vl GIRISHK 49.7 30.5 49.9 39.4 148.6 63.6 125.0 89.2 40.0 -- 56.2 56.7

ARGHANDAB 44.6 71.0 47.6 35.6 50.0 180.0 100.0 76.8

~I Ranges of farm size are in jeribs.



tABLE lltb. AVERAGE YIELDS, 1M MONS PER JERI., .Y FARM SIZE.!.!

FOR SELECTED CROPS IN SIX AREAS

Corn GraDes

Local IlI'lproved

AREA ~/i=ll 11-19 .1Q.!.... .Q::£ i:ll 11- 19 20. 0-5 6-10 11- 19 20.

NADI ALI -- -- 50.0 '79.4 -- -- -- 161.3
MARJA -- -- -- 39.5 -- -- -- 95.3 -- -- 300,0 22~,5
SHAMALON 65.0 92.9 82.0 72.6 -- -- 92.3 77 .4 305.5 -- 689.6 68 ,1

Vol DAitWESHAN 50~0 40.0 -- 47,9 -- -- -- 94.2 -- -- 568.0 433.3
0' ;IIISt« 41,5 73.6 53.0 72.5 3'5.0 -- 2,2,.0 125.0 1,800.0 960.0 440.0 975.0

AIIHMDAI 45.0 58.5 75.3 65.8 -- -- -- -- 265.1 268.5 329.9 275.3

~I Ranges .f fan. size are In Jerlb!.



TAIL£ 15. FARMS REPORTING USE Of IMPROVED SEED AND HECTARES PER FARM Of IMPROVED WHiiAT AND CORN

Wneat Corn
Farms Reporting No. Wheat FarMS Reporting Average Hectare. No. Corn Firms R.portl~1 Average Hectare.

AREA
Mo. Farms Use of Any Farms Use-of anl tMpr. I~proved Whe.t FarMs Use of any I.pr. Improved Corn
In S8~ple Improved Seed in Sample Wheat eed Per Farm In Sa.ple Corn Seed Per FarM

No. ::::x:: No. :x: No. :ox::
!CWND, 475 · - 465 90 19.4 .32 . 25 · .05

MADI ALI 42 17 40 40 17 43 .8 15 4 27 .1
MAItJA 40 25 63 40 25 63 1.0 17 5 29 • ISHAMALIN 62 11 18 62 11 18 .1 37 8 22 •1DAItWESHAN 40 5 12 40 4 10 .3 9 2 22 .3
KHANISHtN 40 I 2 39 · · i .,!I 3 1 33 1*

"'"
SERAJ 47 1 2 47 1 2 14 . · -

" lilRISHK 50 15 30 50 15- 30 1.0 . 50 3 6 1*
SANGUIN·KAJAKA I 54 14 27 52 14-' 27 • I 44 . · ·MUSA QALA-ZD 62 4 6 62 3 5 1* 38 2 5 1*
".UD 38 · · 33 · · · 30

UNDAHAR, 344 18 5.2 250 18 7.2 .12 ~43 2 1.4 .02

MAIWAND 37 · · 35 · - · 30
lUND. DAMAN 129 10 8 103 10 10 .2 21
A.liHA.IAI 103 8 8 65 8 12 .1 39 2 10 1*
PAN.IIAI 75 · · 47 · · · 53

!tAYA 819 111 13.6 715 108 15.1 .26 - 27 · .03

.,1 1*.lnslgnlflcant .-ount.



TABLE 16. FARMS REPORTING FERTILIZER USE IV CROI'.IV AREA

Wheat COfn Cotton Fruit
Farms Farllls F..... Far••

Farms Reporting Reporting Report In5l Report Ing
No. Farms Reporting No. Whe.t Fertt1Izer No. Corn F.I'ti Ilzer No. Cotton Fertilizer No. Fruit Fertilizer
In Sample Use of Any Farms In Use on Farms in Use on Fanna, In Use on Growers Use on

AREA N fertilizer Sallple Wheat Salllple Corn Sample Cotton In S..ple Fruit

!!2.a. _L !.2&. ....l...- !!Ju. ....l...- .!!2&. ....l...- !L. ....L.
HELMANDs 475 108 22.7 465 83 17.8 25i 24 9.3 165 34 20.6 18Jt

NAD. ALI 42 26 62 40 20 50 15 6 40 23 2 39 19
MARJA 40 33 83 40 26 65 17 6 35 33 1G. 30 23
SHAMALON 62 11 18 62 9 15 37 1 3 40 3 8 27
DARWESHAN 40 12 30 40 5 13 9 It " 19 8 42 14w ItHAII/SHIN 40 1 2 39 1 3 3 1 33 2 - - 50)
SEItAJ 47 1 2 47 1 2 14 - - 7 - - 22
6111SHit 50 10 20 50 9 18 50 4 8 18 2 11 11
SAll6UIN-ItA JAItA I 54 13 24 52 11 21 44 1 2 11 2 18 13
"IJSA QALA-Z D 62 1 2 62 1 2 38 - - 12 "" - 32
IUIWZAD 38 - - 33 - - 30 . - - - - 18

UNDAHAR: 344 64 18.6 250 25 10.0 143 16 11.2 14 - - 272 33 12.1
MAIWAND 37 6 16 35 - - 30 3 10 11 - · 21 3 10
lUND-DAMAN 129 26 20 103 17 17 21 11 52 2 . · 88 9 10
Alt6HANDAI 103 25 24 65 7 11 39 2 5 . - · 91 15 16
I'ANNA I 75 7 9 47 1 2 53 . - 1 - - 72 6 8

.!:!m 819 173 21.1 715 108 15.1 400 40 10.0 179 34 18. I 456 33 7.2



TABLE 11. PE~CENT OF FARMS DOUBLE CROPPING AND AVERAGE HECTARES DOUBLE CROPPED PER FARM BY CROP. BY AREA

% of All Farms
Double CropDing % of All Farms Double Cropping Average Hectares Double CropP!d per Farm

AREA al
f.2m Mung Beans Cotton Other Corn MunS Beans CoUon Other All CroDsAny Cror

HEIJtAND: 44 35 17 8 4 .35 .10 .06 .01 .52

NADI ALI 48 28 54 19 5 .17 .31 .17 ~02 .67
HARJA 60 40 13 18 5 .24 .13 ~14 ~ 10 .61
SHAHALON 59 50 28 - - .43 .11 .11 .02 ~67
DARWESHAN 37 18 20 - 5 .17 ~ 21 - I~I

.38
KHANISHIN 20 8 20 - 5 .02 .15 - .17
SERAJ 15 13 4 2 - .21 .03 .01 - .25
tllFStIK 82 80 18 7 2 1.38 .09 .09 1* 1.56

\AI SANGIII N-KAJAKA I 70 59 6 7 2 .53 .01 .06 - .60
\0 MUSA QALA-ZAHIN DAWAR 31 31 18 2 2 .13 .01 - 1* .1"

NOWZAD

KANDAHAR: 14 11 4 1 3 .17 .04 1* .09 .30

HAIWAND 16 11 - 5 - .12 - .02 - .14
DUND-DAMAN 10 8 3 - 5 .29 .03 - .17 .49
ARGHANDAB 24 19 11 - 6 .14 .10 - .05 .29
PANJrlAI 4 4 - - - .06 - - - .06

M!! 31 25 11 5 5 .28 .07 .03 .05 .43

~/ Wheat Is the first crop; corn, mung beans, cotton are assumed to follow wheat.

.21 I*-Inslgnlflcant amount •



the area double cropped. Table 18 shows the percentage of each crop
which is grown as a second crop and total araa per far~ double cropped ..
a percentage of cropland. It would seelll, from Table 18, that there is
consldera~le potential for expanding the area double cropped.

Stevens and Tarzl reported that double cropping was "not practiced
widely In Helmand Valley" and presented data on percentages of farmers
who did some double cropping and percent of land double cropped In
seven areas. This data Is compared with 1970 FES results In Table 19.
Double cropping Is on the Increase, especially In Hel~and, and is likely
to continue to increase even more rapidly in the near future because of
a concerted extension effort by·HAVA.

Stevens and Tarzl showed farmers' reasoning for not double cropping
MOre. These will be discussed In Chapter V, along with comparable
findings In 1970.

Most HAVA far~ers practiced land leveling, which Is not surprising
In a country where flood Irrigation 15 practIced almost exclusively.
(Each field must be practically dead level, even If It Is on a hi I Islde).
As shown In Table 20, most land leveling is done by traditional methods ­
oxen power and human labor. HAVA has done quIte a lot of land leveling
on farms In Nadi All and MarJa, and some In Sha~alon and Oarwesnan, using
he~vy equipment. Some farmers have hIred machines (usually farm
tractors) for leveling. primarily In Kandahar Province.

Host HAVA farmers used some credit. Table 21 shows about two
thirds of all farms had some credit during the year and that the major
source was from friends and relatives. Credit from HAVA Is, primari Iy
fertilizer loans, but credit from all other sources could be either
producer or consumer credit. Traditionally no distinction Is made
between the two. Credit from moneylenders (merchants, landowners, etc.)
Is sometimes expensive In terms of Interest or repayment In kind, but
credit from friends and relatives is sometimes Interest-free.

Traditional farmers In Afghanistan generally follow a water policy
based on scarcity -- they use all the irrigation water they can get.
Although irrigation water In HAVA Is more plentiful than in most other
parts of the country, the water-short areas can be Identified by how
seldom they Irrigate. See Table 22. This table also shows that cotton
requires the highest number of Irrigations followed by corn. mung beans
and wheat. Kandahar farmers irrigate more often than farmers in
Helmand.

Only nine respondents (about 1 percent) In the entire 1970 FES
reported owning tractors. five in Helmand and four In Kandahar. Three
respondents reported.owning water pumps; all In Kandahar. There were
reports of four Polycultures In Helmand and five, In Kandahar.

, Host of the prlvatelv owned tractors in HAVA are known to be
Hassey-Ferguson 135 1s with a few 8yelerous (Soviet) and International
Harvester tractors. Host privately owned water pumps are diesel or
gasoline powered four-Inch transportable pumps from Pakistan (SeCD Is
the most popular make). The Pol,yculture Is an ox-drawn, multipurpose
f,rm Implement of French design made by the Jangalak Company In Kabul.

Stevens and Tarzl reported about 13 tractors In HAVA In 1963.
There are probably over 200 In 1970. The number Is beginning to
Increase rapidly as credit becomes available through the Agricultural
Development 8ank and the Agricultural Finance Agency of HAVA. Hany
farmers have both the money and Inclination for tractor purchase.
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HAVA Officials and Visitors Inspecting Improved Dairy Calves at
Bolan Station near Lashkar Gah

HAVA Extension Agent and Area Farmers at Improved Corn
Demonstration
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HAVA Farmer Cleaning Drainage Ditch
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Nothing was mentioned in the Stevens-Tarzi report about water pumps.
No estimate of use of improved ox-drawn implements was given, although
they reported research on and demonstration of such implements.

The use of gypsum, called "gotch" locally, as a soil amendment for
alleviating salinization has been suggested. Only five farmers in HAVA
reported the use of gypsum -- two in Sanguin and three in Dund-Daman.
A considerable amount of "gotch" is produced in Southern Afghanistan for
use in mortar and is available for use as a soil amendment.

. _.~

A number of other new cultural practices, such as row culture, are
coming to HAVA. Although not covered by the 1970 FES, these should be
investigated' in future stUdies.
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TABLE 18. AREA DOUBLE CROPPED AS PERCENT OF LAND IN CROP FOR CORN,

MUNG BEANS. COTTON; AND TOTAL AREA DOUBLE CROPPED AS PERCENT OF CROPLAND

Area Double Cropped Total Area Double Cropped
As Pe rcent of Land inC rOD As Percent of Cropland

AREA C2QL Mung Beans Cotton

HELHAND: 68.90 62.57 18.95 9.28

NADI ALI 52.0 63.8 34.9 14;4
MARJA 82.8 100.0 17.3 lL2

~
SHAMALON 86.7 75.6 21.6 15.1

~ DARWESHAN 46.2 58.3 - 5.0
KHANISHIN 100.0 40.0 - 1.0
SEItAJ 59.3 50,0 4.6 3.9
GIItISHK 73.2 77 .4 27.9 29.2
SANGUIN-KAJAKAI 80.9 36.4 54.8 33.9
MUSA QALA-ZAMIN DAWAR 44.1 50.0 - 4.7
NOWZAD

KANDAHAR: 52.02 73.02 4.54 9.17

MAIWAND 80.0 - 5.1 5.1
DUND-DAMAN 73.0 56.2 - 8.0
ARGHAHDAB 35.2 98.1 - 18.7
PAN./fIA, .4 - - .1

~ 63.60 64.65 17.80 9.23



TABLE 19. PERCENT OF FARMERS DOUBLE CROPPING AND

PERCENT OF LAND DOUBLE CROPPED

COMPARISON 1963 WITH 1970

Percent of Farmers Who Did
Some Double CroDDina

Percent of Land2/
Double CropPed

AREA ~ llZQ ll2l llZQ
NADI ALI 12 48 5 14.4
HARJA 37 60 6 11.2

~
SHAfoIALON 47 59 7 15.1

.." DARWESHAN 4 37 I 5.0
ARGHANDAB 25 24 10 18.7
DUND-DAHAN 7 10 4 8.0
PANJWAI - 4 - 0.1

From Stevens-Tarzi Table V. page 14 and 1970 fES Tables 17 and 18.
al Percent of crfiPland double cropped in 1970. Presumabl~. it was the same

In 1963. alt ough this is not clear from the Stevens- arzl Report.



TABLE 20. FARMS REPORTING LAND LEVELING, AND METHOD BY WHICH LAND WAS LEVELED

Farms Reporting Method by Which Land Was Leveled
Land. Leve 11 no Percent of FaEms ~portlng Land leyeJingll

AREA !2.&. ~
bl ~st
~ Machin. Traditional

HElJ4AND: 313 66 10.9 1.3 86.6

NADI All 28 67 57 4 46
MARJA 30 75 63 3 33
SHAHALON 30 48 3 7 87
DARWESHAN 19 48 5 - 90
KHANISHIN 20 50 - - 95~ SEltAJ 35 74 100C1' - -GIRISHK 43 96 - - 100
SANGUI N-KAJAKA I 38 70 - - 100
MUSA QALA-ZAMIN DAWAR 41 66 - - 100
NOWZAD 24 63 - - 100

KANDAHAR: 265 77 - 3.4 95.5

HAIWANO 28 76 - - 100
DUND-DAHAN 100 78 - 3 98
ARGHANDAB 76 74 - 1 92
PANJrlAI 61 81 - 2 93

~ 578 7' 6.4 2.2 90.7

AI May not add to 100% due to rounding and land being leveled by more than one method.
Also, there ""as an insignificant number of reports of level iAg by 1I0 ther IMthods ll

and a fe"" "no r.pl i.s. 1I

~I See text for explanation of land leveling methods.



TABLE 21. FARMS REPORTING BORROWING AND SOURCES OF CREDIT

Farll1s Borrowing Indicated Source of Credi&/By
in 1970 Percent of Borrowers-

Friends S- , Rich People
AREA No~ ...! Relatives ~I {Moneylenders)

HElMAND: 302 64 45.0 40.7 17 .5

NADI ALI 26 62 50 2] 12
HARJA 30 75 73 37 13
SHAHALON 39 63 54 44 10

~
DARWESHAN 29 73 28 66 3

...... KHANISHIN 31 78 48 52 3
SERAJ 29 62 45 72
GIRISHK 20 40 50 55
SANGUI N-KAJAKA I 32 59 28 62 3
"USA QALA-ZAMIN DAWAR 39 63 33 3 51
NOWZAD 27 71 44 - 70

KANDAHAR: 231 67 37.7 - 61.9

HAIWAND 31 84 32 - 64
'DUND-DAHAN 81 63 43 - 59
ARGHANDAB 62 60 37 - 68
PAN.MAI 57 76 33 - 58

~ 533 65 41.8 23.1 36.8

AI May not add to 100% due to rounding or to borrOWin~ from more than one source. Some
reported borrowing from "other sources" (Not signi icant' and some borrowers did not
indicate the source (also insignificant).

~I In 1970, HAYA distributed fertilizer on credit.



TABLE 22. AVERAGE NUMBER OF IRRIGATIONS PER CROP PER YEAR. BY AREA

C R .Q....P

AREA Wheat Corn MunCl Beans Cotton

HELMAND: 4.12 6.06 5.05 6.75

NADI ALI 5.3 5.9 6.5 8.3
HARJA 5.0 7.2 5.9 8.7
BHAHALON 4.0 5.5 5.4 6. I
DARWESHAN 3.8 5.2 3.5 5.2
KHAN ISH IN 3.3 2.0 3.1 2.5

~
SERAJ 2.8 5.8 4.9 6.2

C» GIRISHK 4.8 6.8 5.5 7.4
SANGUIN-KAJAKA I 4.0 6.1 4.3 6.0
MUSA QALA-IAHIN DAWAR 4.2 5.8 5.0 4.0
NOWIAD 3.9 6.0 4.5 5.8

KANDAHAR: 4.70 6.51 5.74 8.88

HAIWAND 3.2 6.7 - 9. C
DUND-DAHAN 4.8 6.0 4.6 4.5
ARGHANDAB 5~8 6.8 6.6 8.0
PANJWAI 4.0 6.2

~ 4.32 6.17 5.21 6.91



CHA'PTER IV

COSTS, RETURNS AND NET INCOME

Returns to farming, for purposes of the
major sources: Value of production of fleld
vegetables, and of livestock (excluding work
defined as value of production plus off-farm

1970 FES,
crops, of
an Imals),
Income,

come from th ree
frul ts and
Total Income is

Hajor categories of cost are seed, feed, depreciation and labor
(both day labor and bazgar), The "Other Cost" category Includes such
Items as taxes and interest on borrowed money.

Net Income Is defined as total income less. costs of production and
Is the return to family labor, mana~lIement and investment.

Table 23 summarizes Returns, Costs and Net Income. Highest net
income per farm Is In Dund-Daman and lowest is In Khanlshin. Highest
per. farm Income In Helmand is In the Girishk area. The study shows
that net income Is considerably higher In Kandahar than in Helmand,
undoubtedly because much of Kandahar Is an established fruit growing
area, whereas large areas of Helmand are devoted to the production of
extensive field crops.

Table 24 shows returns (value of production) In more detail. Table
25 is a breakdown of costs of production.

Actual costs per farm were not determined In the 1970 FES. but by a
Supplemental Survey which was conducted at the same time as the 1970 FES
by FES field s4pervisors. Table 25 shows average costs per farm.
Depreciation schedules and other cost Items as determined by the Supple­
mental Survey, are shown In Appendices VI and VII.

Prices used in valuing production were determined from the Supple­
mental Survey. The Sales Section of the 1970 FES and from Weekly Price
Reports from HAVR. Income from livestock was determined by a separate
Livestock Survey and from the Supplemental Survey. These elements of
value of production are also shown In the Appendices.

Off-farm income, as shown in Table 24, is quite important to
farmers in several areas.

Tables 26 and 27 show average amount of livestock and equipment per
farm and value. Table 28 shows substantial increases in average per
farm livestock numbers from 1963 to 1970.

Table 29 compares 1970 costs. returns and net income with data for
1963. The indicated Increase in net income per farm over the seven-
year period Is encouraging. However, some of the increase can be
attributed to inflation -- the foreign exchange rate went from 65 to
75 afs per U.S. dollar. (Very stable for this part of the world.
considering that this is a f.ree market exchange rate.) The general price
structure has increased since 1963. The following comparison of farm
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TABLf 23. COSTS. RETURNS AND NET INCOME IN AFS. PER FARM • BY AREA

Returns Costs

Fruits and Other Gross
~I

Total Net Far.
AREA Crops Yegetables Llyestock InCO!!!! IncOlMl Seed fHsL -Depreciation btbor Costs InCO!!!

HEbHAND : 2,818 4,078 1,593 8,505 3,106 20,IC!J

HADI ALI 40,638 6,103 2,451 542 49,734 2,284 3,859 1,315 8,036 2,935 18,429 31,305
HARJA 38,195 5,699 2,500 755 47,149 2,581 2,712 1,223 4,458 4,400 15.374 31,775
SHAHALON 45,389 7,276 4,922 1,831 59,418 2,204 4,357 1,733 9,915 2,208 A:C,!+17 39,001
OARWESHA:." 45.851 7,764 3,610 2,332 59,557 3,605 ;,846 1,665 14,013 4,385 27,514 32,043
KHANISHI 42,879 1,161 3,633 135 47,808 9,851 5.751 2,857 21,908 4,021 '~4,388 3,420
SERAJ 24,128 2 41~ 3,469 4,322 34,338 2,999 4,455 1,682 7,878 2,368 19,382 14,956
GIKISt« 52,123 10:65 4,531 4,843 72,151 2,619 5,652 2,047 17,013 4,423 31,754 40,397

U1 SANGUIN.KAJAKAI 22,052 3,480 2,950 1,472 29,954 962 3,270 1,072 2,622 1,324 9,~-:;0 20,704
0 "USA QA LA-I 0 20,871 8,024 3,719 8,097 40,711 1;376 2,901 1,102 4,205 2,933 12,~:17 28,194

NGWZAD 10,738 1,846 2,371 1,755 16,710 1,353 2,092 863 2,576 :,894 9,768 6,942

KANDAHAR I 2,918 3,188 1,402 18,763 .>,170 32,4'+1

MAIWAND 53,860 29,655 3,334 2,68~!1/ 89,531 3,673 4,106 1,571 13,044 6,856 29,250 60,281
DUND-DAMAN 45.330 49,575 3,421 46,41 144,739 4,398 3,407 1,662 25,686 6,930 42,083 102,656
ARGHANDAB 25,027 39,711 2,497 12.317 79,552 1,019 2.207 953 10,977 4,368 19,524 60,028
PAIIJWAI 24,607 80,555 3,03it 4,817 113,073 2,591 3,128 1.4011 22,271 8,391 37,785 75,288

!!!!! 2,854 3,690 1,513 12,814 4,393 25,264

~, Highly suspect cost figures - e~r-l~'ned In texts. Llbor costs are unr.allstlcal1y high.

~I High figure due prl-arlly to large amounts of off-far. IncOMe of three farmers who own large blocks of Income-producing
property In Kandahar city.

~I Fertilizer and ch••lcals, Interest on borrowed MOney, and land tax.



TABLE 24a. VALUE OF PRODUCTION IN AFS., PER CROP, PER FARH - BY AREA

C R 0 P S

Wheat cor~ Other Field All Field
AREA Local Improved [oca lmproved Barley Hung Beans Clover A'lfa1fa Cotton Crops CroP3

HELHAND: 87 600 443 865 31

NADI ALI 17,506 12,337 2,530 1,050 10 2,075 262 798 4,070 -- 40,638
HARJA 14,529 14,108 1,127 827 17 369 19 916 6;283 -- 38,195
SHAHALON 30,551 1,446 3,956 794 92 387 381 1,751 6,031 -- 45,389
DARWESHAN 31,354 2,782 794 2,615 101 1,939 24 274 5,968 -- 45,851
KHANISHIN 41,843 -- 317 -- 64 612 2 41 -- -- 42,879
SERAJ 19,816 -- 1,481 -- 52 94 6 440 2,239 -- 24,128
GIRISHK 15,005 11,991 14,361 260 112 750 2,325 2,984 4,066 269 52,123

V1 SANGUIM-KAJAKA I 10,150 2,423 6,845 -- 43 222 738 515 907 209 22,052
HUSA QALA-Z D 14,059 2,909 2,535 -- 183 49 273 302 559 2 20,871
NOWZAD 9,570 -- 945 -- 163 -- -- 60 -- -- 10,738

KAND&!!!: 954 306 7 2,239 1,892

HAIWAND 47,058 -- 234 -- 1,078 57 3 1,474 3.956
97~1

53,860
DUND-DAHAN 36,837 2,307 1,921 155 1,394 387 15 1,147 189 45,33D
ARGHANDAB 11,523 1,418 2,656 -- 81 518 -- 3,678 -- 5,09~1 25,027
PAN.1flA I 19,728 -- 834 -- 1,335 -- 4 2,517 189 -- 24,607

!!ill 451 477 259 1,441 813

s/ Tobacco

B./ Rice



TAiLE 24b. VALUE OF PRODUCTION IN AfS •• PER CROP, PER FARM - BY AREA - FRUITS, NUlS, HELONS, AND VEGETABLES

Other Alt Fruits
Pome- Hut- Fruits Wat,,"·

V"getablu~/
Nuts and

AREA Grapes granates Apricots berries Peaches AlmondS " Nuts ~l"'lS_ 111810ns Veqet-.bles

HE LHAND z 6 13 26 898 75 191 300

NADI ALI 4,056 570 1,012 -- 19 -- 66 -- 380 -- 6,103
MARJA 2,817 1,672 37 -- -- -- 224 240 109 -- 5,699
SHAMALOM 5,066 515 526 -- 44 -- 210 184 251 480 7,276
DARWESHAN 6,552 178 33 -- -- -- 450 -- 51 500 7,764
KHANISHIN 758 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 403 -- 1,161
SERAJ 1,479 118 198 -- -- -- 64 -- -- 560 2,419
GIRISHK 5,811 205 506 60 52 -- 2,117 296 227 1,380 10,654
SAN&UI N-KAJAIC.A I 2,727 165 128 -- -- -- 412 -- 48 -- 3,480

V1 MUSA QALA-Z 0 2,783 554 618 -- -- -- 4,069 -- -- -- 8,024
N NOWZAD 789 274 253 -- -- 330 200 -- -- -- 1,846

KANDAHARz 458 299 86 299 3 117 994

MAIMAND 27,466 182 293 99 900 640 7 25 43 -- 29,655
DUND-DAMAN 38,198 4,237 4, J28 752 -- -- SOl -- 179 1,580 49,575
AR&MANDA' 18,350 11 ,059 7,248 506 675 56 326 -- 151 1,340 39,711
PANJWAI 78,975 330 1,126 63 -- -- 61 -- -- -- 80,555

!!ill 196 13~ 51 654 45 161 593

~/ Does not Include value of home gardens less than *jerib.



TABLE 24c. VALUE OF PRODUCTION IN AFS •• PER FARM - BY AREA - LIVESTOCK

OTHER INCOHE IN AFS. AND SOURCE OF OTHER INCOME IN PERCENT

Sheep Total
Source of Other Inc~

PereeHt 9f Repgrts-
&- Other All Value of Other al USI-

~/AREA Hi Ik Cows ~ ~ Poultry Livestock Production Income ..It: ~ !!llL ~

HELHAND: 2.378 864 267 1 3.510 2.862 95 12.4 14.3 49.5 23.8

NADI ALI 1.891 303 257 - 2,451 49.192 542 5 33 17 50
HARJA 1.501 799 200 - 2,500 46,394 755 3 -- 33 67
SHAHALON 4.028 477 417 - 4.922 57.587 1.83 I " -- 25 75
DARWESHAN 2.281 1.101 228 - 3.610 57.225 2.332 6 16 16 68
KHANISHIN 1.306 2.211 116 - 3.633 47.673 135 I -- -- 100

V1
SERAJ 2,866 346 255 2 3,469 30,016 4.322 13 7 7 36 50

\AI GIRISHK 3,276 921 330 4 4,531 67.308 4.843 14 23 18 35 24
SANGU IN-KAJAKA I 2.379 294 277 - 2.950 28.482 1,472 15 7 13 60 20
HU5A QALA-Z D 2,203 1.190 326 - 3,719 32,614 8.097 19 9 17 48 26
NOWZAD 877 1.363 130 I 2.371 14.955 1,775 8 22 -- 56 22

KANDAHAR: 2.426 411 211 3 3.051 22.445 141 21,1 14. I 45.8 19.0

HAIWAND 2. I06 969 259 - 3,334 86,849 2.682 13 IS -- 46 39
DUND-DAHAN 2,671 544 202 4 3.421 98,326 46,413 65 31 14 43 12
ARGHANDAB 2,125 11+1 226 5 2,497 67,235 12,317 35 13 25 32 30
PANJWAI 2,574 278 182 - 3.034 108,196 4,877 28 16 6 68 1O

~ 2,398 674 243 2 3,317 11,087 236 16. I 13.1 51.3 19.5

A/ N - number of respondents reporting other Income

~/ Includes a sl~nlficant number of reports of sale of flre~ood In Seraj and Arghandabl few reports In Glrishk. Nowzad and
Panjwal. If ire~ood is from their own farm, it should properly be considered farm income. This ~as not deterMined by
the 1970 FES. but It is known that some farmers dig stumps on public lands and others sell dead trees from their own land.

s/ Columns may not add up to 100% as some respondents had more than one source of Income.



TABLE 25a. COSTS OF PRODUCTION IN AFS. PER FARM - BY AREA

SEED, FEED, FERTILIZER, TAXES, INTEREST AND LABOR

Seed Feed Fertilizer Labor
and Interest on

AREA Wheat .l!t.!!!L ~ Donkey f.!!!!! Horse Chemlcali Land Tax BorrOlOltld Honey Part TlIIle- I,zp.r

HEU4ANDt 2,"93 325 3,600 330 100 ..8 877 ...... 1,785 3,215 5,290

NADI ALI 1,897 387 3.550 285 -- 2" 1,716 356 863 2,813 5,223
HARJA 2,168 413 2,375 225 100 12 2,399 30" 1,697 3,126 1,332
SHAMALOM 1,843 361 3,975 261 55 66 903 284 1.021 2,605 7,310
DARWESHAN 3,089 516 3,175 "56 185 30 1,574 ..41 2,370 4,220 9,793
lHANISHIN 9,593 258 4,750 456 ..85 60 26 1,392 2,603 9,795 12,113

1.1'1
SERAJ 2,818 181 4,050 300 105 -- 219 557 1,592 3,230 4,648

~ GIRISHK. 1,897 722 5,050 450 80 72 1,742 382 2,299 3,595 13,"18
SANGU IN-K.AJAM I 704 258 2,925 333 -- 12 335 130 859 1,303 1,319
MUSA QALA-ZAHIN DAWAR 1,2"7 129 2,450 318 25 108 103 "00 2,"30 1,615 2,590
NOWZAD 1,301 52 1,775 222 65 30 -- 386 2,"98 1,563 1,013

KANDAHAR: 2,639 279 2,725 381 10 72 1,34" 768 ".058 2,065 16,698

MAIWAND 3,415 258 3,650 390 -- 66 891 945 5,020 2,117 10,927
DUNO-DAHAN 4,011 387 2,825 492 -- 90 1,512 1,121 ",297 2,856 22,830
ARGHANDAII 813 206 1,850 291 -- 66 , ,03" 329 3,005 1,020 9,957
PAN oAfAI 2,385 206 2,725 315 40 48 1,628 685 6,078 2,117 20,154

~ 2,547 307 3,225 351 60 54 1,073 580 2,740 2,732 10,082



TABLE 25b. COST OF PRODUCTION IN AFS. PER FARM - BY AREA

o E PRE C I A T ION

Livestock

\11
\11

AREA

HELHAND:

NADI ALI
HARJA
SHAHALON
DARWESHAN
KHANISHIN
SERAJ
GIRISHK
SANGUI N-KAJAKA I
HUSA QALA-ZAMIN DAWAR
NOWZAD

KANDAHAR:

HAIWAND
DUND-DAHAN
ARGHANDAB
PAN.hlAI

~

Oxen

851

839
561
940
751

1,123
957

1,194
691
579
420

582

780
603
395
582

738

Donkey

94

81
64
74

129
129
85

128
94
90
63

164

168
212
125
135

123

f!mti
98

98
54

181
473
102
78

24
63

8

33

60

Horse

31

16
8

43
19
39

47
8

70
19

30

28
38
28
20

31

~

i81

86
182
220
175
215
197
272
139
150
116

126

135
144
103
125

158

Hallah

3

3
5
4
4
5
2
2
3
2
7

2

4
3
1
4

3

EQuiPment

Shovel

94

90
75

211
86
97
79

100
56
63
47

158

102
202
143
156

121

Other al
EguiPment-

241

200
230
187
320
776
260
226

81
124
128

332

354
460
158
349

279

Total Depreciation

1,593

1,315
1,223
1,733
1,665
2,857
1,682
2,047
1,072
1,102

863

1,402

1,571
1,662

953
1,404

1,513

AI Includes sickles, harness, other implements. Tractor depreciation is not included. If calculated at cost. 450,000 afs,
life· 10 years and salvage value - 100,000 afs and averaged for all areas; tractor depreciation would be about 385 afs
per farm.



TABLE 26. WORK ANIMALS AND EQUIPMENT. AVERAGE VALUE PER ITEM, AVERAG£ NUMBER PER FARM,

AND AVERAGE TOTAL VALUE PER FARH, BY AREA

Oxen Donkey Horse Camel Plow ~~ Shovel
Avera~e

AREA No. Value !:!E..:.... Value No. Value No. Value No. Value No. Va Iue No. Value Value/ arm

HELHAND: 1.44 5,395.9 I. 10 655.0 .08 3,656.3 .20 4,293.4 1.81 115.2 .18 32.4 2.95 50.6 9,571.2

NADI ALI 1.42 6,056 .95 800 .04 4,750 -- -- .86 198 .16 6 2.80 54 9,873
HARJA .95 8,821 .75 819 .02 2,670 .20 3,000 1.82 127 .25 60 2.35 51 10,574
SHAHALON 1.59 6,433 .87 731 .11 3,254 .11 4,545 2.20 100 .20 35 6.58 32 12,202
DARWESHAN 1.27 3,248 1.52 630 .05 7,000 .37 5,135 1.75 90 .20 5 2.70 58 7,648
KHANISHIN 1.90 4,573 1.52 704 .10 4,500 .97 3,118 2.15 59 .27 61 3.02 73 13,597
SERAJ 1.62 4,557 1.00 560 -- -- .21 3,547 1.97 86 .10 40 2.48 50 8,985

\1'1
GIRISHK 2.02 5,901 1.50 591 .12 3,000 .16 3,750 2.72 174 .12 36 3.14 45 14.384

0\ SANGU IN-KA JAKA I 1.17 5,236 1.11 793 .02 1,850 -- -- 1.39 148 .17 27 1.74 52 7,344
HUSA QALA-ZAHIN DAWAR ,98 4,938 1.06 628 .18 3,206 .05 6,120 1.50 88 .11 27 1.97 53 6,628
NOWZAD .71 3,844 .74 222 .05 3,900 .13 4,254 1.16 78 .37 30 1.47 48 4,036

KANDAHAR: 1.09 5,436.0 1.27 972.2 .12 3,012.3 .02 3,000.0 1.29 141.7 .13 71.3 3.58 57.2 9,165.6

MAIWAND 1.46 5,350 1.30 612 ,11 2,700 -- -- 1.38 119 .19 58 2.32 61 9,220
DUND-DAMAN 1.13 6,577 1.64 1,226 .15 3,273 -- -- 1.47 '68 • '4 86 4.60 54 10,443
ARGHANDAB .74 4,573 ,97 1,269 .11 3,854 -- -- 1.05 108 .05 60 3,26 57 6,359
PANJWAI 1.09 4,701 1.05 306 .08 1,562 .08 3,000 1.28 154 .19 68 3.55 61 10,796

HAVA 1.29 5,412.8 1.17 788.2 .09 3,369.4 .12 4,079.8 1.59 126.3 .16 48.7 3.22 53,4 9,400.8



TABLE 21. INCOME PRODUCING LIVESTOCK, AVERAGE VALUE PER HEAD,

AVERAGE NUMBER PER FARM AND AVERAGE VALUE OF ALL INCOME PRODUCING LIVESTOCK PER FARM, BY AREA

Milk Cows Sheep Goats Chickens Other Fowl
Local Improved Local Improved

AREA ~ Value No, Value ~ Value ~ Val ue l:!2..- Val ue fu!..:. Val ue No. Value Average

HELHAND: 1.20 3,795.8 .04 10,049.0 4.32 625.2 .70 389.1 3.54 45.1 .05 64.4 .08 168.6 7,653,1

NADI ALI .88 4,605 .09 7,667 1.04 791 .59 771 3.15 44 .07 61 -- -- 6,164
MARJA .70 4,136 .07 13 ,214 2.82 410 1.52 299 2.25 42 .25 60 -- -- 5,539
SHAHALON 2,04 4,090 .08 9,175 2.58 693 .09 522 6.93 53 .03 50 -- -- 11,277
DARWESHAN 1. 15 3,930 .02 15,000 5.75 545 .25 400 2.85 41 .18 50 -- -- 8.255
KHANISHIN .67 4,118 -- -- 10.55 600 1.40 393 1.45 51 -- -- -- -- 9,711
SERAJ 1.46 4,275 -- -- .68 65'0 1.45 25ft. 3.19 44 -- -- .06 117 6,075

\11 GIR ISHK 1.58 3,476 .10 11,500 4.62 896 .36 389 4.12 45 .62 100 .62 100 11,228...., SANGUIN-KAJAKA I 1.20 3,514 .02 5,550 1.35 755 .24 412 3.46 41 -- -- .04 100 5,593
MUSA QALA-ZAMIN DAWAR 1. 13 3,211 -- -- 6.05 547 .35 266 4.08 4ft. -- -- -- -- 7,207
NOWZAD .59 2,766 -- -- 6.05 244 1.71 297 1.68 44 -- -- .05 420 3,715

KANDAHAR: 1.24 3,753.9 1~.1 22,436.7 1.89 758.5 .29 553.0 2.64 49.4 .01 100.0 .01 100.0 6,464.1

HA IWAND 1.08 3,641 .03 13 ,500 3.27 630 .49 1,396 3.24 44 -- -- -- -- 7,222
DUND-DAHAN 1.37 4,394 .13 25,000 2.83 677 .06 483 2.53 49 -- -- .09 100 8,486
ARGHANDAB 1.09 3,104 -- -- .73 945 .04 475 2.82 52 .01 100 -- .- 4,240
PANJWA I 1.32 3,601 -- -- 1.08 706 .15 273 2.27 49 -- -- -- -- 5,667

~ 1.22 3,778.2 1* 14,578.5 3.30 681.2 .53 449.6 3.16 46.9 .03 75.2 .05 140.8 7,153.7

~I I*-Insignificant amount.



TABLE 28. LIVESTOCK, AVERAGE NUMBER PER FARM - COMPARISON 1963 WITH 1970

\II
co

Work Animals -
Oxen Donkey Horse Camel Cattle+

AREA .!.2.2l ~ 00- llZQ J.lli .ill.Q llil illQ 1963 JjJ..Q

NADI ALI .63 1.42 .38 .95 ,01 .04 .14 - .60 ,97
HARJA .88 .95 .46 .75 .04 .02 .02 .20 .99 .77
SHAHALON 1.16 1.59 .52 .87 .09 .11 .10 .11 2.16 2,12
DARWESHAN 1,00 1.27 .51 1.52 .04 .05 .25 .37 1.52 1.17
ARGHANDAB .75 .74 .55 .97 .04 .11 - - 1.58 1.09
DUND-DAHAN .53 1.13 .46 1.64 .04 .15 - - 1.34 1.50
PAN.MAI .69 1.09 .42 1.05 .03 .08 .04 .08 1,31 1,32

lncome ProductnQ livestock
Sheep & Other

Goats Chickens Poultry
J.2§l llZ2 1963 .ill.Q 00. ill.Q.

2,54 1.63 2.06 3.22 .03
3.76 4.34 2.00 2.50 .07

.76 2.67 2.90 6.96 .12
1.80 6.00 1.60 3.03

.30 .77 4.12 2.83

.23 2.89 .67 2.53 - .09

.58 1.23 1.75 2.27



TABLE 29. COSTS. RETURNS AND NET INCOME, COMPARISON 1963 WITH 1970

Gross Income Total Costs Net Incgne

AREA 196i-/ 19709-/ 1963 1970 -l2.U --!.21.Q

NADI ALI 3,940 49,734 4,062 18,429 -122 31,305
HARJA 7,325 47,149 4,617 15,371+ 2,707 31,775
SHAHALON 21,934 59,418 15,492 20,417 6,442 39,001
DARWESHAN 27,473 59,557 20,3;5 27,514 7,158 32,043
ARGHANDAB 15,119 79,552 10.263 19,524 4,856 60,028
DUND.DA~N 18,243 144,739 16,254 42,083 125 102,656
PAN,A1IA 1- 13,379 113,073 8,554 37,785 5.299 75,288

~/ From Stevens-Tarzi Tabl~ VIII. page 1+1+,
V'l ~/ From 1970 FES Table 23.\D

c/ In 1963. Stevens-Tarzi reported Panjwal-Malwand combined: the 1970 FES treated them
- separately. For this table, 1970 data Is for Panjwal only because Stevens-Tarzi had

only a few Interviews In Malwand.



c()IlIlIodity prices in afs per man shows the increase:

~/ ill..Q}?/

WHEAT 15 28

CORN 9 23

COTTON 19 43

GRAPES 12 14

POMEGRANATES 6 12

Although commodity prices increased significantly, so did costs of
production.

By no means all of the farms in HAVA are subsistence farms; most
farms reported some sales. Wheat, fruit and cotton are the important
cash crops, but many farms also produce other field crops, vegetables
and livestock products for sale. Value of production is not affected by
whether the farmer sold or consumed the production from his farm. How­
ever, average sales per farm are shown in Table 30, and compared with
total value of production as a measure of the extent to which farms have
become commercialized. Table 31 shows the amount of sales in mons, unit
prices in afs and value of sales in afs (amount x price) for major
commodities and value of sales for combined and miscellaneous categories ••
If necessary, mons can be converted to ki lograms as follows: I mon.
4.416 kg, Or 1 kg ••• 2264 mono U.S. $1.00 • afs 75 in 197il. Table 31
shows which crops are convnerclally important, in each area.

~/ Prices used by Stevens and Tarzi for value of production,

k/ Prices ~sed by FES for value of produ~tlon.

60



TABL! 30. SAlE:S SUMMARY (AFS. PER FARM) AND SALES PER FARM AS PERCENT Of VALUE PROOUCTION PU FARH. BY AREA

A11 Other TOT A L
All Other Fruits, Nuts Livestock Value of Sales Sales as ~ of

AREA ~ FreId Crops Grapes &- Vegetables Prodycts ~ ____Ms_ ~alue of Production

HELMAND:

NADI ALI 5,147 7,308 315 1,103 155 356 14,384 29
HARJA 3,279 7,291 375 460 5 23 11 ,433 25
SHAHA.LON 2,715 6.723 1,746 1.478 372 10 13,0"4 23
DARWESHAN 5.439 10,042 3,125 405 261 107 '9,379 34
KHANISHIN 4,175 245 170 -- 241 -- 4,831 10
SERAJ 1,803 2,370 223 81 532 1.313 6.322 21
GIIUSHK 5.197 9,319 160 1.259 1.107 486 17,528 26
SANGUIN-KAJAKA I 697 2,731 37 52 57 16 3,590 13

0' MUSA QALA-ZAHIN DAWAR 1,787 674 680 368 284 584 4,377 13
N(1fiZAD 625 18 -- 1,251 38 1 1,939 13

KANDAHAR:

MAIWANO 5~OS8 3.434 770 8,334 241 -- 17.837 21
DUND-DAHAN 6.505 1,858 6,992 37,224 54 4,193 56,826 58
ARGHANDAB 1,036 1,926 10,657 21,606 97 1,282 36.604 54
PANJWAI 280 960 1,210 38,355 98 43 40,946 38



TABLE 31A. SALES--M!!.I AMO~T, PRICE, AND INCOME FROM SALES PER FARM BY ITEM, BY AREA

Other
~beat Corn Huna Beans Cotiri Field Crops

Afs Afs Afs

~I Amt·bl Per Income Amt. Per Income Amt. Per Income Amt. Per Income Tot.l
AREA ~s- Moo Afs .JL ~ ~ Afs !L !!2!!!. Mon Afs .JL ~ Mon At. ! ..!f!.-

HELMAND: 138 114 26,1 2,965 80 63 23.5 1,481 49 9 25.5 237 148 97 41.8 4,061 2 5
NADI ALI 21 188 28 5.147 8 90 24 2,190 10 31 26 806 22 120 36 4.312
HARJA 16 115 28 3.279 4 33 34 1.109 5 8 19 158 29 137 44 6,024
SHAMALON 21 115 24 2.715 17 39 23 888 6 10 33 314 40 134 41 5.521 - -DARWESHAN 16 224 24 5.439 8 133 26 3.512 10 26 23 580 18 138 43 5.885 2 65
KHANISHIN 17 186 22 4.175 1 3 20 50 3 B 24 195 - - - -SERAJ II 60 30 I.B03 3 8 23 183 - - - - 5 50 44 2.187

C1'
GIRISHK 10 192 27 5,197 21 246 21 5,206 10 11 26 293 17 97 39 3,820

N SANGU IN-KAJAKA I 11 24 29 697 12 73 24 1.750 4 5 27 131 10 20 1+2 850
"USA QALA-Z D 11 60 30 1,787 5 6 20 114 1 (.2) 27 7 7 13 43 553
NOWZAD 4 21 29 625 I 1 20 IB

KANDAHAR: 44 110 30.6 3.359 53 46 25.3 1,164 16 B 33.9 252 13 3 61

MAIWAND 9 168 30 5.058 1 5 23 124 - - - - 11 76 1+4 3,310
DUND-DAHAN 22 217 30 6.505 14 68 24 1.662 6 4 32 140 2 2 36 56
ARGHANDAB 10 28 36 1.036 27 64 16 1,056 10 20 34 667 - - - - 3 203
PANJWAI 3 8 35 2BO 1 '+0 24 960

~ 182 112 27.0 3,131 133 56 24.1 1,348 65 9 28.5 243 161 60 41.9 2.518 5 29

!.1 N • No. farms reporting sales.

bl 1 IlIOn - 4.416 kg. or 1 kyo - .2264 mono
- U,S. $1.00 -Ms. 75 In 970. Stevens and Tenl used exch.nge rate of U.S. $1.00- Afs. 65 In 1963.

Note: AMount and prIce have been rounded for convenience. Figures In Income coluan Are products of .mount times price before
rounding. Amount 15 aver.ge -.aunt sold per farm, Including f.rms that reported no sales (Total amount sold per are. In
mons divided by total number of sampled farms In that area).



TABLE 31b. SALES-_~I AMOUNT, PRICE, AND TOTAL INCOME FROM SALES PER FARM, BY ITEM. BY AREA

Other Fruits
Gran: Pomearanates Apricots Raltlns And Nyts

Afs Afs fs
~I

Amt. Per Income Amt. Pet Income Amt. Per locome Amt. Per Income Incaae
AREA !!2!l! ~ Afs .!L. Hans Moo Afs .!L. !!2!l! Moo Afs ...!L Mons Mon Afs .!L ..!.f.!..-

HELMAND: 27 33 18,~ 617 7 5 12.9 62 7 2 22.9 42 3 1 17.7 14 35 378
NADI ALI 3 20 16 315 - - - - - - - - 1 7 10 71 S 1,032
HARJA 1 38 10 375 - - - - - - - - - - - - 3 460SHAHALOH 7 86 20 1,746 3 23 13 309 3 ~ 16 70 - - - - ~ 698DARWESHAN 3 110 28 3,125 - - - - - - - - - - - - 1 45KHAN ISH IN 2 10 17 170 - - - - - - - - - - - - - -sERAJ 2 10 22 223 - - - - - - - - - - . - 1 81

(J'\ GIRISHK 2 8 20 160 1 1 20 24 2 12 26 301 1 1 10 8 3 176Vol SANGUIN·KAJAKAI 1 4 10 37 - - - - - - - - . - - - 3 52MUSA QALA·Z D 6 68 10 680 1 5 10 50 - - - . 1 1 70 56 5 262NOWZAD . . - - 1 13 12 158 2 (.3) 35 11 - . - - 10 1,082
KANDAHAR: 80 298 20.7 6,166 61 163 19.5 3,186 36 99 25.1 2,~99 142 359 58.9 21 ,163 57 2,227

HAIWAND 4 54 14 770 2 9 12 108 I 1 20 22 9 77 107 8,204DUND-DAHAN 25 274 26 6,992 17 133 19 2,560 11 81 23 1,872 43 592 55 31,317 11 455ARGHANDAB 41 590 18 10,657 41 374 20 7,379 23 200 27 5,401 19 46 " 2,056 40 5,887PANJWA I 10 55 22 1,210 1 I 10 7 1 ~O 20 800 71 525 69 36,209 6 1,339

tl!!!. 107 144 20.4 2,9" 68 71 19.3 1,371 43 43 25.1 1,071 145 151 58.7 8,881 92 1,153

~I N • number of farms reporting sales.



TABLE ll£. SALES--~/ANO TOTAL INCOME FROM SALES PER FARM, BY ITEM, BY AREA

Vegetables Livestock Mi sce 11 aneous~1

NAI
Income Income Income

AREA Afs N Afs N Afs

HELMAND: 7 161 48 320 33 302

NADI All - - 3 155 10 356
HARJA - - 1 5 2 23
SHAMALON 4 401 5 372 2 10
DARWESHAN 1 360 4 261 3 107

0\ KHAN ISH IN - - 5 241
.J:" SERAJ - - 5 532 5 1 ,313

GIRISHK 2 750 8 1, 107 6 486
SANGU IN-KAJAKA I - - 5 57 2 16
HUSA QALA-ZAHIN OAWAR - - 8 284 2 584
NOWZAD - - 4 38 1 7

KANDAHAR: 23 647 13 97 48 I ,968

MAIWAND - - 3 241
DUND-DAMAN 11 1,020 2 54 36 4,193
ARGHANDAB 12 883 4 97 8 1,282
PAN,MA I - - 4 98 4 43

HAVA 30 365 61 226 81 1,001

AI N = number of farms reporting sales.

~I Includes hides. wool. ghee. eggs, firewood, straw, etc. See Q.17. Appendix I.



CHAPTER V

FARMER ATTITUDES AND PROBLEMS

Many HAVA farmers appear to respond quite well to financial incen­
tives, as evidenced by the rather widespread adoption of new farming
practices in a few short years.

A marketing system exists through which incentive can operate,
although many experts can see a great need for improvement as speciali­
zation and commercialization continue. Cotton, most fruits, some
vegetables and a few specialty crops are primari Iy cash crops -­
produced for sale through an establ ished market. In addition, a
significant part of the HAVA wheat crop is marketed, especially in good
years. See Chapter IV.

The 1970 FES concerned itself to some extent with farmer attitudes
and problems, as did Stevens and Tarzi in 1963.

MAJOR FARM PROBLEMS

Table 32 shows how farmers perceived their own problems (problems
of farmers in their area). For HAVA and Helmand, water shortage was
mentioned most often. In Kandahar, lack of capital seemed to be the
major problem. Water shortage was the major problem only in areas with­
out access, or with poor access, to major water sources. These include
Khanishin, Seraj, Kajakai, Musa Qala-Zamin Dawar and Nowzad in Helmand
and Maiwand and parts of Panjwai in Kandahar Province. Water shortage
was mentioned as a problem in all areas; only in Nadi AI i and Arghandab
could it be considered insignificant. It is probably true in this arid
nation that water shortage is expected and therefore many farmers wi I I
mention it out of habit, even though modern developments have changed
the traditional situation. In Marga, for example, where 18 percent of
the respondents mentioned water shortage as a problem, it is known that
adequate water was avai lable and that more than the optimum amount of
water was actually u,ed. Inequities in,distribution may have caused some
needless shortages.~

Lack of capital was the second most widely perceived problem.
Unlike water shortage, it was rather uniformly recognized in all areas.

Salinization and its usual cause, high water table, was the third
most important problem mentioned by HAVA farmers. According to Table
32, this problem was most serious in Darweshan, Dund-Daman, Girishk and
Sanguin-Kajakai. It was not considered by farmers as significant in
the water-short areas of Seraj, Musa Qala-Zamin Dawar, Nowzad and

AI Author's note. As this publication goes to press in the fall of
1971 there is an acute water shortage over most of Afghanistan due
to two years of drouth. Arghandab reservoir became dry during the
summer of 1971 and Kajakai is alarmingly low at present.
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TABLL.ll. MA JOR FARM PROBLEMS, IN PERCENTS, BY AREA

Salinization, Water
Poor High Water Shortage Lack of Not Enough Lack of

AREA Land Table Bad Dam Capit.al Weeds Insects Land Machinery .Q!!!ll

HELHAND: 1.9% 21.9 51+.7 27.4 2.9 0.8 1.7 9.3 12.0

NAD I ALI - 33 2 26 2 - - 24 13
MARJA 5 20 18 35 8 - - - 15
SHAHALON~/ 3 II 32 18 2 5 - 16 3
DARWESHAN - 65 30 22 - - - -

42~/KHANISHIN - 32 88 32 2 - - 20
SERAJ 6 4 85 19 - - - 6 2
GIRISHK 2 42 30 40 - - 8 12 16
SANGUIN-KAJAKAI - 43 63 33 4 2 4 9 4

0'\ MUSA QA LA-ZAM IN DAWAR 2 2 94 29 10 - 0 3
0'\ NOWZAD - - 100 18 - - 5 - 13

KANDAHAR: 7.0 34.3 29.6 41.3 24.7 2.9 3.8 4.6 7.6

MAIWAND 5 3 92 24 3 - - - 19£/
DUND-DAHAN 4 64 16 59 37 2 4 - 3
ARGHANDAB 16 11 5 27 34 8 6 11 I~I
PANJWA I I 31 57 39 I - 3 7 I

~ 4.0 27. I 44.2 33.2 12. I 1.7 2.6 7.3 10. I

Percentages by area may add to more than 100% because some farmers mentioned more than one problem. Question asked was l~hat
are the major problems of farmers in this area?" (Question 27, AppendiX I) Question 27 was unstructured, replies categorized
during editing.

031 10% of Shamalon farmers reported "No major problems ," br inglng the total to 100%.
1)1 35% "Bad Transportat Ion."
cl 14% "No improved seed and fertilizer."
~I 10% "No improved seed and fert 11 Izer."



Maiwand.

Problems of "poor land" and "no t enough land" were mentioned by
relatively few HAVA farmers. Only in Arghandab, an area of relatively
high yields, did a significant number of farmers perceive poor land as a
major problem.

Weeds as a problem were perceived mostly in Dund-Daman and Arghan­
dab in Kandahar Province -- in the fruit growing area.

Insects were seldom mentioned as a problem -- only in Arghandab
and Shamalon to any significant degree.

In the "Other" category, farmers in Khanishin complained about the
lack of transportation in their area, and farmers in the Kandahar areas
of Maiwand and Arghandab claimed itnproved seeds and chemical fertilizer
were not sufficiently avai lable to meet their needs.

REASONS FOR WATER SHORTAGE

Table 33 shows that over half the farmers in HAVA felt that they
did not have enough water and the main reason was that there just
wasn't enough water to go around during the summer months. Water
shortage seemed to be more acute in Kandahar than Helmand, although
essentially all farmers in Khanishin, Seraj and Musa Qala-Zamin Dawar
reported water shortage. .

Many farmers in areas where there had been li~tle or no !rrigation
development complained of a poor (diversion) dam.~ Farmers In
developed areas who had insufficient water sometimes complained of
being discriminated against because they were near the end of the
irrigation ditch.

Kariz irrigation is practiced to a significant extent only in
Musa Qala-Zamin Dawar, Nowzad and Maiwand, where there were significant
reports of "Dry Karizes."

Economic problems causing water shortage were mentioned mostly in
Arghandab and Dund-Daman. This refers primari Iy to lack of funds. for
purchasing water pumps or to pay labor for maintaining irrigation
ditches.

The fact that significant numbers of farmers in developed areas
(where water is adequate) reasoned their water shortage problems were
due to their being near the end of the irrigation ditch (juei) seems to
point to a need for better water policies. This sort of reasoning
strikes terror into the thoughts of many development workers because it
implies needed changes in local customs and power structures. However,
it is an example of worthwhi Ie gains in productivity which can be
obtained through administrative and pol icy channels. It is encouraging
to note that HAVA and particularly HAVR are aware of this problem and
have mounted a campaign to institute water pol icy and water management
reforms.

~/ Traditional diversion dams are rather temporary structures and
frequently wash out with spring floods.
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TABLE ll. WATER AVAILABILITY, PERCENT Of FARHS REPORTING INSUFFICIENT WATER

REASONS FOR SHORTAGE AS A PERCENT OF THOSE REPORTING NOT ENOUGH WATER AND PERCENT OF FARMS REPORTING SALINIZATION PROBLEMS, BY AREA

Reasons for Shortage
Percent of Percent of

Farms Reporting Farms Wi th
Insufficient Lateral End of Dry Poor St)ortage Economic No Salinization

AREA Water Too Small Jyej ~ Qsm... In Summer Problems .Q1hll ~ Problems

HELHAND: 49.9 8.0% 8.0 19.9 41.8 62.0 3.0 14,8 - 48.6

NADI ALI 14.3 16 67 - - - - - 17 71
HARJA 15.0 - 67 - - - - 40 - 68
SHAHALON 32.2 - 25 - 10 20 - 30 15 36
DARWESHAN 37.5 7 - 7 7 60 - 13 6 55

0' KHANISHIN 100.0 8 - 8 90 38 8 10 - 82
00 SERAJ 95.7 18 - - 53 47 - 27 - 53

. GIRISHK 40.0 10 - - 50 25 10 15 - 58
SANGU IN-KAJAKA I 59.3 - - - 67 - - - 33 54
HUSA QALA-ZAHIN DAWAR 93.5 - 12 33 52 92 3 3 - II
Na.rlZAD 100.0 10 - 63 5 97 - 8 - 10

KANDAHAR: 64.5 9.9 3.9 4.1 10.8 32.0 33.1 2.3 - 51.5

HAIWAND 97.3 25 14 33 6 64 8 13 - 30
DUND-DAMAN 77 .5 7 - 1 14 58 34 2 - 73
ARGHANDAB 29.1 23 - - 30 10 37 7 - 16
PANJWAI 76.0 20 9 2 21 46 2 5 - 75

HAVA 56.0 11.5 6.3 13.0 29.6 56.0 26.4 16.6 - 49.8

Percentages by area may add to more than 100% because some farmers mentioned more than one reason for the water shortage.
Question was unstructured and replies were categorized in editing.



on all land gave water shortage as
Economic problems were the only

Poor land was mentioned In several
given as an important reason in

REASONS FOR NOT USING ALL LAND

Farmers who did not grow crops
the major reason for not doing so.
other overall significant reason.
areas, and fertilizer shortage was
Harja and Seraj. See Table 34.

REASONS FOR NOT USING CHEMICAL FERTILIZER

Reasons for not using chemical fertilizer were given as too
expensive, not enough water, and fertilizer not available; in that order
of importance. See Table 35

REASONS FOR NOT DOUBLE CROPPING

Respondents were asked about double cropping -- reasons for not
double cropping were ascertained from those who .reported no double
cropping and reasons for not double cropping more land were ascertained
from those who reported some double cropping. See questions II, 12 and
13, Appendix I.

Table 36 shows that "lack of water" was the major reason for not
double cropping, followed by "poor land" and "lack of capital."
"Salinization" was specifically mentioned to a si?,nificant extent, and
cou Id be cons Idered about the same as "poor Iand. I "Re Iuctance" was the
fifth most important reason for not double cropping. Lack of fertilizer
and weed problems were mentioned by a significant number of farmers. As
the farmer's awareness of modern cultural practices increases, he can
be expected to recognize more and more the importance of chemical
fertilizer, herbicides, pesticides and insecticides as measures enabling
him to farm more intensively.

At the HAVA level, reasons for not double cropping more land
followed the same pattern as reasons for not double cropping any land.
"Poor land" and "lack of capital" were relatively more important. See
Table 37

Water shortage has shaped up as the major problem, even though HAVA
is certainly beset by water shortage to a much lesser extent than
Afghanistan as a whole. As previously mentioned, many farmers probably
complain of water shortage out of habit, or according to tradition.
However, water shortage, in its several manifestations, is sti 11 a major
problem in HAVA.
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TABLE 34. PERCENT OF FARMS W/CROPS ON ALL IRRIGABLE LAND AND

REASONS FOR THOSE NOT GROWING CROPS ON ALL LAND, IN PERCENTS, BY AREA

Reasons for Not Growing Crops on All Land

Percent Crops Labor Water Seed Fert i 1izer Poor Economic No
AREA On A11 Land Shortage Shortage Shortage Shortage Land Problems Other ~

HELMAND: 37.0 1.4% 47.3 1.4 6.0 8.6 7.1 8.5 24.8

NADI ALI 40 4 4 4 4 9 - 17 57
HARJA 48 - 25 6 25 12 - - 32
SHAHAlON 48 4 30 - 7 11 11 , 1 52
DARWESHAN 55 - 22 - - - 28 22 28
KHANISHIN 40 2 54 2 5 2 8 10 17

...... SERAJ 28 - 88 - 20 6 - 12
0 GIRISHK 40 3 38 - 3 31 3 7 14

SANGU IN-KA JAKA I 43 - 36 3 3 16 13 - 42
HUSA QALA-ZAMIN DAWAR 16 - 69 - - - - 2 29
NOWZAD 13 - 60 - - 7 13 7 17

KANDAHAR: 37.2 1.4 56.1 1.4 2.8 8.4 15.1 25.8 4.2

HAIWAND 8 - 81 - 3 6 6 - 6
DUND-DAHAN

.
28 71 1 3 3 8 39-ARGHANDAB 56 7 27 2 2 11 27 29 16

PANJWA I 39 - 38 2 2 22 24 15

~ 37.1 1.4 51.5 1.4 4.7 8.5 10.5 16.0 16.0

Area percentages may add to ~re than 100% as some respondents cited more than one reason.



TABLE 35. REASONS FOR NOT USING CHEMICAL FERTILIZER. IN PERCENTS. BY AREA

Didn'lil Too Not Poor No Used No
AREA Know- Expensive Avai lable ~ Wa_ter ~-'lure Other Reply

HE~s - 17.7% 21.3 1.7 18.1 2.1 9.0 30.1

NADI ALI - 7 27 7 - .. 20 39
HARJA - 14 71 - - - 14 11
SHAMALON .. 31 6 2 22 20 4
DAItWESHAN - 50 25 21 - .. 4
KHANISHIN - 3 41 - 10 .. 28 18
SERAJ - 6 24 - 69 .. - 15...... GIRISHK 42 18 2 5 33- .. - -SANGUIN-KAJAKAI - 24 47 .'. 17 .. 12
MUSA QALA-ZAMIN DAWAR .. 28 22 - 40 .. 10
NOWZAD .. 10 42 - 37 .. 5 16

KANDAHAR: 20.4 33.1 19.0 3.0 29.0 3.0 7.1

MAIWAND 10 20 3 - 77 .. 13
DUND-DAMAN 20 24 21 9 39 5 4
ARGHANDAB 23 45 23 .. 6 4 5
PAN~AI 24 38 19 .. 19 - 10

~ 8.7 27.3 24.0 2,,5 25.9 2.8 8.2 6.2

Area percentages may add to More than 100% 85 soae respondents cited more than one reason •

• 1 Not Informed about the advantages of chemical fertilizer.



TABLE 36. REASONS FOR NOT DOUBLE CROPPING, IN PERCENT OF THOSE NOT

DOUBLE CROPPING, BY AREA

Lack
of Poor Reluc- Lack of. Lack of Sallnl- No

AREA Water Land tance Fertilizer CaDI tal zatlon Weeds Other ReDlY

HELMAND: 61.5S 19.1 4.3 2.5 11,5 9,0 - 9.7 3.2

MAD I ALI 9 41 - 9 23 9 - 9
MARJA 12 19 - 6 44 31 - 75
SHAMALON 29 34 - - 6 - - 29 9'-01 DARWESHAN 12 32 4 4 24 16 4 8N -KHANISHIN 84 9 3 3 12 34 - 9
SERAJ 95 2 - - 5 2
GIRISHK 22 56 33 - - 11 - 11
SANGU IN-KAJAKA I 100 31 38 6 6 6
MUSA QA LA-Z D 86 7 2 - - - - - 7
NOWZAD 80 10 - 2 12 - - - 2

KANDAHAR a 44.9 28.7 2.5 1.1 4.0 3.2 1,8 13.3 13.3

MAIWAND 55 13 6 3 - 6 3 - 16
DUND-DAMAN 64 17 - - 1 5 3 5 5
AIltGHANDAB 22 40 1 2 9 - - 37 1
PAN.1flAI 38 7 6 - 4 3 4 4 45

~ 53.1 19.9 3.4 1.8 7.6 6.0 ,9 11.7 8.2

Percents may ~dd to -are than 100% because sane respondents reported -are than one reason for not
double cropping.



TABLE 37. REASONS FOR NOT DOUBLE CROPPING MORE LAND. IN PERCENT OF

THOSE DOING SOME DOUBLE CROPPING, BY AREA

Lack
of Poor Reluc- Lack of Lack of Sallnl- No

AREA Water Land tflnca. f"ert LHzer Cui t.al ~jltlon 'f.e.eds Other ReDly

HE~l 22.5% 19.6 7.6 4.8 12.4 4.3 9.5 3.8 23.9

NAD I ALI 15 30 - 10 45 10
HARJA - 4 8 16 29 4 - 21 16
SHAHALON 5 14 11 3 8 - - S 54"w DARWESHAN 13 41 13 - 13 20
KHAN ISH IN 88 25
SERAJ 43 14 14 - 14 - - - 29
GIRISHK 22 39 2 5 5 5 5 2 15
SANGU IN-KAJAKA I 13 10 16 3 5 3 - - 50
"USA QALA-Z D 84 - - - - - - - 16
NOWZAD

KANDAHAR: 28.8 33.9 1.7 5.1 16.9 27.1 16.9 23.7 6.8

HAIWAND 67 - 17 - - - - - 17
DUND-DAHAN 28 40 - 4 20 44 40 48 16
ARGHANDAB 21 42 - 8 21 12
PANJrlA' 25 - - - - 50 - 25

!1!!! 23.9 22.8 6.3 4.8 13.4 9.3 4.5 8.2 18.6

Percents ~y add to more than 100% because some respondents reported more than one reason for not
double cropping more land.



CHAPTER VI
"

EXPANSION OF SAMPlE DATA

Data from the Farm Economic Survey, as reported in the foregoing
chapters, was obtained from a random sample of HAVA farms, and reported
on a per farm, or average per farm, basis. In order to obtain data for
the universe (HAVA) the total number of farms must be known, or esti­
mated. Unfortunately, this statistic is not avai lable. However, HAVR
has what are believed to be reliable estimates of cropland for the ten
Helmand areas and four Kandahar areas. When total cropland per area is
divided by average cropland per farm (FES Table 8) an estimate of number
of farms is obtained, as shown in Table 38.

For expansion purposes, number of farms per sub-area, obtained by
division, are assumed to be correct, and are added to obtai~ number of
farms for Helmand, Kandahar and subsequently for HAVA. The reader wi I I
note that number of farms in Helmand, Kandahar and HAVA, obtained by
addition, do not agree with the number as obtained by dividing total
cropland by cropland per farm for Helmand, Kandahar and HAVA. This is
because average cropland per farm for Helmand, Kandahar and HAVA, as
reported in Tables 8 and 9, are averages weighted by sample size. Since
sample size is not in proportion to number of farms per area or to
amount of cropland per area (these were unknown quantities at time of
enumeration), a more appropriate weighting of cropland per farm can be
obtained by dividing total cropland by number of farms in Helmand,
Kandahar and HAVA as obtained by addition. See Table 38 for derivation
of number of farms and adjusted average cropland per farm figures.
Table 45 shows other adjusted stati'Stics 'for Helmand, Kandahar and HAVA;
reweighted by estimated number of farms.

POPULATION

Table 38 also shows how number of farms is used to expand FES data,
in this case - average fami Iy size from Table 5. Family size times
number of farms by areas within Helmand and Kandahar yields farm popu­
lation by area. These are added to obtain subtotals and total for HAVA,
and, when divided back by the appropriate numbers of farms, provide
revised averages of fami Iy size for Helmand, Kandahar and HAVA. These
revised averages differ from those in Table 5 in that they are weighted
by estimated number of farms rather than by sample size.

Population figures shown in Table 38 do not Include bazgars,
bazgar fami lies or farm laborers, nor do they include the non-farm
population (urban or city dwellers, rural artisans, officials, etc.).
Although many farm laborers and some bazgars have already been counted
as members of farm fami lies, an estimate of bazgar families might give
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TABLE 38. DERIVATION Of NUMBER OF FARMS AND EXPANSION OF FARM FAMILY SAMPLE DATA IN HAVA. BY AREA - 1970

, _ t.~"'~ O'vJ"l ltd.
Average 7~-

Total Cropland per farm Humber of Farms Expalslon of Farm Families
Cropland / Hectares FIrst Final Av. Fa.' y Av. Family Farm famlfYb/

AREA Hectare~ Table 8. FES
~

Approxlmat Ion Ad!ustlllent Size Size-Adj, POPtAjtion-rrr- (z) (4) (5) (6) (7)

HElMAHD: 90,100 5.65 4,90 15,947 18,387 9..-49 ------ .• '--9-;-54 175,502
'l "'-,

HADI All 9,190 4.72 4.72 . C,l..l( 1,947 1,947 ~8.7 8.7 -, 16,939
MARJA 6,300 5.39 5.39 . ~.,~ 1.169 1,169 8.6 8.6/ 10.053
SHAHAlOH 14.900 4.43 4.43' "t.9' 3,363 3.363 .9....5. _-905'. 31.949
DARWESHAN

iA:~g~ ..·- ·~·,t~~----- .. -~-.$~"i· 1.525 '.525 &..-1 -- -a•.f _ - ]2..353-
KHANISHIN 1 .19 ~~ '1-5 797 797

.. - 6.8 6.8 5.t20
SERAJ 9.350 6.07 6.07 ' 1.540 1.540 10.2 10.2 15.708

...., GIRISHK 9.200 5.33 5.33 (;·87 1.726 1.726 11. I 11.1 19.159
\n SANGU IN-KAJAKA I 6.100 1.89 1.89 3, 'L z.. 3.228 3.228 9.4 9.4 30.343

MUSA QALA-ZAHIN DAWAR 6.200 2.92 2.92 g.7'1 2.123 2.123 11.8 11.8 25.051
Nl7friZAD 2.860 2.95 2.95 '.3,/ 969 969 8.8 8.8 8.527

KA~: 39.960 7.79 6.54 5.130 6,111 13.01 12.43 7'.937

HAIWAND 5,100 8.32 8.32 613 613 11.5 11 .5 7,050
DUND-DAHAN 13 ,440 10.75 10.75 1,250 1,250 14.9 14.9 18.625
ARGHANDAB 10.890 3.69 3.69 2,967 2,967 11 .5 11 .5 34.121
PAN.htA I 10.530 8.22 8.22 1.281 1.281 12.6 12.6 16.141

~ 130.060 6.55 5.31 19.856 24.498 10.97 10.26 251.439

~/ Total cropland estimates provided by HAVR.

~/ Not Including bazgars and hired laborers.



Pomegranates in the Mar]a Area

Demonstrating an Improved Ox-Drawn Plow to HAVA Farmers
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Kajakal Dam and Reservoir Regulate the Flow of the
River. Assuring an Even Supply of Irrigation Water
Thousands of HAVA Farmers and Providing Electrical
a Large Portion of Southern Afghanistan
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a clearer picture of farm population in HAVA.

Bazgar al
r.-__,;.,P,;:;,oeu Iat ion-
No. per rarm TotalArea

Helmand

Kandahar

HAVA

Farm
Population
(Table 38)

175,502

74,301

249,803

.764

1.968

112,381

96,211

208,592

Farm
Population

Including Bazgars

287,883'-/
.---1

170,512

458,395

No. bazgars per farm from 1970 FES.
8 provided by HAVR.

LAND USE

Estimated bazgar fami Iy size.

Table 39 is an expansion of parts of Table 8, showing total croP­
land in HAVA by area, land in wheat and other field crops, land in
fruits - nuts - vegetables and area double cropped. Total land in
farms and idle land can be easi Iy obtained, if necessary, by multiplying
number of farms in each area (col. 5, Table 38) times data in the
appropriate column of Table 8. Data for subtotals and total must be
obtained by addition rather than multiplication, as explained above.

LAND IN CROPS

Expansion of data from Table 9 was done for al I areas in HAVA.

See Table 40 for total land devoted to production of various crops
in 1970.

LIVESTOCK NUMBERS

Expansion of data from Tables 26 and 27 shows only livestock owned
by farmers, excluding livestock owned by nomads. Most of the camels in
HAVA are owned by nomads, as are a large proportion of the cattle and
even fewer draft animals.

See Table 41 for estimates of farm livestock holdings in HAVA.

VALUE OF PRODUCTION, NET FARM INCOME AND SALES

Table 42 shows the value of important crops and income producing
livestock in HAVA, by province and project area. Total value of
production and net farm income are also shown. Expanded data for value
of other crops, for costs of production, gross farm income, and off-farm
income can be obtained by multiplying number of farms (Table 38) times
average farm data in Tables 23, 24 and 25. Adjusted data for Helmand,
Kandahar and HAVA are shown in Tables 45 and 46. Table 42 shows total
value of production of over 1.3 bi Ilion afs and a net farm income In
excess of .9 billion afs. Table 43 shows farm sales of almost .43
bil lion afs which is about one third of total value of production.
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TABLE 39. LAND USE - HECTARES PER AREA

Other Fruits, Nuts Land Area
AREA Cropland Wheat Field Crops &. Vegetables In Crops Doyble CroDDed

HEU4AND: 89,943 11,150 23,140 5,512 100,694 10,406

NADI ALI 9,151 6,814 2,920 119 10,513 1,363
HARJA 6,313 4,616 1,810 584 1,014 101
SHAHALON 14,191 11,434 4,108 613 16,815 2,354
DARWESHAN 11,438 8,692 3,050 610 12,352 610
KHAN ISH IN 14,505 14,101 191 80 14,984 159

..... SERAJ 9,394 8,008 1,018 462 9,548 308
\D GIRISHK 9,148 6,041 4,833 1,036 11,910 2,162

SANGU IN-KAJAKA I 6,133 4,196 3,228 323 8,010 1,931
HUSA QALA-ZAHIN DAWAR 6,151 4,883 1,062 631 6,582 212
NOWZAD 2,908 2,326 194 388 2,908

KANDAHAR: 40,010 23,198 5,881 12,503 41,588 1,104

HAIWAND 5,088 3,862 613 613 5,088 61
DUND-DAMAN 13,500 9,250 1,815 2,815 14,000 6~5
ARGHANDAB 10,918 4,450 2,374 5,044 11 ,868 890
PAN.It#A I 10,504 5,636 1,025 3,971 10,632 128

MAVA 130,013 94,348 29,627 18,075 142,282 12,110

Area figures may not add across due to rounding.



TABLE 40. LAND IN CROPS - HECTARES PER AREA

Other
Alfalfa Other Fru its,

~
Corn & Mung Field Pome- Nuts & Vege-

AREA Loca ..!..!!!2!.a. LOcal .l!!!2L. Cotton Clover Beans Barley ~ Grapes granates Apricots Melons mm
HELMANO: 65,281 5.681 9,043 896 6.005 3,859 2.74; 1.513 124 1.867 287 417 2.218 726

HAOI ALI 5.393 1,499 526 117 974 331 935 - - 253 39 39 506 39
HARJA 3,495 1,146 281 94 935 386 152 12 - 164 - - 210 187
SHAHALON 10.862 404 1,379 269 1,682 1,043 437 34 - 303 34 34 202 135
DARWESHAN 8.266 412 214 381 1 ,068 214 534 671 - 259 61 76 107 61
KHANISHIN 14,059 - 16 - - 16 271 486 - 32 - - 64 -
SERAJ 8,085 - 539 - 262 154 62 62 - 231 15 62 77 62
GIRISHK 4,315 1.726 3.176 35 570 828 190 52 17 173 35 35 501 242
SANGUIN-KAJAKA I 3,744 452 2,130 - 387 613 129 32 97 129 32 32 194

(X) HUSA QALA-l 0 4.756 42 637 - 127 255 21 106 - 255 42 42 212
0 NOWlAO 2.306 - 145 - - 19 10 58 10 68 29 97 145

KANDAHAR: 22,397 619 1,975 25 229 1,718 392 1,308 503 8,441 1,144 1,101 1,035 652

HAIWANO 3,886 - 92 - 178 153 6 190 6 503 6 6 49 49
DUNO-DAHAN 8,950 263 488 25 25 750 63 363 200 2,150 163 238 88 188
ARGHANDAB 3,976 356 1,216 - - 623 297 89 297 1,958 949 831 860 415
PAN.hIA I 5.585 - 179 - 26 192 26 666 - 3,830 26 26 38

~ 87.678 6.300 11,018 921 6,234 5.577 3.13~ 2,821 627 10.308 1,431 1,518 3,253 1,378



TABLE 41. LIVESTOCK - NO. BY AREA

Milk Cows ChIckens
Other

AREA Local Improved Sheep_ ~ Local Improyed Fowl Oxen Donkey Horse Camel-
HELHAND: 23,504 1,065 62,386 10,755 71,05" 1,645 1,339 25,202 19,861 1,329 2,772

NADI ALI 1,713 175 2,025 1,149 6,133 136 - 2,765 1,850 78
MARJA 818 82 3,2577 . 1,777 2,630 292 - 1, III 877 23 23"
SHAMALON 6,865 269 7,802 303 23,306 101 - 5,3"7 2,926 370 370
DARWESHAN 1.754 301 8.769 381 ",3..6 ..6 - 1,937 2,318 76 564
KHANISHIN 53" - 8,"08 1,116 1,156 - - 1,514 1,211 80 773
SERAJ 2,248 - 1,047 2,233 4,913 - 92 2,"95 1,540 - 323
GIRISHK 2,727 173 7,974 621 7,111 1,070 1,070 3,487 2,589 207 276
SANGU IN-KAJAKA I 3,874 65 4,358 775 11 ,169 - 129 3.777 3,583 65 .

Q) MUSA QA LA-ZAM IN DAWAR 2,399 . 12,844 743 8,662 - . 2,081 2,250 382 106
NOWZAD 572 - 5,862 1,657 1,628 - 48 688 717 ..8 126

KANDAHAR: 7.300 347 7,943 686 16,424 30 113 4.7"7 5,917 683 102

MAIWAND 662 18.. 2,005 300 1,986 - - 895 797 67
DUND.DAMAN 1.713 163 3,538 75 3,163 - 113 1."13 2,050 188
ARGHANDAB 3.234 - 2,166 119 8,367 30 - 2.196 2,878 326
PANJWA I 1,691 - 234 192 2.908 - . 2"3 192 102 102

~ 30.80" 1,412 70,329 11,.... 1 87,478 1,675 1,452 29,9"9 25,778 2,012 2,874



TABLE 42. VALUE OF PRODUCTION - BY ENTERPRISE, BY AREA (000 Afs)

Pome- Sheep &- Total Cost Net Far'" I
AREA Wheat Cotton Corn Grapes granates Apricots Hllk Cows Goats Hens of Product Ion Income .!.

HELHAND: 443,210 59,232 86,589 66,605 7,575 6,980 46,177 13 ,488 5,251 350,405 507,020

NADI ALI 58,104 7,924 6,970 7,897 1,109 1,970 3,682 590 500 35,881 60,951
HARJA 33,476 7,345 2,285 3,293 1,955 44 1,755 934 234 17,972 37,145
SHAHALON 103,228 20,283 15,974 17,037 1,733 1,768 13,546 1,604 1,402 68,662 131 ,160
DARWESHAN 52,058 9,102 5,197 9,991 271 50 3,479 1,679 348 41,959 48,866
KHANISHIN 33,349 - 253 604 - - 1,041 1,762 92 35,317 2,726
SERAJ 30,516 3,447 2,281 2,280 182 305 4,414 533 393 29,848 23,032
GIRISHK 46,596 7,017 25,237 10,029 353 873 5,654 1,590 570 54,807 69,725
SANGU IN-KAJAKA I 40,586 2,928 22,095 8,802 532 412 7,679 949 894 29,859 66,833
HUSA QA LA-Z 0 36,023 1,186 5,381 5,908 1,175 1,312 4,617 2,526 692 26,574 59,856

(X) NOWZAD 9,274 - 916 764 265 245 850 1,321 126 9,465 6,727
N

KANDAHAR I 141,624 2,904 11 ,815 220,207 38,647 23,642 14,231 2,048 1,315 176,864 439,819

HAIWAND 28,847 2,425 143 16,837 111 179 1,290 594 159 17 ,930 36,952blDUND-DAHAN 48,930 236 2,595 47,747 5,297 516 3,339 680 252 52,604 128,32lF
ARGHANDAB 38,575 - 7,881 54,456 32,813 21,505 6,305 418 671 57,928 178,103
PANMAI 25,272 242 1,197 101,167 427 1,442 3,297 356 233 48,403 96,444

~ 584,834 62,136 98,404 286,812 46,222 30,623 61,008 15,536 6,566 527,270 946,839

AI Includes off-farm Income.

~I Unusually large a.ount of off-farm Income In Dund-Daman (58,016,250 Afs).



TABLE 43. SALES - BY ENTERPRISE. BY AREA (000 Afs)

All Other Other Frui ts,
AREA Wheat Field Crops Grapes Nuts & Vegetables Livestock Hi sce 11 aneous ...l.otal

HELHAND: 53,003 90,869 14,006 12,734 5,703 5,077 181,392

NADI ALI 10,021 14,229 613 2,148 302 693 28,006
MARJA 3,833 8,523 438 538 6 27 13,365
SHAHALON 9, 131 22,609 5,872 4,971 1.251 34 43,868
DARWESHAN 8,294 15,314 4.766 618 398 163 29,553
KHANISHIN 3,327 195 135 - 192 . 3,849
SERAJ 2,777 3,650 343 125 819 2.022 9,736
GIRISHK 8,970 16,085 276 2,173 I .911 839 30,254
SANGUIN.KAJAKAI 2.250 8.816 "9 168 184 52 11 ,589
HUSA QALA-ZAHIN DAWAR 3,794 1,431 1,444 781 603 1,240 9,293

ex> NOWZAD 606 17 - 1,212 37 7 1,879
\AI

KANDAHAR: 14.665 11 ,372 42,381 164,871 630 9,100 243,025

HAIWAND 3,101 2.105 472 5.109 148 . 10,935
DUND-DAHAN 8, 131 2.323 8,740 46.530 68 5.241 7I .033
ARGHANDAB 3.074 5,714 31.619 64.105 288 3.804 108.604
PANJWAI 359 1.230 1,550 49.133 126 55 52.453

HAVA 67.668 102.241 56,387 177.611 6,333 14.177 424.417



FARMS USING IMPROVED SEEDS AND FERTILIZER

In 1970, 4,212 HAVA farms (about 17 percent) used improved seeds
and 5,632 (23 percent) used chemical fertilizer, according to Table 44
which is an expansion of data in Tables 15 and 16. This is probably far
above the national average for ferti lizer and improved seed use.
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TABLE 44. NUMBER OF FARMS USING IMPROVED SEEDS AND FERTILIZER

Wheat Corn a/ FruitA11 Cro~s Cotton-
Im~rovedhe~ical Im~roved Chemical Imfroved Chemical Chemical Chemical

AREA eed Fertilizer eed Fertilizer eed Fertilizer Fert II i zer Fertilizer

HELHAND: 3,875 4,457 3,799 3,483 899 876 1,269

NAD! ALI 179 1,207 779 935 195 273 428
HARJA 736 970 736 760 93 175 292
SHAHALON 605 605 605 504 437 67 168
DARWESHAN 183 458 152 198 46 92 183
KHANISHIN 24 24 - 24 24 24
~ERAJ 31 31 31 31 - -GIRISHK 518 345 518 311 104 138 69
SANGU IN-KAJAKA I 872 775 872 678 - 65 129

CD MUSA QALA-ZAMIN DAWAR 127 42 106 42 - 42
V1 NOWZAD

KANDAHAR: 337 1,175 337 412 59 220 - ]14

HAIWAND - 98 - - - 49 - 49
DUND-DAHAN 100 250 100 162 - 112 - 88
ARGHANDAB 237 712 237 237 59 59 - 475
PAN.1fIA I - 115 - 13 - - - 102

.tllli 4,212 5,632 4,136 3,895 958 1,096 1,269 714

~/ The 1970 FES assumes all, or nearly all cotton seed In HAYA Is of an Improved variety.



TABLE 45a. REVISED DATA FOR HELHAND, KANDAHAR AND HAVA

AVERAGE PER FARM

WEIGHTED BY ESTIMATED NUMBER OF FARMS PER AREA

HELHAND KANDAHAR HAVA

Average Farm Size - Hectares 7.33 12.15 8.53
Cropland per F~rm - Hectares 4.90 6.54 5.31
Area Double CroP~d - Hectares .57 .28 .49Lend In Crops - ectares 5.48 6.81 5.81Fam'ly Size - No. Persons 9.54 12.43 10.26
Area Planted· Hectares:

Wheat - Loca I 3.55 3.67 3.58Wheat - Improved .3' • 10 .26Corn· Local .49 .32 .45Corn • Improved .05 .04Cotton .33 .04 .25Alfalfa & Clover .21 .28 .23Munj Bean' • 15 .06 • 13Bar' ey .08 .21 .12Other FJeld C. °1)5 .08 .03Grapes .10 1.38 .42Pomegranates .02 .19 .06AprJ cots .02 •18 .06Other Frul t, t Nuts and Melons .12 .17 .13Vegetables .04 .ll .06
No. Anl~aJs Per Farm:

Milk Cows - Local 1.28 1.19 1.25Milk Cows· Improved .06 .06 .06Ch ickens - Loca 1 3.86 2.59al 3.57Chickens· Improved .09 1-*- .07Sheep 3.39 1.30 2.87Goats .58 .11 .47Oxen 1.37 .78 1.22Donkeys 1.08 .97 1.05

!,I 1*.lnslgnlficant amount.
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TABLE 45b. ~ED DATA FOR HELMAND, KANDAHAR AND HAVA

AVERAGE PER FARM

WEIGHTED BY ESTIHATED NUMBER OF FARMS PER AREA

Value of Production - Afs:
Wheat
Cotton
Corn
~rapes
Pomegranates
Apricots
Hllk Cows
Sheep &. Goats
Hens
Livestock - Total

Costs of Production - Afs:
Se.,d
Feed
Depree I at Ion
Labor
Other

Sales Per Farm - Afs:
Wheat
Other Field Crops
Grapes
Other Fruits, Nuts' Vegetables
Livestock
HIsee I Ianeous
Total

Total Value of Production - Afs
Other Income - Afs
Gross Income - Afs
Costs of Production - Afs
Net Farm Income - Afs
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HELHAND

24,257
3,253
4,671
3,489

430
480

2,544
734
286

3,564

2,455
3,977
I ,515
9,228
1,983

2,883
4,942

762
693
310
276

9,865

43,890
2,742

46,632
19,057
27,575

KANDAHAR

23,135
397

1,877
32,189

5,803
4,173
2,329

335
215

2,883

3,243
2.836
1,312

14,823
4.743

2.400
1.861
6,935

26.980
103

1.489
39,769

84.148
16,765

100,913
28,942
71 ,971

HAYA

23,977
2.541
3,974

10,791
1,770
',40'
2,490

634
268

3,394

2,652
3,692
1.464

'0,623
2.672

2,762
4.173
2,302
7.250

259
579

17,325

53,934
6.240

60, '74
2' ,523
38,65'



TABLE 46. YIELDS FOR MAJOR CROPS - IN MONS PER JERIB

AVERAGE PER FARM

WEIGHTED BY ESTIMATED NUMBER OF FARMS PER AREA~/

AREA

Local Wheat
Improved Wheat
Local Corn
Improved Corn
Barley
Mung Beans
Rice
Cotton
Clover
Alfalfa
Grapes
Pomegranates
Apricots
Peaches
Figs
Peanuts
Waterme 1ons
Carrots

HELMAND

45.9
104.5
70.9

113.8
45.0
31.1
43.0
45.6

576.5
539.7
460.2
272.6
220.8
156.6
138.9
20.7-­

583.3
326.7

KANDAHAR

48.1
82.5
56.6

33.3
32.6

173.2
62.9

1.554.3
274.6
309.3
256.1
119.0
83.8

201. 1 ­
788.5
503.5

HAVA

46.5
99.7
67.4

113.8
41.4
31.4
91.7
46.2

576.5
792.8
414.9
282.0
229.9
137.1
118.9
117.1­
645.9
428.0

~/ In case of average yields, weighting by number of farms per area,
as in this table, may be less appropriate than weighting by relative
importance of crop per area. See Table 11.
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APPENDIX I

1970 FES FIELD SCHEDULE

Code No. _

Engl ish Version

Schedule No. _

I nte rv iewe r I s Name : _

I. Vi II age _
Area _

Region
Prov inc-e--------------

13 and over _

2. Number in Fami Iy _

3. Males: 0-12 years .......,.__

4. Able to work in fields: 0-12 _

*
6. For Tenants Only:

Do you provide seed?
00 you provide oxen?
Do you provide labor?
Do you provide water?

7. Number Jeribs farmed, not owned __
Number Jeribs rented in
Number Jeribs shared in
Number Jeribs garowed in

8. For Owners Only:
No. Jeribs owned
No. Jeribs rented out
No. jeribs shared out
No. jeribs garowed out
No. jeribs planted by owner
No. jeribs planted by others
No. jeribs idle land
No. keshtegars
No. bazgars

13 and over _

Total
Yield/Tree fr2Q~

9.
Crop

Local Wheat
Improved Wheat
Bar ley
Cotton
Rice
Clover
Alfalfa
Chick Peas
Local Corn
Improved Corn
Mung Beans
Other

Fruits

Grapes
Pomegranates
Apr! ctos
Peaches
Figs
Almonds
Peanuts
Other

Jer i bs
Total

Production

No, Vines/Trees

Tenant's
Share

* No Question 5 due to mistake in numbering.
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10.
VEGETABLES

Tenant 's
Jeribs Sq. Meters No. Plants Yield Production Share

12. How many jeribs:

Carrots
Onions
Watermelon
Melon
Spinach
Cucumber
Squash
Eggplant
Lettuce
Pepper
Turnips
Chambarkial
Leeks
Radishes
Okra
Tomatoes
Other

II. Did you double crop last year? YES NO

Corn
Cotton
Mung Be-a-n-s----
Other _

13. a) If yes, why not more?
b) If no, why not?

14. Did you have any income from sources other than farming? YES NO__
How much? -:- _
Source of income or place of employment _
(Be sure to Jist all sources)

*
16.

LIVESTOCK

Oxen
Local Catt Ie
Improved Cattle
Sheep
Donkeys
Horses
Camels
Goats
Local Chickens
Improved Chickens
Turkeys
Geese & Ducks
Other

NUMBER

17. SALES

PRODUCT Quantity Unit Price Total Price Sold To

Wheat
Cotton
Corn
Ba r ley
Rice
Mung Beans
Grapes
Raisins
Pomegranates
Apricots
Dried Apricots
Peaches
Figs

* Due to mistake in numbering, there is no question 15.
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17. SAL E S continued

PRODUCT Quantity Unit Unit Price

Almonds
Peanuts
Other Fruits
Watermelon
Melon
Carrots
Tomatoes
Eggplant
Other Vegetables
Sheep
Hides
Wool
Meat
Ghee
Chickens
Eggs
Firewood
Straw
Other

Total Price Sold To

NOYESyou use commercial fertilizer last year?
If yes, on what crops? _
If no, why not?
Did you use gy ps-u-m-on-y-o-u-r-';-a-n-d,....,l-a-s'"'"t-y-e-a-r...?--.y""£...S.----ToN'""O-

NO

Oid
a)
b)
c>

18.

19. Old you use improved seed last year? YES
a) If yes, how many Jeribs wheat?
b) If yes, how many jeribs corn? -----
c) If yes, how many jeribs cotton? _

20. Has your land ever been leveled? YES NO
If yes, by whom and by what method?

21. Did you borrow money last year? YES NO
a) If yes, for what purposes: Consumption -==- Production

Ferti lizer Seed Other
b) If yes, from wha't"'Sources:--rriends aiidrelatives

Bank Rich People HAVA

22. EQUI PMENT

ITEM NUMBER

Plow
Mallah
Land Leve Ie r
Tractor
Tractor Implements
Water Pumps
Shovel
Spade
Yoke
Donkey Bags
Borde r Make r
Scythe
Polycultor
Other

*
24. Last year how many times did you irrigate: Mung Beans ___

Cotton
Wheat
Corn

25. Do you have enough water? YES NO
a) If no, why not? _

* No question 23 due to mistake in numbering.
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26. How much could you sel I your irrigated farm land for?
Afghanis.

27. What are the major problems of farmers in this area?

28. 00 you grow crops on all your land? YES NOa) If no, \~hy not?, _

29. Has salt lowered the productivity of your land? YES NO
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APPENDIX III

VILLAGES SURVEYED

Number of Villages, by Area

AREA- NUMBER

He'mand 152Nadi A1I II
Mar ja 16
Shama Ion 15
Darweshan 16
Khanlshin 8
Seraj 8
Girishk 9
Sanguln-KaJakai 13
Musa Qala-Zamin Dawar 32
Nowzad 24

Kandahar
Maiwand
Dund-Daman
Arghandab
Panjwai

HAYA

99

126
27
44
33
22

278



APPENDIX IV

FERTI LI ZER AND IMPROVED WHEAT SEED DISTRIBUTION

AREA
Improved Wheat

Urea D,A,P, In Moos ( 10 , bs , )

Bags Metric Toos Bags Metric Toos Mexi pak 17778

Nad i Ali 21.133 1,056,65 10.750 537,50 6.200 5,672

Babaj i 3,500 175,00 1,500 75,00

Marja 11 ,250 562.50 5,350 267.50 5,660 2,152

Shamaloo 6,000 300.00 3,OOU 150.00 22,400 3, 1~6

Darweshao 2,661 133.05 1,420 71.00 13,000 4,675

Girishk 6,783 399.15 3,463 173.15 9,750 1, 177

Saoguin 10,279 513.95 5,109 255.45 3,000

Kajakai 2,24~ 112,40 1.133 56.65 3,130

Musa Qala 1, 16~ 5~.40 5~4 29.20 4,140

Seraj 73~ 36.90 269 13.45 2,926

Kandahar 7.000 350.00 3.6uu 180.uo 16.ouo 2.300

72,760 3,638.00 36,178 1,808,90 tt6,240 19,162

Total No. 50 kg. bags of urea & D,A.P, - lUB.9~8

Total 'No. metric toos of urea & D.A.~, • 5,446.9

Total muns improved wheat distributed _ 105,402

Total metric tons improved wheat distributed. 479

Data provided by Shah Mohammed, Director Geoeral of Agriculture

Extension & Forestry - January 1971

Distributed in 1970 during planting season Oct.-Dec, for wheat crop

harvested in May 1971
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APPENDIX V

SCHEDULE OF PRICES USED IN EVALUAT ING PRODUCTION FOR 1970 FES'!/

HELHAND KANDAHAR

Local Wheat 28 30
Improved Wheat 26 28
Local Corn 23 19
Improved Corn 21 17
Cotton 42 42
Mung Beans 25 32
Barley 20 20
Forage 2 2
Tobacco 100 100
Rice 60 60
Grapes 17 19
Pomegranates 16 18
Apr i cots 22 24
Mulberries 12 12
Peaches 15 15
Almonds 100 laO
Apples 15 15
Melon 3 3
Watermelon 2 2
Carrots 4 4
Onions 15 15
Cucumbers 15 15
Eggplant " "Tomatoes 12 12
Spi nach 5 5
Leeks 30 30
Gar 1i c 12 12
Okra 20- 20
Pepper 40 40

,!/ Afs per mono
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APPENDIX VI

Cost

Helmand Depreciation Schedule~1

Salvage
Val ue

Useful
Life

Depree iat ion
Afs Per Year

Oxen

Donkey

Camel

Horse

Plow

Ha llah

Shovel

7,400

871

7,014

5,480

253

50

75

2,140

105

1,593

621

43

43

43

8.9

9.0

11 .1

12.7

2.1

2.0

2.0

591

85

488

388

100

19

32

bl
,LlKlQawDlWdaaLLhaaL[...Ipl'.leii.lRjf,I[Uie~c...i.Jiilau.t..Li...Q:uD..;S=.;cMlhweii.ld.uYII.J1Uie~s-

Oxen

Donkey

Camel

Horse

Plow

Hallah

Shovel

Cost

6,567

1 ,537

6,000

5,600

344

72

84

Salvage
Value

1 ,973

243

1 ,825

1,900

30

12

10

Useful
Life

8.6

10.0

10. 1

14.7

3.2

3.2

1.7

Depree iat ion
Afs Per Year

534

129

413

251

98

19

44

AI Based on about 35 observations - Supplemental Survey - 1970 FES

~I Based on about 16 observations - Supplemental Survey - 1970 FES

(Polyculture & water pumps - 15 afs per farm)

Note: "Other Equipment" (Harness, tools, etc.) is depreciated on the
basis of 8.25 afs per jerib of cropland or 42.61 afs per hectare
of cropland. Other items calculated by straight line method on
the basis of data from Suppl,emental Survey, as shown above.
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APPENDIX VII

COST FACTORS

Wheat Seed - 105 afs per jerib (3t seers per jerib times 30 afs) or 542
afs per hectare times average land in wheat in Helmand and Kandahar.

Other Seed - 50 afs per jerib or 258 afs per hectare times average land
in fiela crops other than wheat.

Livestock Feed - Cost (see below) times average work animals per farm.
by area.

oxen - 2,500 afs camel - 500 afs
donkey - 300 afs horse - 600 afs

Note: Cost of feed for income producing animals (milk cows. sheep.
chickens, etc.) has been considered against gross income per
head to provide a net income per animal for the Returns Section
of Chapter IV.

Fertilizer and Chemicals - 250 afs per jerib or 1,290 afs per hectare
times average land In improved wheat, improved corn and cotton in
Helmand. Kandahar same as Helmand but add 100 afs per jerib or 517
afs per hectare times average land in fruits, nuts and vegetables.

L§nd Tax - 10 afs per jerib or 51.65 afs per hectare in Helmand and
Kandahar.

Interest on Borrowed Money - 20 percent per annum in Helmand and Kandahar.

afs

~8f~8
HIred Labor

Helmand
Kandahar

The above rates

Dally Rate
39.49
38.92

are appl ied to

Man-days
per jerib

2.56
1.27 49.4

average cropland per farm

afs
hectare

521
255

by area.

Bazgar Labor - Helmand - 20 percent of Value of field Crops, Melons and
Vegetables times average number of bazgars per farm.
Kandahar - 10 percent of Total Value of Production times average
number of bazgars per farm.
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