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PREFACE

This t"eport was prepared undtar Delivery Order No. 10 of the AI.D.
Afghanistan Studies Project (Contract No. 306-o205-e-OO-9385), a joint ventufe
between Nathan Associates IQc. and Louis Berger International Inc.

Analysis for this report was carried out during February 1990 by Drs.
Edgar Ariza-Nino and John Newton, two Nathan Associates economists. Mr.
Gerard Sequeira assisted in improving the user-friendliness of the
spreadsheet program. The team benefited from the contributions of several
reviewers, but especially Messrs. Robert R. Nathan, Ozzie Biaich, Harvey
Lerner, and Robert Manly.

Drs. Phil Church and Curt Wolters of O/AID/Rep/Afghanistan in
Islamabad originally conceived and designed the terms of reference for this
assignment. Theit inputs and feedback during the course of the
implementation of this work order are appreciated. Special thanks are
expressed to members of the Swedish Committee for Afghanistan, particularly
the Director, Dr. Azam Gul, and two agricultural economists, Messrs. Tom
Morrison and Lawrence Clark, for their willingness to share and discuss the
results of the 1987 Agricultural Survey of Afghanistan.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

MGRAIN is a Lotus 1-2-3 spreadsheet model of foodgrain production
and consumption in Afghanistan. It was commissioned by the USAID
Afghanistan representative as a tool to facilitate making assessmente of
foodgrain balances and needs on a province-by-province basis.

AFGRAIN integrates two major t~s of information: data on
agricultural production and estimates of in-country population. Agricultural
production is estimated province-by-province from the results of the 1987
Agricultural Survey of Afghanistan conducted by the Swedish Committee for
Afghanistan. The survey provides averages of crop areas, yields, and
production for a non-random sample of farmers in each province. These
results are extrapolated on the basis of the reported proportion or farmers
raising each crop, and the percentage of population engaged in farm!ng.

To arrive at estimates of in-country population, projections based on
the 1978 census are adjusted to reflect refugee populations residing in
Pakistan and Iran. Numbers of refugees by province of origin in Afghanistan
are available from the United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees
(UNHCR).

Results from AFGRAIN, using the baseline data on grain production and
population available in February 1990, are presented. Grain production in
Afghanistan has declined drastically during the last decade. In many
provinces grain production is still roughly sufficient to cover minimum
nutritional requirements, estimated at 180 kilograms of grain per head per
year. However, serious grain deficits occur in Kabul province and
surrounding provinces, as well as in the provinces bordering on Pakistan.
The grain deficit in Kabui region is estimated at nearly 400,000 ton3. This
deficit is being satisfied mainly by imports from the Soviet Union, shipments
from northern provinces with surpluses. and food donations channelled
through Pakistan.

vii



The baseline data suffer from several deficiencies. For example,
agricultural production estimates in some provinces are based Oli too few
observations and have high variances, and could therefore be overly
optimistic. Also, the number of refugees in Iran is likely an underestimate
according to knowledgeable observer&. The AFGRAIN model allows anal~~.s

to insert adjustments in the data to renect their judgments. For example,
three provinces in which production data were suspect were removed from
the analysis to arrive at a more realistic baseline estimate of grain production
of 190 kilograms per person for the country as a whole, with persistent
deficits in the Kabul region and border provinces.

As more and better information becomes available, analysts are
encouraged to update the current baseline data in MGRAIN. For example,
results from the 1~89 Agricultural Survey of Afghanistan will become available
later in 1990. Moreover, detailed population data wiU become available in the
forthcoming publication by Thomas Eighmy, "The Population of Afghanistan,
Inside and Out"

A diskette with the AFGRAIN Lotus spreadsheet program is available
on request from Nathan Associates in Washington.
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1. INTRODUcnON

This report accompanies a diskette containing a .:;opy of a software
program to assess Afghanistan's regional foodgrain (leeds. Attached to the
report are sample tables generated by the AFGRAIN program~ using default
data values available to t.he design te,em. The program is designed to
accommodate various types of changes that foodgrain analysts might want to
make. .~GRAIN can be accessed by itself, or as part of the Macroeconomic
Database Nathan AssoCiates and Louis Berger have developed for USAID/
Afghanistan. Modifications and improvements can still roe made, depending on
the needs and reactions of the policy analysts who use the system.
Comments on the shortcomings of the program are welcome. They should
be addressed to either Phil Church or Curt Wolters, O/AID/Rep/Afghanistan in
Islamabad.

AFGRAIN is a self-contained spreadsheet that can be operated using
Lotus 1~2-3 in a standard microcomputer. Because Version 2.01 of the Lotus
ooftware cannot interconnect separate fUes, it is necessary to incorporate ell
the original data required, computation, and output tables into a single
spre~dsheet. It is therefore a fairly large program, ","'hieh might take a few
seconds to recalculate after every change. It requires 170,000 K of disk
space, but it is not likely to pose problems of memory capacity in most
microcomputers running Lotus 1-2-3.
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28 ACCESSING TABLES

AFORAIN distinguishes between input tables and output tables. The
output tables, needed to present the results of the analysis, are of the most
interest. A complete set of output and ~:lput tables is included in Appendix
A Tables 0 to' 6 will be the ones needed most orten, for they change every
time a modification is made. Tables 7 to 10 are optional; they are needed
only when the user wishes to explore the implications of shipping grain from
one province ~o another, or from Pakistan to one or several provinces.

Front Screen

The screen contents that appear when the AFORAIN program is loaded
into Lotus 1-2-3 is a simple identification screen with two instructions at the
bottom as shown in Figure 1.

At the bottom left of the front screen there is a note to press [Alt] T
for tables. This takes the user to the table of contents with the list of
AFGRAIN tables shown in Figure 2. This list contains the addresses in the
spreadsheet where the user can find either the raw data provided with
AFGRtJN or the output tables. For example, for each province data are
based on the 1978 census, adjusted for 1989 by the United Nations High
Commissioner for Refugees (UNHCR). T2ble!1 eontains a list of the specific
number of rOPle for each province. To locate Table 11, a user presses [AU]
T 11 [Enter

The second item at the bottom of the front screEtn is the note to press
[AU] P to print. It is a reminder that tables can be printed by pressing [AU]
p, followed by the number of the appropriate table. Again, Figure 3 shows
the list of output and input tables. Tabl~,s 0 through 6 can be printed
simultaneously by typing 66. Tables 7 to 10 can be printed by entering 77.
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7

Changing Data

Users can make two types of changes: general changes on an array of
data, or changes in individual entries within an array. Because most of the
cha:3es anticipated are general, the page aft~r the iront screen ;s designed to
facilitate those changes by allowing the user to enter them in the Gener~l

Adjustments table, Table 0, in Column A, Rows 21 through 40. 'fo change
individual elements of the data requir~s going to the specific input table
where those data were stored.

Output tables have been placed in :sequential order downward from the
front screen. This ~llows analysts to move back and forth between output
tables usiYlg the (Page down] and [Page up] keys {)n the keyboard. As.in
alternative, users can press [AU] T and enter the number of the desired
table.

The front Jcreen can be reached any time by pre3sing the [Home] key.
The General Adjusiments table (Figure 4) can be reached either by pressing
the [Page down] key from the [Home] ;x>sition, or by pressing [f·~t] T 0
[Enter] from an Y'Nhere in the s~::-eadsheet.

Following an explanation of General Adjustments (Figure 4), Output
tables are discuSSEd. Then ~ach output table is reviewed and the origin of
the data used in the analysis is explained.

Gene;al Adjustments (Table 0)

When Table 0 (Figure 4) is called, th~ screen content is designed to
provic.e a control ;Janel to make general adjustments to the original data. For
example, if the user wants to adjust the populatior. data downward by 10
percent, to allow for over-counting in the 1978 census, he or she can enter a
-1 0 ~!1 cell A24. Similar percentage adjustments c&n be made in the
population of r~fugees, estimates of household size, production of irrigated
wheat, transpor, costs, and so on.

Table 0 (Figure 4) also includes entries for certain parameters that are
entered only once, such as the fcodgrain consumption requii'ement per
person. Below thp dashed line also appear three parameters needed to
generate a h)'pOlhetica! consumption function for 8 typical Afghan consumer:
average consumption, average price, and price elasticity. Because it is not
likely that such data are available by province or region, thi~ information is
r4~uested only once, to apply to tht; entire countr y.



3. OUTPUT TABLES

Foodgrain Balance ITable 1)

Table 1 presents the usual foodgrain balance sheet for each region,
induding poptJioHon, consumption requirements, gross and net production, and
the surplus or deHcit situation for eaen region and for the entire country.
The numerical data in this table cannot be changed.

The names of regions that appear nn AFGRAIN are the names assigned
for th f default foodgrain balance situation worked out here. The names can
be changed elsewhere, but not in Table ll. A separate table (Table 23) has
been provided precisely for that purpose. Once a change in the names of
the regions is made in Table 23, it is reproduced automatically throughout the
spreadshee~.

The assignment of pa~ticular provinces to specific regions is also
arbitrary, and the analyst can define up to 10 regions and assign any province
to any region; see Table 24, for example.

Cereal Supp1r and Prices (Table 2)

Table 2 is nearly the same as Table I, but it includes the effect of
both external food aid and internal movements of grain. It calculates
production per capita by region, as well as available supply per capita after
accoun~ing for imports and interregional trade. In the initial situation, there is
a default import of 250 kilotons of grain from the SoviE~t Union, 200 of which
go to KaJ:ul and 50 to Herat. This default can be changed, of course.

The last co!umn in Table 2 introduces the anticip'lted local prices
genc !!!ed by the consumption function. Initially, this column indicates the
pr~ces that would prevail in each region in the absence of any interregional
\i;..da, but as an analyst interacts with AFGRAlN, the column adjusts to reflect
~he changes in prices expected from the changing supply and demand in each
regional market. The last two are therefore of special interest in identifyir.g
the merits of potential flo\.vs of foodgrain from one region to another.



10

Population by Province rrable 3)

Tables 1 and 2 are regional summary tables of the results of anal~is.

The details behind the analysis are provided in subsequent tables. Thusr

Table 3 presents the province-by-province data on population, refugees, and
in-country population. Totals for Afghanistan are computed as welL The
first column in Table 3 indicates the region to which each province has been
assigned. The number corresponds to the regions specified in Tables 1 and
2. It is possible to reassign a province from one region to another. This can
be done in TJlble 24. For example, to transfer Wardak province from the
Kabul region (Region 1) to the Ghazni region (Region 2)~ users can type a
number 2 on c;rli nent to Wardak in Table 24, instead of the 1 now in place.
All su~sequent references to Wardak are then transferred to Region 2.

In-Country Population by Regia... (Table 4)

Table 4 summarizes the data on population, refugees, and in-country
population on a regional basis, and it computes the relative incidence of
displaced population as percent of the total populaHon for the region.

foodgrain Production by Fiovince (Table S)

Table 5 provides results from computing production for the five main
cereal grains considered in this analy:sis, namely, irrigated wheat, rainfed
wheat, maize, rice, and barley. A total of all these grains is provided for
each province in the last column under CereaL Each one of these production
estimates has been calculated on the basis of raw data "ror each product for
each province. They are taken from the results pf the large-scale
Agricultural Survey of Afghanistan (ASA) carried out in 1987-88 by the
Swedish Committee for Afghanistan (SeA) and available in the report The
Agricultural Survey of Afghanistan: Crops and Yields, Volume I, published in
August 1989 (SCA-ASA Report No.3).

This survey, henceforth referred to as the Agricultural Survey, provides
data on average area per farmer, average yield per jerib, average production
per farmer, and percent of farmers growing the crop in 1987. These data
should be complemented with estimates of rural and farming population.
Such estimates are derived by using the percentage~l of rural population from
the census data, but they can be adjusted otherwise at the discretion of the
analyst. The Agricultural Survey also provides information by province on
average household size for the farmers surveyed. This aHows the number of
farming units to be estimated from the agricuitural population of the province.

The nowchart in Figure 5 shows the logical relationships between the
different variables involved in calculating vDlumes of production of 8 given
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grain crop for each province. It makes explicit the linkages between
Agricultural Survey data and demographic information available from other
sources. The same pattern of computations is followed for each province
and for each grain crop, namely, irrigated wheat, rainfed wheat, maize, rice,
and barley.

Foodgrain Balance by Province (Table 6)

The foodgrain surplus or deficit balance is estimated for eaeL. province.
A food requirement is computed based on in-country population assuming a
minimum consumption of 180 kilograms per head. This value is compared to
the net cereal production for that province, as it appears in Table 5. The
difference is the amount of grain that would be needed. to satisfy minimum
consumption requirements, or the surplus above that minimum that might be
available for extra consumption, storage, or shipp~nl~ to other regions.

In adition, Table .6 computes the per capita net cereal production for
each province. If it is larger than the ISO-kilograms minimum, the province
would be self-sufficient in grain; otherwise it is in deficit. In Afghanistan
substantial diversity has existed among provinces in foodgrain balances. The
Kabul region, for example, has suffered from 8 deficit, tlnd it has depended
on other regions to supplement :ts low grain production. The northern
provinces have usually produced more than they needed to feed the local
population.

Foodgrain Shipments (Table 7)

Table 7 is unusual, and it is also optional. It is a shipping matrix in
which each cell indicat~s the number of kilotons shipped from the region
named in the same row of Column B to the region named at the top of the
same column in Row 5. This matrix at the outset consists largely of zeroes,
indicating no shipment of foodgrains between regions.

There are two extra regions mimed in Column a, the USSR and
Pakistan, as sources of foodgrain aid. The row for the USSR shows 200
kilotons of food-grain being provided to Kabul region, and 50 kilotons to Herat
region. These default assignments are based on figures often cited as official
estimates by the Government of Afghanistan (GOA) of the quantity of food
aid provided by the USSR. For Pakistan, a total of 80 kilotons are included
to reflect the shipment of wh~at from official sour(:es to different provinces
along the border.

Table 7 is also interactive. Thc~ analyst can move about the table and
enter any given number of kilotons of grain to ship from one region to
another. Of course, care must be ta.~en not to take away from a region
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more than it produces. An entry in any cell is reflected automatically in the
supplies of the receiving and the originating regions. Such changes can be
observed in Table 2, including changes in per capita availability and the new
set of local prices in the two regions affected.

Gains to Shipping (Table 6)

Table 8 makes it easier for the analyst to decide which shipments are
most advantageous. One possible criterion is to try to equalize relative per
capita availability of cereals across regions, using the values of per capita
supplies in Table 2. Another is to use the values in Table 8 of potential
gains to be made shipping a seer of cereal from one region to another.
V.dues in this matrix are obtained by subtracting the transport costs between
the two regions from the differences in grain prices. Negative valu~s indicate
that shippint, grain from the region of origin to the destination region would
result in a loss.

Tables i and 8 overlap in such a way that it is possible to toggle back
and forth between them with the [Page up] ap1 [Page down] keys. This
allows the analyst to identify a part!-.:ularly profitable shipment in Table 8,
place the cursor on it, and toggle back t.o Table 7 to enter the number of
kilotons to ship.

The impact of making a shipment is twofold. It reduces the supply in
the region of origin, and incieases it at the destination. Local prices increase
at the source and decrease at the destination. These shifts in supply and
prices can be verified in Table 2. A duplicate of Table 2 has been placed in
the spreadsheet directly above Table 7 to make it easy to decide how much
larger or smaller a shipment should be. It is evident, also, that 8 shipment
from any sO!Jrce to Kabul, for example, will automatically reduce the gains to
be made from future shipments from all other regions. Conversely, the
profitability of shipping to all other destinations from the region of origin will
be lower.

Price Differentia~$ (Table 9)

Protits from shipping are calculated from the price differentials given
in Table 9 and the transport costs that appear in Table 10. In Table 9, each
cell contains the result of subtracting the local price at the region of origin
from the local price at the destination reiPon. Regions of origin are listed
downward at the left, in Column B. Destination regions are column headings.
The main diagonal is, of course, filled with zeroes. There is also 8 negative
symmetry, that is, values above the diagonal are the negative of those below
the diagonal. A row of price differentials for Pakistan is also calculated on
the basis of the Pakistan price entered in Table o.
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Transport Costs (Table 10)

Transport costs appear in Table 10. A default table of transport costs
is provided with AFGRAIN for the default regional classificaUon of provinces.
Analysts using different regions should make certain to enter the new set of
transport costs. The original internal transPO~ costs are computed based on
the road distances between major cities, assuming an arbitrary cost of 5
Afghanis per kilogram per 100 kilometers, or about SaO/ton/IOO kilometers.
Figures on internal transport costs in Afghanistan are not available. The table
of original transport costs is given in Table 20. Table 10 has the same values
as Table 20, but these are adjusted by the percentage factor specified In
Table O.

In addition, a row of transport costs between Pakistan and each region
in Afghanistan l'}3S been included in this table. For the most part, these costs
reflect quotations obtained by various organizations from private transporters
Cor delheries inside Afghanistan, using the mountain routes under the control
of mujahidiin. These costs are substantially higher ~han the assumed internal
costs using the main paved roads now under the general control of the Kabul
government.



4. INPUT TABLES

AFGRAIN users can modify any of the individual data elements used
here in estimating the foodgrain situation in Afghanistan. The values provided
here should be. seen as default values to be replaced \vhenever better
estimates or more up-to-date information is available. No special claim is
made for the accuracy of the information stored in AFGRAIN, although every
figure has some justification for being there. Explanations for each major
data component follow.

Population (Table 11)

Table 11 reproduces the 1989 population estimates by province,
prepared by UNHCR, Islamabad. These estimates were based on the 1978-79
census, extrapolated to 1989 assuming a rate of growth in the population of
2.2 percent. The projected population fi"ures do not ac:count for ¥'~r-related

deaths or internal displacement. Also, the original census figures are
presented for comparison, even though they are not used in calculations. A
nomad population of more than 2 million people was not included in the
census, and no adjustment is made here. For all these reasons, the
population figures must be considered relative and indicative, and MGRAIN
users are urged to enter better population figures that take these factors into
account, when they are available.

The percent of rural population in each province in the 1978 census is
also included to allow later estimates of rural populaUcln in 1989. Apart from
Kabul province, Afghanistan is overwhelmingly rural, with more than 90
percent of population concentrated in rural areas. The everasge for the
country is 85 percent.

Refugees ITable 12)

The UNHCR also maintains an updated estimate c.r the number of
Afghan refugees in Pakistan. The most .·ecent estimate totals 2.7 million,
significantly lower than an earlier estimate of 3.2 in 1988. The lower estimate
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might reflect adjustments for earlier double counting or voluntary repatriation
since the last count. A breakdown by province of origin is provided by
UNHCR. However, the sum of the provincial figures do not add up exactly
to the total; the source of the discrepancy was not determined. The number
of refugees in Iran is less well known. An estimate of 632,000 is adopted,
taken from the Macro Database for Afghanistan. .This figure is likely to be
an underestimate, but an exact count for refugees in Iran is not available to
the AFGRAIN design team. Thus a total of 3.3 million refugees must be
subtracted from the 1989 population estimates to arrive at an estimate of in
country population. Figures on refugees are givenfn Table 12.

Rural and Fann Population ITable 13)

Table 13 computes the estimated in-country population for each
province, after deducting the refugees. Rural population is estimated by using
the 1978 census rates for each province. However, a distinction is made
between rural and farming population because subsequent production data are
based on agricultural population. No estimete of the proportion of rural
people engaged in agriculture was available at the time AFGRAIN was being
designed. Thus, an arbitrary rate of 80 percent has been used throughout.
This rate i~ a critical link between the popuktion and production data, and
overall results on the foodgrain situation will be highly sensitive to it.
AFGRAIN users &re allowed and encouraged to do sensitivity analysis on this
figure. Table v provides a cell in which analysts can specify the percent
adjustment up or down. Note that thEl default values of 85 percent rural
population and 80 percent Carm/rural ratio represent a rate of 68 percent
agricultural population for the whole country. The Swedish Committee uses
a total agricultural population estimate of more than 11 million people. and it
arrives at .....,eighted national averages of yield, srear Bnd production for each
crop. This indicates a much higher proportion of agricultural to total
population than ~he default value used in AFGRAIN.

Fann Proo1udion Data

Agricultural Survey of Afghanistan

The Agricultural Survey of 1987-88 supplies the most recent and
complete data set on the agricultural sector in Afghanistan. AFGRAIN takes
advantage of this wealth of data. In the survey, farmers both inside
Afghanistan and in refugee camps in Pakistan were interviewed. AFGRAIN
uses mainly results for farmers in Afghanistan, except in those few provinces
where, for either security reasons or problems with the data, the Agricultural
Survey has no in-country data. In those cases, the Agricultural Survey uses
data reported by refugee farmers who had left in 1987, regp.rding their crops
in 1986.
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The Agricultural Survey obtained two basic sets of production
information from farmers interviewed: their 1987 and 1978 production levels.
Full statistical annexes for each province for both years are presented in the
report The Agricultural Survey of AfghBllistsn: Crops tMld Yields, Volume n.
For our purposes, only the 1987 figures are needed. The analysis in Volume
I of the Agricultural Survey emphasizes the relative changes in production
rather than the absolute figures. Yields in 1978, as recalled by farmers 8

decade later, appear higher thaD actual yields at that time. This bias in
overestimating prewar production levels by farmers is understandable. An
opposite bias mighi exist in understating current production in 1987, though
neither yield nor average production per farmer suggests this is the case.

Farm Household Size (Table 14)

Nearly 10,000 farmers inside and outside Afghanistan were interviewed
for the Agricultural Survey. Details about the relative family size, by
province, are presented in Table 14. For the entire sample, average farm
household size is 11 persons, but it ranges from 8 minimum of 8 persons in
Zabul to a high of 16 in Paktia and Paktika. AFGRAIN users can change
these family size values for any or all provinces by mE~rely retyping the
updated values in the corresponding cells.

Irrigated Wheat Produdion (Table 1S)

Wheat is by far the principal crop in Afghanistan in terms of both area
farmed and total production. Over three-quarters of the farmers in
Afghanistan produce irrigated wheat. The average producer cultivates an
average of 8.8 jeribs, from which an average yield of 51 seers, or 1,700
kilograms per hectare is obtained. Production averages 427 seers or 3 tons
for 8 family of 11 persons. that is, 274 kilograms of gross production per
farm family member. If 8 20 percent postharvest loss and waste are
assumed, the net production is 220 kilograms per farm person. Farm
population is estimated at 68 percent of the total population and, of this
figure, 78 percent of farm households grow irrigated wheat. This results in a
net production of 116 kilograms per person.

AFGRlJN's computations use only the figures for average production
per farmer and the percent of farmers who grow the crop. The figures on
average area and yield per farm are presented for illu~~tration, but they are
not used in subsequent calculations. The area times the yield is equivalent to
the average production per farm. This is not always the case, because the
average of the product is not the same 11S the product of the averages.
Moreover, averages for each province are computed from the survey data,
but to compute national averages, the provincial values are weighed in
proportion to the relative farming populations in 1978.
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Rainfed Wheat (Table 16)

Rainfed wheat Is sown prinlarily as 8 spring crop in March or April
and harvested before September. It is mainly grown in the northeastern and
northwestern zones (jawzjan, Badakshan, Takhar, Mel Faryab); it is negligible
in the rest of the country. Nevertheless, after winter wheat, it is the
second most important cereal crop gro·.~n in Afghanistan_ One-fourth to one
third of total wheat production normaily oomes from rainfed cultivation.
Table 16 provides province-by-province production coefficients for rainfed
wheat. Table 5 gives provincial estimates of rainfed wheat production using
the production data in Table 16 and the farming population data from earlier
tables. The average producer of rainfed wheat plants 12 jeribs and obtains a
yield of 25 seers per jerib, or 875 kilograms per hectare. AverE'ge production
per producer is 320 seers, but only 18 percent of farmers interviewed in the
Agricultural Survey in Afghanistan gre\v wheat in 1987.

Maize (fable 1n
Maize is a summer crop in Afghanistan, normally planted in June or

July following the harvest of winter wheal The crop is used for both
animal fodder and grain for human consumption. In terms of tonnage, maize
contributes only a small percent of the cereal supply. Table 17 provides data
on farm production for maize, derived from the Agricultural Survey data.

Rice (Table 18)

Table 18 contains farm production data on rice~ for Afghanistan farmers
cultivating the crop in 1987. Rice is a summer crop planted after irrigated
wheat. Only about one in five farmers in Afghanistan grows rice. An
average producer gets 405 seers out of an area of 6 jeribs; the average yield
was estimated at 65 seers per jerib.

Barley (Table 19)

Barley is both irrigated and rainfed in soils and climates less favorable
than those required by wheat, and it receives a minimum of fertilizer. In
Afghanistan barley is grown exclusively for animal fE~ed, mainly for horses
and oxen. At 36 seers per jerib, yield. .. for barley are higher than for
rainfed wheat, but producers average a smaller area (5 jeribs), and only
about one-third of all farmers cultivate barley. An average producer obtains
a total of 156 seers. Barley, like maizle, is included SIS a cereal crop despite
its principal use as animal fodder, because in times of distress it can serve
for human consumption and because i~ is a sturdier crop, less demanding of
fertility.
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Transport Costs (Table 20)

The AFGRAIN design team found no information on internal transport
costs in Afghanistan between the major provincial centers. The team did
obtain various quotes on transport from Pakistan to some of the provinces
near the border, but the prices quoted vary widely. To Ghazni, for example,
an August 1989 survey of NGOs and transporters obtained quotations ranging
from 2,300 to 5,100 Rupees per metric ton, the average being 3,480 Rupees per
metric ton, or about 560 Afghanis per seer at the February exchange rate of
23 Afghanis per Rupee. For Logar the ratp.s ranged from 2,000 to 5,200
Rupees per metric ton, with an average of 3,041 Rupees per metric ton,
equivalent to 490 Afghanis per seer. Fo!' Kabul city, a truckers association
president quoted 30,000 Rupees per truck loaded with 5 tons, or 970 Afghanis
per seer.

The variation among transport quotations results from a combination of
factors. The main ones are seasonal changes in road c=onditions, changes in
routing to reach a particular destination, extra payments and levies by various
Mujahidiin are~ commanders for rights of passage, and risks from military
activities in areas along the ~ oute. Most trucking into Afghanistan has to be
broken down into stages. At the border, a truck load would normally be
transferred to smaller trucks with permit~ to circulate in Mujahidiin
territories. Depending on the partners involved, a particular transporter might
offer different freight charges.

Table 20 provides a way for analysts to input more recent information
on freighi charges, both within regions in Afghanistan and between these
regions and Pakistan. The entire matrix has been left unprotected to give
AFGRAIN users full liberty to change 'this transport cost matrix. The
difference between this input table for transport costs and Table 8, the
output table, is that values in Table 8 reflect overall adjustments specified in
cell At3 for the whole transport matrix. For example, a user can sptdcify a
20 percent increase in all transport charges by merely typing 20 in cell At3
and leaving Table 20 intact.

Road Distances (Table 21)

Because of the absence of transport rates inside Afghanistan, AFGRAIN
provides the road distances between thc~ major towns in Afghanistan to
arrive at a first an?roximaUon of freight costs. The distances w~re obtained
from large-scaleS. Department of Deftmse maps of Afghanistan. Almost all
the cities of interest ,are located along the beltway, the paved road that
nearly envelopes the country. The section of the beltway between Herat and
Mazar-i-Sharif is not completed, however. Only a dirt track, barely passable
kn 8 four-wheel-drive vehicle, exists in that segment. Table 21 presents a
matrix of the kilometer distances between major cities.



20

An arbitrary cost of 5 Afghanis/kilogram/IOO kilometers (US $10/metric
ton/l00 kilometers) was used in AFGRAIN to estimate internal transport costs
between the default regions. A major' city in each r~on was selected as 8
regional center from which to determine distances and transport costs.
Analysts using a different classification of provinces to derine regions will
need to redefine regional centers and establish appropriate distances and
freight costs among them.

The distance table is provided for information purposes only, and it is
not directly linked to subsequent computatiGns in MORAIN. Users must i..nter
new transport charge~ in Tab!e 20 directly. Distances in Table 21 are among
major cities, so they will not change when regions ere redefined. Table 21
has been protected to prevent users trom changing it, believing mistakenly
that transport costs will be changed accordingly. Transport cost must be
changed in Table 20, the original tnmsport cost matrix.

Redefining Regions

Renaming Regions (fable 23)

AFGRAIN provides the capabiEty to redefine regions according to
criteria appropriate to the needs of the analyst. Up to 10 separate regions
can be specified. Each region can be assigned any number of provinces.
Any arbitrary name can be given to a region, and it will be used through the
remainder of the analysis. Redefining regions is a two-step process. First,
they are renamed: second, the corresponding provinces are assigned to each
region. To rename regions, the user accesses Table 23 in the List of Tables
and inputs the name of each region in Column L of the table, Rows 49
through 55, in the spaces coutaining the current region names. Old region
names are erased by typing blank spaces over them.

The default regions specified in AFGRAIN correspond to the regions
defined in tin earlier study of the foodgrain trade in Atghanistan, carried out
in 1972 by Checchi and Company, entitled Survey of Fertilizer Warehouse and
Transport Requirements in Afghanistan. Mr. Robert Manly, a Checci
consultant, was the principal author of the report The study was to be the
basis for a proposed private sector fertilizer distribution system to be
developed in conjunction with the Wakil Fertilizer project

Mr. Manly uses the 325 minor civil divisions as defined. by an earlier
demographic study and incorpor£ltes population and cereal produc~ion for
each of those divisions. Each division is assigned its geographical code
corresponding to the province and hydrologicai region. At the time, only 28
provinces existed; Paktika had not become a separate region. Manly's use of
hydrological regions appears particulalC'1y appropriate to reflect the conditions
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of 8 mountainous country and to incorporate both geographic homogeneity
and transport linkages.

Six hydrographic regions are identified in Manly's study. A major
population center has been assigned as the center for each region. To
facilitate interpretation of results, the name of the regional center is used in
AFGRAIN instead ~f the original hydrological region. The original hydrological
zones and centers are

Kabul Basin
Ghazni Plateau
Sfstan Basin
Hari Rud Basin
Murghab Slope
Oxus Basin

Kabul
Ghazni
Kandahar
Herat
Maymana
Mazar-i-Sharif and Kunduz

The Oxus Basin is & vast area encompassing the northern provinces
flowing into the Oxus (Amu Darya) River. Two distinct agricultural
production regions are evident, one centered in Mazar-i-Shar~f and another in
Kunduz. For that reason, AFGRAIN has divided the original Oxus region into
west and east centered in Mazar-i-Sharif and Kunduz, respectively. This
separation is somewhat arbitrary and can be changed.

Reassigning Provinces crable 24)

Provinces can be switched to any region merely by retyping the
appropriate number for the new rev'on next to the province name in Table
24, Columns I, K, and M. Table 24 can also be accessed by selecting Table
24 in the List of Tables after pressing fAlt] T. Any of the 29 entries, one for
each cell, can be changed in any sequence. The cells in Columns I, K, and M
have been left unprotected to permit changes, but the remainder of the table
is protected to prevent accidental changes. After 8 province has been
assigned to a region in Table 24, 811 subsequent analysis in AFGRAIN will
reflect tha,t change.

It should be reemphasized that redefining regions also requires
respecifying transport costs among the new regions. For each region a
commercial center must be selected to serve as a reference point in
estimating transport costs to other regional centers.



5. BASELINE FOODGRAIN SITUATION

To Hlustrate the use of AFGRAIN, we have assessed the foodgrain
situation in Afghanistan, using the default data in their original state. This
exercise is not intendet.: as a definitive statement or tbe foodgrain situation.
Instead, it is offered as a first approximation of the data available to the
AFGRAIN design team. Other analysts are encouraged to revise the input
data in the light of more up-io-date information, other E~mpirical data, or
their own experience.

The 29 provinces in Afghanistan were organized into 7 regions
according to their hydrological and agricultural characteristics, based on the
original Manly report on cereal production and flows. The regions
correspond to the categories described in the preceding section that defines
regions. For ease of recall, each region is referred to by the name of the
major town selected as its commercial center:

Town

Kabul

Ghazni

Kandahar

Herat

Maymana

Region

Center for Kabul Basin region,
Provinces: J{abul, Kapisa, IConar, Laghman. Logar,
Nangslhar, Parwan, and Wardak.

Center for Ghazni Plateau region,
Provinces: Ghazni, Paktis, Paktika.

Center for Sistan region,
Provinces: Farah, Helmand., Kandahar, Nimroz.
Uruzgan, Zabul.

Center for Had Rud region,
Provinces: Ghor, Herat.

Center for Murghab Slope region,
Provinces: Badghis, Faryab.
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Mazari-Sharif

Kund~

Center for Western Oxus region,
Provinces: Balkh, Bamyan, Jawzjan, Samangan.

Center for Eastern Oxus region.
Provinc-s!: Badakshan, &ghlan, Kunduz, Takhar.

In-country population figu' ~..Jr each province were calculated using
the 1989 estimates of population and refugee numbers, made available by the
UNHCR in January 1990. UNHCR, in turn, bases its estimates on the 1978-79
census, plus extrapolation for growth. (See Tables 11 and 12.) UNHCR
arrives at a total population estimate of 16.2 million people living inside and
outside Afghanistan. The default number of refugees, 3.3 million, includes 2.6
million refugees in Pakistan and 600,000 ir.~ Iran The figure for Iran is likely
to be an underestimation, but no other r~ent breakdown by province is
available. Several other estimates of refugt.'e numbers are often cited that
are usually higher than the ones used here. The lower number of refugees
leads to an estimate of- in-country populatioL of 13 million 9Cople, generally
higher than estimates from other sources.

Nearly one-third of the population is concentrated in the Kabul basin.
There are 4.9 million people in the provinces included in this region.
Twenty-three percent of the population has taken refuge outside the country,
leaving only 3.8 million people living in the region, according to these
estimates. Ghazni and Kandahar have the highest proportions of refugee
population, each with nearly one-third of their people having left their home
province. Northern provinces in the Maymana (Murghab) region and the
Mazar-i-Sharif (western Oxus) region have the lowest proportion of refugee
population. (See Table 4.)

On the basis of these statistics for the total population and for refugees
for each province, AFGRAIN arrives at an estimate of the in-country
population. This, in turn, is used to estimate rural population hy province,
using the percentages of rural population obtained from the 1978 census. It is
likely that the proportion of rural popuiatioh for many provinces has
decreased during the war years. In Table 11, AFGRAIN user:~ can change the
perc~ntage of rural population for any province. The lowest proportion of
rural dwellers occurs in Kabul province, where only 30 pel ~ent live outside
the cityp whereas surrounding provinces such as Wardak, Knpisa, Konar,
Logar, and Laghman are almost totally ruraL For the country as a whole,
84.5 percent of the population is rural.

To arrive at an estimate of agdcultural population, we have arbitrarily
assumed that 80 percent of the rural population is engaged in farming. Better
estimates of this critical coefficient are needed Unfortunately, no alternative
value for the agricldtui"al population wns found in the time available to
develop AFGRAIN. Table 13 provides the estimates of rural and agricultural
population for each province. According to these estimates, Afghanista.n has
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8.8 million people out of a total of 13 million engaged in agriculturet or about
two out of every three persons.

In order to derive an estimate of farming units in a given province,
AFGRAIN divides the agricultural population estimate by the average
household size for that province, as determined from the Agricultural Survey.
Table 14 presents those family \Ciizes for farming units in the survey. For
Afghanistan as a whole, the average is 11 persons per farm family. The
smallest families are found in Ghazni, Zabul, and Herat provinces, with fewer
than nine members, whereas the largest families are found in two
provinces-Paktia and Paktika-with 16 members per family. These averages
were obtained from farmers in Afghanistan as well as in refugee camps.
There might be an upward bias to overstate the family size among refugee
farmers. No correction has been made in the default values of AFGRAIN to
adjust for this potential bias, in the interest of keeping the data as originally
obtained.

'fable 5 presents the estimates of production for each province for
each major grain crop'- Irrigated wheat is produced in all provinces, and
rainfed wheat is produced in most provinces except thoses in the Kabul
basin and the Ghazni plateau. Farm production data on average production
per farmer, and the percentage of farmers in each province who grow each
crop, are taken from the results of the Agricultural Survey. (For detailed
farm data for each crop, see the statistical annexes in Volume :2 of Report
No. 3 of that series.)

Wheat production for the entire country is estimated at 2.75 million
tons, including e17 kilotons Ol' rair-fed wheat and 1.9 million tons of irrigated
wheat. Thus, about 30 percent of all wheat is produced under rainfed
conditions. Other foodgrains are produced in smaller amounts. Barley
production is the second largest with 600 kilotons. Barley is included in this
baseline foodgrain situation because under war conditions it is an edible
grain, though traditionally it is only used for animal fodder. Badakshan and
Takhar are the two 'largest producers of barley.

Rice production reaches 386 kilotons or about one-ienth of all cereal
produced, most of it concentrated in three provinces-Baghlan, Kunduz, and
Takhar. Maize production is even smaller; less than 200 kilotons are
produced, according to these estimates, mainly in provinces in the center of
the country.

Total foodgrain production for the country thus adds up to 3.9 million
tons: 2.75 million tons of wheat, .6 million tons of barley. .4 million tons of
ri~e, and .2 million tons of maize. Excluding barley and maize, the two crops
used mainly as animal feed, total edible foodgrain gross production comes to
3.14 million tons.
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How adequate is this production to the needs of the population living
in the country? Table 6 offers a response to this question for each province.
First, the gross production estimate fOll" cereal is adjusted for losses following
harvest A 2o-percent waste and postharvest loss is postulated here, in the
absence of a more precise figure. This percentage is specified in Table 0 of
AFGRAIN, and it can be modified by the user. A net production of 3.1
million tons is thus derived, including barley, maize, and rice.

Foodgrain requirements are calculated for each province on the basis
of 180 kilograms of cereal rer person and the estimate of in-country
population for 1989. The lBO-kilogram figure is wideny used by FAO and
others as the minimum cereal equivalent consumption r.equired per pen~on to
maintain good health. For Afghanistan as a whole, a total of 2.3 million tons
are thus required to provide the minimum consumption levels. On per capita
terms, a national average of 242 kilograms of all grains are available for
consumption, or' 60 kilograms9bove the minimum requirements.

Unfortunately, different provinces in the country offer,: contrasting
situations on the relation between requirements and net prOduction. At one
extreme is Kabul province, where 271 kilotons of foodgrains are needed to
feed 1.5 million people; local production amounts to only 62 kilotons, thus
leaving a deficit of 209 kilotons to be imported or brought in from other
provinces. At the other extreme is Takhar, which has a comfortable margin
above the minimum requirements: only 114 kilotons are needed, and net
production is estimated at 449 kilotons, thus le&ving 335 kilotons to move to
other less fortunate provinces.

Among the provinces with the greatest deficits, that is, those with the
lowest net production figures per head, are Kabul (41 kilograms), Wardak (63
kilograms), Zabul (60 kilograms), Nangarhar (71 kilograms), Parwan (74
kilograms), Paktia (84 kilograms), Paktika (87 knogr8.m~), Ghor (99 kilograms)"
and Kapisa (l08 kilograms). Also below the minimum requirement are
Faryab (147 kilograms), Bamyan (152 kilograms), and Kandahar (172 kilograms).

The provinces with a surplus, that is, with net production estimates
above 300 kilograms per head, include Takhar (711 kilograms), Baghlan (514
kilograms), Badakshan (504 kilograms), Kunduz (374 kilograms), Balkh (356
kilograms), Jawzjan (348 kilograms), and Uruzflan (322 kilograms).

Under current war conditions, however, it is nct likely that regions
with a deficit can be supplied regularly with grain from regions with a
surplus. Interregional trade has been severely disrupted by the cutting off of
traffic on the main roads, and truck transport using mountain paths becomes
extremely expensive for long distances.

Looking at the surplus and deficit situation on a regional basis, it is
possible to &ggregate several provinces. that, because of geographical
proximity, will lik~ly maintain some level of trade. Table 1 summarizes the
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food balance situation by region. The Kabul basin is by far the region with
the largest deficit, requiring 315 kilotons or grain to satisfy minimum
requirements. The Murghab slope area, including Badghis and Faryab, also
experiences 8 deficit according to these estimates based on the production
parameters for 1987. In 1989 the production of these two provinces was
reported to be drastically down 8S a result of the attack of the sunnpest,
hence their deficit in 1990 will be even more acute.

On the other hand, the Eastern Oxus region, including Bandakshan,
Takhar, Baghlan, and Kunduz, has substantial surpluses and it could be
expected to supply part of the needs of the Kabul basin provinces under
normal circumstances. Ho\vever, given the constraints c)n truck traffic to the
Kabul region, it is not likely that n:uch trade is taking place. The Western
Oxus region, comprising Balkh, Jawzjan, B~myan, and Samagan, also appears
to have a substantial margin above minimum consumption needs, on the order
of a quarter of" a million tons. The area around Kandahar, including
Helmand, Nimroz, and Farah, also appears to enjoy a fSlvorable margin of 100
kilotons above consumption needs.

Kabul province makes up a large part of its foodgrain deficit from
imports from the Soviet Union, which are either airlifted or brought in by
truck convoys. A modicum of trade flows from the northern provinces into
Kabul, but it is intermittent at best. Finally there is wheat that comes in
from Pakistan, either as food aid to the Mujahidiin parties and private
voluntary organizations, or as commercial shipments by private traders to
markets in and around K8bul. This helps to alleviate the deficit in that
province.

Table 7 indicates shipments of grain into the different regions. The
USSR is often cited as providing 250 kilotons of grain to Afghanistan, mainly
to Kabul city itself, but shipments to Herat are also reported. In Table 7,
shipments from the USSR have been arbitrarily assigned as 200 kilotons to
Kabul and 50 to Herst. Moreover, official wheat shipments from Pakistan of
about 80 kilotons were made in 1989. This was mostly USAID donations to
the parties of the Afghan Interim Government, but it also included World
Food Program wheat distributed through various nongovernment organizations.
In Table 7, 50 kilotons are assumed to have been shipped to provinces in the
Kabul region (not necessarily to Kabul province), whereas 10 kilotons were
shipped to provinces in the Ghazni region, and 20 kilotons to provinces in the
Kandahar region. These figures for Pakistan do not talte into account
volumes of grain taken into Afghanistan by private tradl~rs. When estimates
of the volume of private shipments are made and their destinations known,
they should be inserted into this table.

No interregional shipments of grain are entered in the default baseline
situation of AFGRAIN. In part, this reflects the constraints on interregional
trade, but it is also intended as an enCOl\ragement for IlLnalysts to try their
hand at exploring the effects of potential deliveries from one region to
another.



6. VERIFICATION

There is no easy way of testing the validity of the AFGRAIN analysis
of foodgrain balances by province. Much depends on the reliability of the
original data entered, both for the farm production panlmeters and for the
demographic information for each province. There are no independ~nt means
of determining either population or grain production by province. AFGRAIN
default production estimates are therefore subject to many questions about
their absolute and relative levels.

If MGRAlN's default results cannot be contrasted with the real values
today, perhaps they can be contrasted with estimates made in the past. One
possibility is to compare the evaluation of surpluses and deficits gt:;nerated by
AFGRAIN with similar assessments made by the foodgrain distribution study
by Manly cited earlier.

We need to determine if the relative surpluses and deficits in AFGRAIN
agree we!! with those generated by Manly. Such a test, if there is 8 good
match, would lend credibility to AFGRAIN. However, if the foodgrain balance
by province has Httle relationship with Manly's estim&tes, it should raise
questions about the overall validity of the data or the methodology used in
AFGRAIN. Discrepancies between the two foodgrain balances could also be
attributed to actual changes in agricultural production or grain consumption
since 1972, but a convincing explanation would need to be made for each
case.

Manlys regions of surplus and defi.cit were defined in a manner
different from AFGRAIN. Manly started by accepting that Afghanistan as a
whole is self-sufficient in grains and that food consumption will be
distributed evenly throughout the country. Foodgrain production and
consumption were then taken as being equaL In the bnse year of 1968-69, a
total 3,853 kilotons of foodgrain was produced when the population was 14.7
million. This implies an average consumlPtion of 262 kilograms per head.
Provinces with producHon above 262 kilc.grams per head are considered to
have a surplus, and those with less haVE: 8 deficit. (Manly's foodgrain
includes barley and maize.) For each province, Manly's study provides an
estimate of the magnitude of the surplus and deficit. Table 26 provides a
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comparison of the surpluses generated by AFGRAIN and thc,se repprterl by
Manly in the 1972 study.

In general, a good match exists between the situations of surplus an J
deficit for each province from both analyses. Provinces with a surplus in
AFGRAIN appear as such in Manly's study, and the same is true for regions
experiencing a deficit F'gure 6 shows a scatter diagram for both sets of
grain balances. In only a few cases does AFGRAIN estimate in 1989 &

significant surplus when Manly reports a deficit, and vice versa. The more
glaring discrepancies are

Ghazni:
Takhar:
Bandakshan:
Baghlan:
Faryab:

MGRAIN +90
AFGRAIN +335
AFORAIN +200
AFGRAIN +144
AFGRAIN -24

versus
versus
versus
versus
versus

Manly
Manly
Man1~1
Manly
Manly

-105
+37

+7
-18
+96

It is not Possible for the AFGRA~N design team to explain why such
contrasting results might have occurred in these five provinces. In the case
of Takhar, both analyses indicate a surplus, Lut whereas AFGRAIN indicates
that it is +335 kilotons, Manly reports only +365 kilotons, The fact that
Takhar, Bandakshan, and Baghlan are in the same region-Western Oxus
Basin~indicates that there is something more than a random factor at play.
The wide discrepancy does not necessarily indicate that AFGRAIN's data or
methodology for these provinces are faulty; r:hanges could have occurred in
the provinces in the meantime.

Nevertheless, the correlations among the results for the other 24
provinces is remarkable, considering that the two estimates are separated by
20 years, 10 of them under war conditions. Figure 6 plots the surplus and
deficit estimates for both studies to make the match visually apparent
Figure "'I shows the same dats with a regression line linking the two
estimates. The regression equation estimate to predict Manly's foodgrain
balance is

Manly's lI: 1.43 + 1.56 If AFORAIN.

Manley's grain balances are on average about 56 percent higher than those
derived by AFGRAIN. The standard error for the regression coefficient (156)
was only .185, which m&kes the t-value for the coefficient highly significant
(I II 8.4). The R square coefficient was 0.757, indicating a highly signific~mt

relation between the two analyses, because three-quarters of the variation in
Manly's study are explained in AFGRAIN. The cor. elation bE;\tween the two
surplus and deficit values is 0.87. The number of observations used in Figure
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3 is only 25. Four of the provinces were omitted as outliers: Takhar,
Bandakshan, Baghlan, and Ghazni. Thus, only 23 degrees of freedom remain
for statistical testing.

33



7. SIMULATIONS

AFGRAIN is designed to permit analysts to modify the original data
entered and to carry out the implications of SUl;n changes in a quick and
consistent manner. Changes can be made singly or in any combination at the
same time. .

As an example of the sort of adjustments possible, the design team
introduced two changes suggested by the Agricultural Survey:

1. Barley production is used totally for animal fodder,
not for human consumption, nnd should therefore be
excluded from the foodgrain analysis.

2. Maize is also used largely as animal feed, but it is
also consumed in fresh and grain form. It was
suggested then that only one-half of the grain
production be considered edible.

These two changes were inserted m Table 0, Genera! Adjustments. In
cell AlO a value of -50 was entered to indicate that 50 oercent of maize
production should be excluded. In ceU A12 8 value of :100 was entered to
exclude the entire barley crop. That suffices to adjust the entire set of
results from AFGRAIN to reflect the new specifications. A new set of tables,
B-O through B-6, is provided in Appendix B to show the difference that
these changes made. In Table B-1 gross cereal production drops to 3.2
million tons from 3.9 million tons, and ne~ production drops from 3.1 million
tons to 2.6 Dlillion. Regional 8urpluses also drop considerably: the Kunduz
region's surplus declines from 767 k=,lotons to 516 kilotons, and the Mazar-i
Sharifs surplus drops from 246 kilotons to 121 kilotons. For the country as a
whole, the overall surplus drops from 798 kilotons to only 249 kilotons.

Table B-6 presents the same re:m1t:s but relates them to the population
in each region. The national average grain availability dlrops to 199 kilograms
per head, from the 242 kilograms in the AFORAIN default situation. With the
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contribution of the Soviet grain and shi~ments from Pakistan, the supply per
person reaches 225 kilograms, compared with the previous one of 267
kilograms. Again, the biggest drops occur in Kunduz, where the decline is
from S44 kilograms per head to 422 kilograms per head, and in Mazar-i-Sharif
region, where the ~ecline is from 300 kilograms per head to 239 kilograms
per head, The Kabul basin does not appear to be affected at all by these
changes. Net production per person drops from 81 kilograms to 76 kilograms
per person. This, of course, reflects the minor importance or barley and
m2ize in the foodgrain production in the provinces of the Kabul region.

Baseline Reassessment

A more realistic assessment of the foodgrain situation in Mghanistan
than the one resulting from the baseline situation could be obtained if it
were possible to adjust initial data and parameters to counteract apparent
biases in the data. For example, in view of the disparity between the
baseline estim!\tes of cereal production in the northeastern provinces and
those in Manly's study, -it is worth examining how the baseline situation
would differ if these outlier provinces were excluded from the analysis. In
other words, we need to determine the significance of results from AFGRAIN
for the great majority of provinces for which the two studies cc·incide in
their relative estimates of surpluses and deficits of foodgrain. Three
provinces in the Kunduz region are removed in the following analysis, namely
Badakshan, Baghlan, and Takhar, the provinces with the largest surplus/deficit
differences.

Table 25 in the AF'GRAIN model provides a tool for inserting directly
province-by-province estimates of cereal production, instead of estimating
grain production endogenously on the basis of average area, yields, percentage
of cultivators, and farming population. Initially the table is filled with zeros
to indicate that no independent production estimates are being entered and
therefore the values are to be computed internally. In order to remove a
particular province from the analysis, U suffices to insert in the appropriate
cells a value arbitrarily close to zero. For example, ~o exclude Badakshan
wheat production one can enter values of 0.001 kilotons in the cells to the
right of Badakshan under the columns for irrigated and rainfed wheat.
Similar values can be entered for other gr'ains and for the other two
provinces.

In addition to removing cereal p('oduction from consideration, it is
necessary to remove the population and refugee estimates for the same
provinces. This is done by entering zeros in the appropriate cells of Table 3.
Discounting these three outlier provinces, the in-country population of
Afghanistan is reduced to 113 million, (>ut of a total Afghan population of 14.3
million, the difference being the 3.0 :nillion refugees.
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Total cereal production declines to 2.7 million tons when production
from Badakshan, Baghlan, and Takhar is omitted. Two million of this total
correspond t() irrigated and rainfed wheat, and the remaining .7 million
consists of maize, rice, and barley in roughly equal amounts. See Table C-5
for a province-by-province breakdo7vVn of foodgrain production. After
allowing for post-harvest losses, total net cereal production available for
consumption is 2.15 million tons. Table C-6 relates the distribution by
province of both cereal production r~nd consumption. Average net production
per person is now 190 kilograms, a figure that in our judgment is closer to
the real situation than the earlier fjgure of 242 k:lograms in the baseline
situation.

On a regional basis the foodgrain situation remains critical in the
provinces around Kabul, with only 81 kilograms of net productkm available
per person, compared with 375 kilograms in Kunduz, and 300 kilograms in
Mazar-i-Sharif (see Tables C-l and C-2 in Appendix C). The total deficit in
the Kabul region amounts to 375 kilotons. A small but significant deficit
emerges in the Maymana region, an area afflicted by locust and sunnpest.
Substantial surpluses seem to be available in two major regions, Mazer-i
Sharif with 246 kilotons and Kandahar with 100 kilotons. For the country as
a whole (without the three outlier provinces), a net surplus of 118 kilotons
exists, though the constraints on transport and trade make it nearly
impossible for grain from surplus regions to flow into the Kabul area where
it is most needed.



Appendix A

BASELINE FOODGRAIN SITUATION

USING

.AFGRAIN's DEfAULT DATA



Reqion/Center

Table 1. Afghanistan
Reqional Fgoaqri!J.n Situation

Cereal ProductIon
Population Foodqrain -----------------
in country Required Total Net

Surplus/
(Deficit)

(1000s) kilotons kilotons kilotons kiloto~s

---~---~---~----~-~---~~--~-~~---~-~-~-~-~-~-~---~---~---~~-~-~---
1 Rabul 3,790 682 384 307 (375)
2 Ghazni 1,188 214 333 267 5~

3 Randahar 1,916 327 533 427 100
4 Herat 1,028 185 :154 203 18
5 Naymana 969 174 204 163 (11)
6 Mazar-i-Sharif 2,045 368 768 G14 246
7 Xunduz 2,133 384 1,439 1,151 767
Q 0 0 0 0 0
9 0 0 0 0 0

** 0 0 0 0 0__~__~_____________r~_~___~_________~~______~____~_________~___~___

AFGHANISTAN 12,909 2,334 3,915 3,132 798



Region/Center

Table 2. Afghanistan
Reqional Foodqrain situation

Cereal Production Cereal Supply Local
-------~-~~------~~~~~~~~-~------~~Price

People Net Per head Total per head Afghanis/
(1000s) kilotons kilograms kilotons kilograms seer

--~---~~--~~-~~-~---~--~~---~--~--~~--~~--~~------~-~------~~-~-~-~-~--
1 Kabul 3,790 307 81 557 147 1,953
2 Ghazni 1,188 267 224 277 233 422
3 Kandahar 1,816 427 235 447 246 352
4 Herat 1,028 203 198 253 246 349
5 Maymana 969 163 168 163 168 1,246
6 Mazar-i-Sharif 2,045 "';:'4 300 614 300 180
7 Kunduz 2,133 1,151 540 1,151 540 26
8 0 0 0 0 0 0
9 0 0 0 0 0 0
10 0 0 0 0 0 0
--~~---~--~-----~---------~--~~--~~-~---~-~~-----~-~~~--~~-----~----~--
AFGHANISTAN 12,969 3,132 242 3,462 '.67



Table 3.
Population and Refugees, by Province and Region, 1989 Estimate

1989 ----REFOGEES---- In
Region Province Population Total Country

(1000s) (lOOOlB) (percent) (1000s)
~--~-----~-~-~-----~---~-------~--~~-~~-~~----~~-----~-----~-~-~~----~-

1 Kabul 1,708 204 12 1,503
1 I<apisa 430 8 2 422
1 I<onar 311 173 55 138
1 Laghman 386 ~;7 17 320
1 Logar 269 176 66 93
1 Nanqarhar 927 425 46 502
1 Parwan 509 31 6 478
1 Wardak 358 23 6 334-
2 :;hazni 804 13 2 791
2 Paktia 602 433 72 169
2 Paktika 305 77 25 228
3 Farah .. 384 209 55 175
:3 Halmand 643 194 30 449
3 Kandahar 715 239 33 476
3 Nimroz 152 103 68 48
3 Uruzgan 543 48 9 494
3 Zabul 223 49 22 174
4 Ghor 420 40 10 380
4 Herat 841 193 23 648
5 Badghis 290 40 14 250
5 Faryab 724 6 1 719
6 Balkh 708 :i3 5 674
6 Bamyan 334 0 0 334
6 Jawzjan 732 18 :3 713
6 Samangan 339 :lL5 4 324
7 Badakshan 619 0 0 619
7 Baghlan 614 101 29 433
7 l<unduz 690 240 35 450
7 Takhar 646 15 2 631

-~-----------~----------~---~-~--~-~-----~~-~--~--~--~--~~---~--,----~~--
AFGHANISTAN 16,224 3,2!>5 20 :'2,969



Table 4.
Afghanistan Population, by Region

Reqion/Center
Refugees

Population '89
(1000s) (1000s)

Percent Population in
reruqees country

(1000s)

-----~--~------~-------------~-------~~----~~-~~~~-~~~~---~-
1 Xabul 4,897 1,108 23 3,790
2 Ghazni 1,710 523 31 1,188
3 Kandahar 2,659 843 32 1,816
4 Herat 1,261 233 18 1,028
5 Maymana 1,015 46 4 969
6 Mazar-i-Sharif 2,112 67 3 2,045
7 Kunduz 2,569 436 17 2,133
8 0 0 0 0
9 0 0 0 0

10 0 0 0 0
-~~~~~-----------~~--~-----~-------~-~~-~---~~~-----~~~--~--

AFGHANISTAN 16,224 3,255 20 12,969



Table 5.
Cereal Production, by Province and Raglan, 1989 Estimate

Irrigated Rainfed Cereal
Region/ Wheat Wheat Maize Rice Barley Production
Province kilotons kilotons kilotons kl1otonlll kilotons kilotons
----~-------~--~--~-------~--------~--~-------~~-~--------~---------1 ICabul 77 0 0 0 0 77
1 Kapisa 54 1 0 0 3 57
1 Konar 13 0 15 2 5 35
1 Laqhman 33 0 15 29 0 77
1 Logar 19 0 :2 0 0 22
1 Nangarhar 39 6 0 0 0 45
1 Parwan 42 3 0 0 0 44
1 Wardak 23 0 0 2 1 26
2 Ghazni 227 5 50 0 8 291
2 Paktia 12 0 :2 3 0 18
2 Paktika 15 0 7 0 2 25
3 Farah 62 1 18 2 :') 87
3 Helmand 73 26 9 0 0 109
3 Kandahar 87 1 7 0 7 102
3 Nimroz 19 0 2 0 1 23
3 Uruzqan 114 23 22 21 19 199
3 Zabul 12 0 0 0 0 13
4 Ghor 37 5 3 0 3 47
4 Herat 129 11 1 27 39 207
5 Badghis 38 15 5 0 14 72
5 Faryab 27 76 0 0 29 132
6 Balkh 152 70 1 38 39 300
6 Bamyan 40 7 0 5 12 64
6 Jawzjan 40 174 9 0 87 310
6 Samangan 47 19 1 13 13 94
"/ Badakshan 82 114 5 1 lU6 389
7 Baghlan 95 52 0 119 12 278
7 Kunduz 138 1 0 69 3 211
7 Takhar 189 207 3 S4 108 561
----~~---~-------~~~-~~~~~~---~-~---~-~--~---~---------~-~-~---~~---
AFGHANISTAN 1,936 817 179 386 597 3,915



Table 6.
Foodqrain Balance by Province

Population Foodgrain Net Net Surplus/
in Country Required Cereal Produc1:ion (Deficit)

Region/ Production Per head
Province (1000s) kilotons kiloton. kq/head kilotons
-----~--~~--~---------~--~--------~--~--~~-~~~-----_.,--------~-
1 Kabul 1,503 271 62 41 (209)
1 Kapisa 422 76 45 108 (30)
1 Konar 138 25 28 205 3
1 Laqhman 320 58 62 193 "1 Loqar 93 17 17 188 1
1 Nanqarhar 502 90 36 71 , .....,

\~:J

1 Parwan 478 86 36 74 (50i
1 Wardak 334 60 21 63 (39)
2 Ghazni 791 142 232 294 90
2 Paktia 169 30 14 84 (16)
2 Paktika 228 41 20 87 (21)
3 Farah 175 31 69 398 38
3 Helmand 449 81 87 193 6
3 Kandahar 476 86 82 172 (4)
3 Nimroz 48 9 19 384 10
:) Uruz9an 494 89 159 322 70
3 Zabul 174 31 10 60 (21)
4 Ghor 380 68 38 99 (31)
4 Herat 648 117 166 255 49
5 Badghis 250 45 57 230 12
5 Faryab 719 129 106 147 (24)
6 Balkh 674 121 240 356 119
6 Bamyan 334 60 51 152 (9)
6 Jawzjan 713 128 248 348 120
6 Samangan 324 58 75 232 17
7 Badakshan 619 111 311 504 200
7 Baqhlan 433 78 222 514 144
7 l<unduz 450 81 169 374 88
7 Takhar 631 114 449 711 335
-~----~~-~~~-~~-----~-~~~--~------~.._~~~-~~-----~-----~-----~--
AFGHANISTAN 12,969 2,334 3,132 242 798
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Table :1.1.
Population by Province

1978~79 CENSUS
tmHCR ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ml~~~~

1989 'rotail P~rc~nt.

Reqion Provinc~ PopultAtion Population Rur~l

(1000l!ll)

1 l{ahul 1,708 1,373,572 30.8
1 KapiBfl ~30 345,775 99.6
1 Komn: 311 250,132 ~9.2

:1 Lag-hman 386 310,751 98.7
1 Log&r 269 216,303 98.2
1 Nangarhar 5>27 745,986 92.41
1 Parwan 509 4109,510 ~4.2

1 t"lardak 358 287,605 99.3
.2 Ghazni 804 646,623 95.3
:2 Paktia 602 484,023 97.6
.2 Paktika 305 245 3 229 99.4
:3 Farah 384 308,907 94.1
3 Helmand 643 517,645 9409
3 Kandahar 715 574,951$ 6fL :5
3 Nimroz 152 122,036 9308
3 Uruzgan 543 43'-S,418 9805
:3 Zabul 223 179,362 SHL7
4 Ghor 4120 337,992 9~L 1
4 Herat 841 676,422 7707
5 Badghis 290 233,613 97./
5 Faryab 724 582,705 90.6
6 Balkh 7C8 569,255 9~L9

6 Bamyan 334 268,517 9703
6 Ja\-JZjan 73~ 588,609 9007
6 Samangan 339 2i2,~84 3709
7 Badakshan 619 497,758 SHl. 0
7 Baghlan 614 tA9J,B82 8408
7 Kunduz 690 555~437 BOo/
7 trald'lar 646 519,752 9008

AFGHANISTAN 16,224 13,051,357 8500



Tab10 12.
Refuq~Q Population

UNHCR

R0fuq~GH3 RQfu9~@l!3 Tot~l

Reqion Province Pakist.an Iran R~fu.geefl

(lOOOa) {10005}) (1000~)
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~,~~~~~=~~~~

1 Kabul 204 :<04
1 Kapi~a 8 tl
1 Konar 173 173
1 Lag'hman 67 61
1. Logar 176 176
1 Nangarhar 425 425
1 Part"1an 31 31
1 ~vardak 23 23
:2 Ghazni 1:3 13
2 Paktia 433 433
:2 Paktik~ 77 17
3 Farah 9 200 209
3 Helmand 174 20 194
3 Kandahar 239 239
3 Nimroz 3 100 103
3 Uruzgan 8 40 48
3 Zabul 49 49
4. Ghar 0 40 40
4. Herat 1 19:2 193
5 Badghis 0 40 40
5 Faryab 6 6
6 Balkh 33 33
6 Bamyan 0 0
6 Jcnn;jan 18 18
6 Samanqan 15 15
7 Badakshan 0 0
'1 Baghlan 181 :un
7 Kunduz 240 240
'1 Takhar 15 15

~~-~-~-~-~~--~~-~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~,~~~~~~~~~~~

AFGHANISTAN 2,623 3,255



Tabllil 13.
Rural and Farm Population

0.80

In Rural Farming
Region Province Country Population Population

(1000f3) (1000$) (10008)
'~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~CI-~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

1 Kabul 1,503 463 :310
1 Ka.pi~a 422 420 336
1 Konar 138 137 110
1. Lagrunan 320 31~) 252
1 Logar 93 91 73
1 Nan9arhar 502 464 371
1. Parwan 478 450 360
1 t'lardak 334 332 266
:2 Ghazni 791 754 603
:2 Paktia 169 164 132
:2 Paktika 228 22 Ei 181
3 "Farah 175 16~1 131
'3 Helmand 449 42 Ei 341
3 Kandahar 476 J2Ei 261
3 Nimroz 48 4 C' 36.)

3 Uruzgan 494 487 390
:3 Zabul 174 16B 134
4 Ghor 380 376 301
4 Herat 648 504 403
5 -Badghis 250 24 !; 196
5 l"aryab 719 651 521
6 Balkh 674 6/!7 517
6 Bamyan 334 32~; 260
6 JaHzjan 713 64"1 510
6 Samangan 324 28~) 228
7 Badakshan 619 606 405
7 Baghlan 433 367 294
7 Kunduz 450 363 291
'7 'rakhar 631 57:l 459

~~_~~__~~_~_~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~_GP~~~~~~~~~~~
AFGHANISTAN 12,969 11,02:l 8,819



Table 14.
Farm Household Size

Farm ~CA Su:!:V(ay Population

Hou$hold number of in SeA
Region PrQvinc~ Si2HJl farm~l!."l'i3 Survey

.~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

1 Ka.hul 11&8 209 2,475
1 Kapisa 10.8 136 1,470
1 Koneu: 10.9 54£9 5,963
1 Laghman 10.2 471 4,195
1 Loqar 12.0 3:L3 3,743
1 Nangarhar 1~L1 3~~9 4,824
1 Parwan 10.4 322 3,342
1 Wardak 11.6 2~!9 2,652
:2 Ghazni 8.5 532 4,522
:2 Paktia 16.1 537 3,667
2 Pak't:ilca 15.7 60S !i1,474
3 Farah tL5 335 2,854
:3 Helmand 11.1 394 4,354
:3 Kandanar 9.8 528 5,185
3 Nimro~ 10.7 12 128
:3 Uruzqan 13.0 410 518
3 Zabul 7.9 6:l!6 4,927
4, Ghor 9.6 1~15 1,301
4 Herat 7.8 122 1,423
5 Badghis 10.8 4~ 454
5 Faryab 11.6 1:i1 1,749
6 Balkh 12.0 443 5,294
6 Bamyan 9.7 432 4.190
6 Ja'lf12:jan 10.4 336 3,488
6 Samangan 1;;L2 125 1,528
7 Badakshan 10.8 39 421
7 Baghlan 10.1 568 5,708
7 Kunduz 10.5 7tH 8,216
7 Takhar 11.4 271 3,089

.~~-~~~~=-~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

AFGHANISTAN 11.0 9,742 106,759

l



Table 15.
Farm Production Data for Irrigated Wheat

Av~rage Avsrag"" Percent Proci\uction
Region Province Are~ Yield of pG.'tI' farmer

(jeribs) (~eers) FiArn~:r13 (~eer6)
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

1 Kabul 6.0 68 100 349
1 Kapisa eLl 60 97 252
1 Konar 4.6 57 10 263
1 raghman 3.8 52 99 189
1 Logar 1.6 58 101 ~40

1 Nanqarhar 6.5 33 69 261
1 Parwan 3.3 69 74 230
1 Wardak :,L 6 50 100 139
2 Ghazni 11.0 41 95 477
2 Paktia 5.9 45 i5 268
2 Paktika 4.7 48 92 206
3 F~rah 14.9 53 70 816
3 Helmand 10.6 62 .59 567
3 Kandahar 13,8 45 75 620
3 Nimroz 34.ES 40 58 1/384
3 Uruzgan 12.0 45 100 536
3 Zabul 4.8 56 36 278
4 Ghor 4.1 37 104 159
4. Herat 1.9 53 83 ~28

5 Badghis 9.3 42 76 389
5 Faryab 10.1 33 27 318
6 Balkh 25.5 48 43 1,158
(, Bamyan 4.6 42 98 ~13

6 lla1:1zjan 11.8 35 UJ 409
6 Samangan 16.9 34 63 568
'1 Badakshan 5.0 67 71 337
'1 Baghlan 10.6 44 95 485
'1 Kunduz 11.3 68 90 782
i Takhar :n. J 52 1IJ7 1,413

~~~~-~~-~~-~~--~~~~~~-~~~~~~~-~~~~~.=~~~~~~~~~~-~~~~~~~

AFGHANISTAN 8.e 51 78 427



TC1l>lQ 16.
Farm Production Dtlt.a for Raixlfed Wh@e!t

...............~"l'=z

Av(.·r~q~ Avl.t\rag@ P@i.:C41mt P1:'oduction
Reqion Provinc~ AX'Ci1liA Yield of pear f~nnEllr

{1@!"ibf3) (Beer~) FarID(gr~ (B@erfll)
~~~~,~-~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

1 Kabul 0.0 0 () 0
1 Kapisa 9.0 30 1 270
1 IConar 2.~ 28 5 (s8

1 Lagnman 2.5 54 2 138
]. Logar 2.0 18 2 42
]. Nangarhar 6.4 29 14 190
1 Par1;1a.n 5.2 31 '1 161
1 Warcla)c 0.0 0 0 0
2 Ghazni 7.4 17 B 118
:2 Pa)ctia. 2.2 25 2 54
2 Paktika 4.3 19 J 8S
3 Farah 12.0 31 2 360
3 Helmand 32.8 47 11 1,097
:3 Kandahar 16.4 20 2 328
:3 Nimroz
:3 Uruzqan 33.4 26 13 868
3 Zabul 14.5 23 1 31&0
4 Ghor 4.3 8 60 36
4 Herat 8.4 24 14 212
5 Badghis 13.4 18 50 240
5 Faryah 17.3 17 82 291
6 Ball\.h 33.8 25 25 910
6 Samyan 6.2 20 31 126
6 J'awzjan 25.6 19 94 525
6 Samangan 24.5 13 45 323
7 Badakshan 25.5 22 64 561
7 Baqhlan 36.1 34 20 1,247
7 Kunduz 8.5 31 2 261
i Takhar 45.0 26 63 1,155

__~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~__~~~~~~~__~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~qD~~~~~~~~~~

AFGHANISTAN 12.0 25 16 320

l



Table 170
Farm Production Dat.a for Muize

==lI =

Averi.\qeJ Av~rage P~rcent P:!;'oduction
Region Province Ar~B. Yield of per fmrmer

(jerib~) ( lID (\U'! '=' I'D ) Fann@r~ (Q)eerm)
·~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~_~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~D~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

1 Kabul :100 0 33 0
1 Xapil$l:'i 2.6 0 46 0
1 Konazo ,LO 60 83 241\5
1 Laghman 2 0 i ~9 56 150
1 Loqar 109 49 53 94>
1 Nangarhar ~L2 () 69 0
1 Parwan '2.a7 0 ~4 0
1 We.rdak 0.8 24 9 14
2 Ghazni 11.3 33 22 456
2 Paktia 2.4 54 52 82
2 Paktika 2.3 39 82 100
:3 Farah 0.3 ~9 50 329
3 Malmand 3.8 49 22 193
3 Kandahar '!.6 31 25 144
3 Nimroz '7.0 28 50 196
:3 Uruzgan 3.3 4'7 68 155
3 Zahul 1.9 0 6 0
4 Gh ("I X' 1.0 23 46 28
4 Herat 4.0 45 1 180
5 Badghis 4.6 38 21 177
5 Faryab 2.0 0 2 0
6 Balkh 6.2 33 :3 159
6 Bamyan 2.5 0 5 0
6 Ja'lrn:jan 7.5 30 5 495
6 Samanqan 2.9 35 7 101
7 Badakshan 5.2 25 13 128
7 Baqhlan 2.0 17 2 25
7 Kunduz 4.:] 0 9 I), TaJ<har 7.0 68 3 396

O~~~~~~~_~~~~~~~~~~~~~=~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

AFGHANISTAN 4.1 40 31 127



TllblG llL
Farm Production Data :f01: Ric~

.... :Ok ~

AVllJlrag'Q Av~ra9'e P@JXOC@$nt Production
R9qion Province arsa yi€lld _0

PlllJ:l: flArIDorYo!.

(j~ribs) (B€HSr~) Fann~r!J (ffi@l1,u:l:i )
·~u::tlW!J~~C3f.lD_CDe;,CO;;)CMlc=tCiQGQ~~G:llCi3~~~c:l)<mC3C2DE:ilitGOl(DcaC.JQ3c;ne.T.c:::i»~IiI:iiJ~c»CZtCDa;;>CCloa;;;J..-:lI4DGl2told:1~a;.,~~~

1 I<abul
1 Kapl~ca ~1.1 0 13 0
1 Konar 3.4 60 16 190
1 LfACJhman 4,,1 80 53 J09
1 Logar
1 Nangarhar O~O 0 0 0
1 Parwan 2.0 0 ~ 0
1 Wardak :L2 45 29 44
2 Ghazni
2 Pakt.ia :LI,\ 110 14 413
2 Paktika 1.3 47 4 1A7
3 Farah 6.9 39 11 207
3 H01mand
3 Kandahar 3.0 45 0 134
3 Nimroz
:3 Uruzqan 3.1 49 25 393
3 Zabul 0.0 0 0 0
4 Ghor
1,\ Harllt 0.8 57 15 498
5 Badgh!f;J
5 Faryab
6 Balkh 22.6 83 (5 2,075
6 Bamyan 3.2 55 14 172
6 Ja\<n:jan
6 Samangan
7 Badalt$han 2.0 75 3 150
7 Baghlan 13.3 65 G7 860
7 Kunduz 1~L2 70 64 550
7 Takhar 19.7 87 11 1,716

_~~~~~~~~~_~~~~~~~~_=~~~~~~~_~~~~~~~_~~~~~~~~~OP~~~~~~

AFGHANISTAN 6.3 65 19 405



Table 19.
Farm Production Data for hrl@y

~~""""'.rnn"-

Averag@ Av~raqe l?l!il"c{mt Product-ion
Region Province Area Yield of p@r f ·£U:·X!l~r

(jerib$) (fijeer!:l) l~armQr~ (meers)
~~~~~~~~~~_~__~~__~~~~_~~~~~~~~~~~~qD~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

1 Kabul
1. Kapima 1.2 42 24 48
1 Koneu: ~.7 ~4 57 111
1 Laghman 1.6 32 4 57
1 Logar :L5 4\5 14 80
1 Nanqarhar
1 Pi:l\rf.1fan
1 ~~ardak 1.1 39 19 48
2 Ghazni 1.9 30 29 56
:2 Paktia 1.9 40 5 78
:2 Pa}ctika 1.8 38 36 19
:3 Farah 6.4 38 13 235
:3 Helmand
3 Kandahar 5.7 33 20 186
:3 Nimroz 6.7 36 25 243
3 Uruzgan 4.6 35 55 160
:3 Zabul 1.4 53 :; 73
4 Ghor 1.1 23 53 26
4 Herat 5.7 47 40 267
5 Badghis 6.2 30 57 188
5 Faryab 6.0 19 68 133
6 Balkh 9.0 29 53 239
6 Bamyan "J..7 46 51 112
6 Jawzjan 10.2 23 89 278
45 Samanqan 9.0 19 59 115
7 Badakshan 20.9 35 ~O 736
7 Baghlan 12.1 27 19 324
7 Kunduz 5.6 37 9 195
7 Takhar 16.2 27 68 433

~~~__~~~_~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~C)~~_~~~~~__=~~D~~~~

AFGHANISTAN 4.8 36 36 156
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Table 23.
Renaming Regions

Region Region
Number Name

1 Kabul
:2 Ghazni
J I<andahar
4 Herat
5 f.1ayraana
6 Mazar-i-Sharif
7 I<unduz
8
9

10



Tabl4a 24.
Rea~siqning Provinc::4:l$ to R@qions

R~qlon Province ~egion Provinc~

1 I(abul
1 Kaplaa
1 I<onar
1 Lag-Man
1 Logar
1 Nangarhar
1 Panian
1 t'lardak
2 Ghazni
2 Paktia

2 Paktika
:3 FarM
3 Helmand
3 Kandahar
3 NiiUrOZ
3 Uruzg~n

3 Zabul
4 Ghor
4 Herat.
5 Badghis

5 Faryab
(:; B-filkh
(; Bamyan
6 Ja"Jzj an
6 Samangan
"1 BadaJtshan
"1 Baghlan
"1 Ktmduz
7 Takhar



Table 25.
1989 Cereal Production, by Province lind R6gion, dir~ct entry

Cereal
Irrigated Rainfed l-la i ?,4~ Rice Barlay Production

Region/ t'1heat l'Thliat Total
Pl"ovinca kilotons kilotons kilotonrn ld.lotons JdlotonB kilotons
~~~____~~~_~~_~_~~ __~~~~~~ __~'D~~~~~~~~~~~~~~_~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~-~~ __
1 Kabul 0 0 0 0 0 0
1 Kapisa 0 0 () 0 0 0
1 It:onar 0 0 () () 0 0
1 Utgh,i1wm 0 0 0 0 0 0
1 Logar 0 0 () 0 0 0
1 Nangarhar 0 0 0 0 0 0
1 Pan,n;m 0 0 () 0 0 0
1 Wardak 0 0 () 0 0 0
:2 Ghazni 0 0 () 0 () 0
2 Paktia 0 0 () 0 0 0
2 Paktika 0 0 () 0 0 0
3 Farah 0 0 () 0 0 0
3 Helmand 0 0 () 0 0 0
3 Kandahar 0 0 Cl 0 0 0
3 Nimroz 0 0 Cl 0 0 0
3 Uruzgan 0 0 0 0 0 0
3 Zabul 0 0 0 0 0 0
4 Ghv.;. 0 0 Ci 0 0 0
41 Herat 0 0 0 0 0 0
:5 Badghis 0 0 0 0 0 0
5 Faryab 0 0 0 0 () 0
6 Balkh I,) 0 0 0 0 0
6 Bamyan 0 0 0 0 () 0
6 Ja\-lZj an 0 0 0 0 0 0
6 Samangal1 0 0 0 0 0 0
7 Badakshan 0 0 0 0 0 0.., Baghlan 0 0 0 0 0 0.., J<unduz 0 0 0 0 0 0
7 Takhar 0 0 0 0 0 0
~-~~~~~~--~~~~~~~~~~~~-~~~~~~-~-~~~~~~-~~~~~~~~~~q.~~~~~~~~~~~~-~~~

AFGHANISTAJ~ 0 0 0 0 0 0



SIMULATION OUfPUT

Excluding 100 Perra~nt of Barley and

Excluding 50 Percent of Maize



Tabl~ )3-00
Gen~ral Adjustments

o ~ Adjustment to population
o % Adjustment to refugees ~stimates

o % Adjustment to ratio farm/rural popUlation (.8)
o % Adjustment. t.o farm hOl'~ahold tidze
o % Adjustment to irrigated ~heat production
o % Adjustment to rainfed wheat production

(50)% Adjustment to maize production
o %. Adjustment to rice production

(100) Adjustment to barl~y production
o % Adjustmen~ to transport cost

180 Foodgrain consumption requirements (kilograms/person)
20 % Postharvest losses and wastage

400 Pakistan grain price (Afghanis/seer)
-------Speciflcations for Consumption=Price JRelation-~--=

200 Average foodgrain consu.med ~'dlograms per year), at
700 Average anrual price (Afghanis/seer)

-0.3 Price elasticity of consumption
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Tibbl@ fHl.
Populotfofl end Refugoos, by PrlWlrn:lil eM 1l091Q1'l, 1989 Eatlmt@

1~

Rlll9hm Provfn.t:o POpYlDtfcm
HlOOlll <1000e) (pore~~)

In
Country

~0008

Knbul ',708 2o.~ 12 1,503
Kepi eo 430 B 2 422
1(01\0,. 311 113 55 138
Llleh~n ~ 61 rr 320
LogoI' 269 176 M 93
Ihm;orhar 927 4lS 46 502
Porw.m 509 31 Cl 478

, YGwdak 358 23 is 334
2 Ghoznl 804 13 2 (91
~ Poktfa 602 '~n 12 169
2 PGktlko 305 rr 23 226
:5 Ferch 384 209 55 175
3 HlllliUrrd 643 l~ 30 "9
:5 Kandlilhor 715 239 D 476
3 t4 Lnrol 15l 103 613 48
3 Uruzgof'l 543 I~ 9 494
3 Zabul 223 49 22 174
" Ghor 420 40 10 380
4 HerDt 841 193 23 64a
5 ~~lo 290 40 14 250
:5 fOl"yob 724 6 1 717
6 Bol kll roo n 5 674
6 Borny!.," 334 0 0 334
6 JOl;jzJen 732 13 3 713
1I SMl&lflgon 339 15 [, 324
7 9cdakshen 619 I) 0 619
1 Boghlen 614 Hl1 29 433
7K~ 690 1.:40 35 450
7 Tokhor 646 15 Ie 631

MGIIAU1STAN 16,224 3,255 20 12,969



Tabl~ Be>4.
Afgh&nistan Population, by Region

Population Refuqee~ Perc~m:t In-Country
Region/Center in 1989 refugees Population

(1000~) (1000s) (1000s)
~a·~~_~~~~~~~_~~~~~_~~~~~~~~~~~~~GD~~__~~~~~~~~.~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

1 Kabul 4,897 1,108 23 3,790
:2 Ghazni 1,710 523 31 1,188
3 Kandahar 2,659 843 32 1,816
4 Herat 1,261 233 18 1,028
5 l\iaymana 1,015 46 4 969
6 r'iazar-i-Sha 2,112 67 :3 2,045
7 Kunduz 2,569 436 17 2,133
S 0 0 0 0
9 0 0 0 0

10 0 0 0 0

AFGHANISTAN 16,224 3,255 20 12,969



TWlo O-S.
Coreol Production, U', Province oM ltG{Jlcm, 19-iW E6tle1!Jflll

~ ,.::=::

IrrlQfltoo Ittlfflf~d I>loho Rico Eklrloy Total
Region Provlnelll \th(Jllllt l,jJ'10ot C€woalfil

kl lotl:tm! kl lOtOfli1l ~Ilot~ ld l~tOfm Itl lotMl3 kllot03'\3
.O~&.O •••• G •••• ~O.~••••• O •• OD ••• O •••• o.~o•••• o ••• ~~.e•• O.O.OO.Q~&.oO.O•••• O.G.' ••• G ••

1 Kti100l T7 0 0 0 0 IT
1 Kepf9G 54 1 0 0 0 54
1 l{OMf 13 0 a 2 0 23
1 Loghlllnn n I) '7 ~ 0 69
1 Logar 19 0 , 0 0 20
1 Ucngnrh0r 39 6 0 I) I) 45
1 POrtlllln 42 :5 0 I) 0 41~

1 blordok 23 I) 0 2 0 25
2 Ghoznf 221 5 25 0 n 257
2 Prnkt!@ 12 0 1 3 0 16
2 Poktlka 15 0 3 0 0 19
:5 Fewoh 62 1 \} 2 0 7)

:5 Helmt:lnd 1'3 26 5 0 0 104
:5 Kandahar 87 1 :5 0 0 92
:5 IHmroz 19 0 1 (I 0 21
J UruzglJln 114 23 11 <1 0 169
3 Zobul 12 0 0 Q 0 12
4 Ghor 37 5 1 0 0 43
4 Merot 129 11 0 21 0 168
5 8edahis 38 15 2 0 0 56
5 farymb 27 76 0 0 0 103
6 80lkh 152 10 1 36 0 261
6 f!&'"iiVlln 40 ., 0 5 0 51
6 JllWi:jlln 40 174 4 0 0 219
6 Smoongan 47 19 0 13 (I 60
7 Qlldakshan 82 111. 3 1 () 200
., Oof:jhlen 95 52 0 119 0 266
" :Cunduz 138 1 0 69 0 207
7 Tokhof 189 207 2 51) 0 451

•••••••• o ••••••••••••• u •••• ou •••••• ~ •••• o ••••• _a_ •••••• _ ••••• __ O •• ~~ __ •• Q. __ ._ ••••••

AFGIiAIII STAll 1,936 81, 89 386 0 3,229



Tebla th~.

foOOlJ1'offl Ollllmm0 by Provine!»
~

'=iUrplllil!In-Col.!T\try Foodgrlllin t4at Net
1l000icm Province Popullat I (Ifl "~Ircd Cer0Gl PrCldlJe t fon (Dofleft)

PratiYt: t f (Ifl Per 1't1900
(10006) It Hotcma Itf lotem rtf loorc'm rtf lo•.om

••••• ~.O••••• O ••• o •• ~o •• oo •• oo •• e.o ••• o •• o •••• ~ ••••••••• uoo.a •••• A •••• ~ •••••••

1 Kabul 1,503 21'1 62 41 (209)
1 Keploo 422 16 63 103 (32)
1 Korwf 138 2S 19 134 (6;
1 I.aghfl}::m ;)20 53 ~5 17'{~ (2)
1 L090r 93 17' 16 H'S (O)
1 NongoMHlr 502 91) :% 11 (55)
1 Pt~rwon 416 ill> 3{) 7{~ (50)
1 Wll1rcrok 334 60 20 59 (40)
2 Ghaznl 191 1/,2 20tl 260 ~

2 Psktia 169 30 13 n (11)
2 Paktlka 228 1,1 15 67 (26)
:5 farflh 175 31 60 342 28
:5 Helrnilnd 449 81 ro 165 2
3 KOnOOhar 476 M 74 155 (12)
:5 HImroz 48 9 17 340 a
3 UrlJlgen 494 89 135 '1.11> I~

:5 Zabul 174 31 10 sa (2n
4 Ghor 380 6J3 3!~ ~o (34)
4 Werst 648 117 13.4 207 18
5 Boogl'llg 250 45 {,5 11'3 (1)
5 farYl1b 7'9 129 63 115 (47)

6 Blllkh 674 121 209 309 87
6 Bcmyan 334 40 {,1 123 (19)
6 JObJzjon 713 128 113 245 47
6 SOffi9ngan 324 58 64 197 6
., 30daltshon 619 1" 160 l59 49
1 Boehlrm 433 78 213 491 135
7 i(lJ1\<fuz 450 81 166 ~ 65
, Tokh&lr 6.~1 '14 361 572 2{.7

••••••••••••••••••••••• _~ •••• o.o •• ·~ •• ~w.v.~•• ~.~••••• ••••••••••••••••••••••••

AfGIlAI~I STAll 12,969 2,lY> 2,533 199 249



Appendix C

Baseline Situation Reassessment
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Tmbl@ C·].
Populotlcrn l'!ftd Rofugoo6, b'f ProvlncQ and R0'9lon, 1989 Ectllr'JJto

1989
IlIs1J10il Provfru:o POpYluthm

10000 <1000a) (porccnt)

1 Ke.bul 1,106 204 12 1, !lO3
t ItGpll)!l 430 G 2 ~22, l(Qrulr 311 173 55 1]8
1 L!.llJl'lmn 386 67 17 320, LOBar 269 1"~ M> 93,

Han9tlrlH11~ 927 ~25 1.6 502
1 Porwgln SU9 31 () 478
1 Wortiuk 358 23 6 331>
2 Ghoznl &()!. 13 2 191
Z Poktlo {;02 ~33 n. 169
2 Pl!lktik&l 305 n 25 228
3 Farah 3M 209 55 175
3 lie Ic,arv.i 643 194 30 449
:5 lCl'iinOonllr "'15 239 ~3 476
3 Nllllroz 152 \03 68 48
3 Uruzgon 543 4B 9 494
3 Zobul 223 49 22 174
" Ghor 420 40 10 380
" ~1Qrot. 81.1 193 n 648
5 EltJdghl (I 290 40 1/. 250
5 forY5,b Tit. (, , 719
() Ballth roa 33 5 674
6 llamylln !l4 0 0 lll.
6 Jowzj$1n '112 121 :§ 713
6 Scnrong~n 339 15 " 124
7 Bcdnkshan 0 0 0 (0)
., 6l!lghl~n 0 0 l.l 0
7 ':l3lduz 690 l40 35 450
., Tlillr.har I,) 0 0 0

AFGHAIJI SUIl 3.,060 11,286



TablEl C-4.
Afghanistan Population, by Ragian

Population Refugees Perc~nt In~Country

Region/Center in 1989 refugees Population
(lOaOs) (lOOOs) (1000s)

--~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~-~~~~~~~~--~--~~-~~-

1 Kabul 4,897 1,108 23 3,790
2 Ghazni 1,710 523 31 1,188
3 Kandahar 2,659 843 32 1,816
4 Herat 1,261 23J 18 1,028
5 14aymana 1,015 46 'It 969
6 );'tazar=i~Sha 2,112 67 3 2,045., Kunduz 690 240 35 450
8 0 {) 0 0
9 0 0 0 0

10 0 0 0 0

AFGHAN I STJ}.N 14,34!S 3,060 21 11,286



'l'0blG C-5.
CCWClol Prod\a:t 100, by Province eM nllglon, 19S9 ~Gtl83tO

Jrrlgllt4!d flolnh:d f~al xo Ulr;Q Blbrlay Totlll
neg ion Pravl nee Wheat WftllJot Cormolll

kllotooa kllotoruJ Itl lotlmil ltl lotl,}M kll C)torul ttl lotOft:J
•• e.e~_"Q•••• ~.g_~.... _.e ••••••• _._ ••• o •••• _.o~_••• o. 0 •• 08.0 ........... _0.5 ••• 0 •• 0 __

1 Kabul IT 0 0 0 0 n
1 KoplillD 54 , (l 0 3 57, Kenol" 13 0 15 2 5 !IS
1 I.Gohli".:iln D 0 15 29 0 n
1 I.ogor 19 0 2 0 0 22
1 Wengorhar 39 6 0 0 0 45
1 Port>lon 41 :5 0 0 a 1.."+
1 Wardak 23 0 0 2 1 26
2 "hoznl 221 5 50 0 8 2:91
2 Poktia 12 0 2: 3 0 HI
2 Poktiko 15 0 7 0 2 25
:5 Faroh 62 1 18 2 3 87
3 He1mand 7'3 26 9 0 0 109
:3 Kandahar 67 1 ., 0 ., 102
3 lJimroz 19 0 2: 0 1 23
3 Uruzgan 114 23 22 21 19 199
3 Zobul 12 0 0 0 0 13
I, Ghor 37 5 :5 0 11 47
4 H@rat 129 11 1 27 39 207
5 Oedghia 38 15 S 0 '" n.
5 Fflryrnb 27 76 0 0 2:9 132
6 Balk.h 152 TO 1 38 39 lOa
6 Dmrryon 40 ., 0 S 12 64
6 JDw,d en 40 174 9 0 87 310
6 S&"ilOngon

, .. 19 1 13 13 9".. '
7 IJOOlikshan (0) (0) (0) (0) (0) 0
7 Ilaghlon 0 0 0 0 0 0
., Klmcluz 1],8 1 0 69 :5 211
., Takhllr 0 0 0 0 0 0__ ..... ~ •... ~ ..• ~_~ .. _._._u ••.. o_ •. ~ ... _. ____ •___ ...•• _uo •• oo.~ •.. __ .~.o __ ..•. _._._.
MGHAlt!lSTAH 1,570 445 170 212 290 2,68·'



hblo C-6.
foodsrlllf n ije\&U::e b'1 Pr-wf l'ICa

In-CWfltry Foodl)rQii; lI~t Surplug/
RI:o'Ulon ProvlncCil Poptllatfof1 "~lr€<l~ (;or(1ol Proow;t hlfl (Do1Iclt)

ProdlJct fem POl" h(noo
( 100(0) kf lotoslJ!l ktlotoM Itt l~rIL1m klioton!)

w ••• G •• c.o •••••••• ae ••• ~oa.~.e••• s.90 •• g00 •••• a ••• oo ••• a •• $'••• G.Oa ••••• '~.D

1 Kl'lllYl 1,503 211 62 41 (209)

1 Kepi 00 422 1~ 4$ '100 (30)
1 Konar 138 ~5 28 ;WfJ :5
1 L3gtllven 320 58 62 ~93 4
1 Logar 93 U 11' 188 1
1 Nangorhor 502 9'0 36 71 (55)
1 POrWl:lfl 476 S6 36 74 (50)
1 Wardnk lJ4 60 21 63 (39)
2 Ghaznl 791 142 232 :Z9l, 90
2 Poktla 169 30 14 64 ( 16)
2 Poktiko 228 41 20 t'i7 (21)

3 Foreh 11'5 31 69 :398 38
:5 IlCllOOnd 449 81 67 193 6
:5 Kondchar 476 66 62 172 (4)
:5 l:li rnroz 1.8 9 19 :584 10
3 UruzlJon 491. Il9 159 :522 70
:5 loool 174 31 10 60 (21)
4 Ghor 380 M 38 99 (31)
I; Ilerot 6/.8 n7 166 ,7.55 49
5 Beashls 250 45 57 no 12
5 Fsryob 719 129 10.6 11.7' (24)

6 Balkh 674 121 240 :356 119
6 BG.'11Yof'i 334 60 51 152 (9)
6 Jowzjen 713 128 248 348 120
6 SOOlIllngan 324 58 75 232 '7
1 [jGdalu~he,n (0) (0) 0 (16) 0
7 naghlen 0 0 0 ERA 0
7 Kunduz 1.50 81 169 374 88
7 Tokhor 0 0 I) ERR 0

••••••••• ~._._. __ ~~ ••••• ~ ••••••• o ••• _~ •• _ ••• a •• a •••••• •• D •••• __ ••••••••••

AFGIIAU:STAfI 11,286 2,031 2,150 190 118



Appendix D

Comments on Draft Report

by John Newton



To:

From:

Subject:

Edgar Ariza-Nino

John Newton

Comments on Food Nee:."d.s Draft

22 February 1990

I've made a few marginal comments on your food needs report. As
we've discussed before, I think the model has some vif~ry good points and
allows an admirably detailed analysis of the Afghan foodgrain situ8tion. I
believe you should include some explanation or mention of the following
points, however, for the benefit of those using the model or trying to
understand its output.

1. With default data, the mode'. projects a [s>o..9.Jrrain
surplus of approximately .8 million tons in ;9 country
with imports of approximately .4 million tons in
whea t alone.

2. The model's default in-country population is
approximately 1 million highE~r than the next-highest
current adjusted ~stimate.

3. The refugee population estimate is approximately 1.5
million lower than usually accepted figures.

4. The figures on the percentage of rural population and
the percentage of population enga.ged in farming are
high by world standards. ummbstantiated with reliable
data, lIlnd unadjusted for the effects of war.

5. The input for fQ~ consumption per c~!lpita (180
kilograms) is quite low in comparison to the usually
accepted minimum ~hem consumption level of 150
kilograms. An equivalent !Q.,QQgrcUn level, bI~sed on
Afghan productiol1 levels, would be 215 Idlograms.
The Manly :study uses an eVEm higher level, above 260
ldlograms.

6. The interpretation of the Agricultural Survey
producHon estimates included in the model is very
different from the Agricultural Survey interpretation.
In particular, various Agricultural Survey
representatives have stated: (8) ·\hat the ~.llitjve

yields are the most reliable result of th~ir survey, not
the~ yields; (b) that ~ll1 yield levels--past and
current-are likely to be exaggerated, as thl~Y are in



most surveys of farmers; (e) that neither the survey
nor the yield levels are designed to measure total
production. but that their Qwn projections based on
the da~'" yield estimates in the range of 1.4 to 1.9
million tons of wheat for 1987: (d) that the
demographic components of the survey are likely t-o
be exaggerated.

7. The model's means of calculating grain prod.uction
levels dePends on a complex inc·rect calculation,
using unavailable al~1. unreliable data. In addition. the
default values of these data are questionable and not
verifiable. A simpler area-based approach to
estimation, used by other analysts we've spoken to, is
flot an option in the model.

8. The model's output as it stands is essentially a
circular calculation. Both proouctioll and consumption
of foodgrain depend on population. with fixed
coefficients among various intermediary variahles.
With the default coefficients. there is no way for the
model to generate 2 deficit foodgrain situation in
Afghanistan-th&t is. it does not generate conclusions
in accord with observed reality. or course. direct
entry of production datlZA is now possible with the
model. a cumberso'1le but acceptable alternative to
having realistic default values of production in the
first place.

In summary. as we've discussed on prior occasions, the model's great
advantage is that it allows users to change input values -and requires that
they specify certain assumptions. Its disadvantage is that the default data
and functions are unrealistic and the grain production function is needlessly
indirect and based on several unreliable and unavailable data.

If the above items are explained to readers of- the draft report and
prospective users of the model. I b-eliE~ve we'll have an easier presentation to
the client.
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Response to Comments on Draft Report



To:

From:

Subject:

John NewtOal

Edgar Ariza-Nifio

Response to Comments on AJFGRAIN

22 February 1990

Your comments on the Afghanistan Regional Foodgrain Situation
Assessment report are most welcome s.nd appreciated. In lteeping with your
suggestion, I have set down some of the considerations that evolved in the
course of developing AFGRAIN, 8S well 8S the choices made regarding data
and methodology. I agree with many of your points regarding the
deficiencies of the data currently available. Unfortunately, I!llS explained
below, often there are few alternatives to those data. In responding to your
comments, I am keeping the lSame numerical references used in your memo.

1. The default foodgrain situation for Afghanistan that results from using
the default data values cannot be defined in a single figure. There sre 12
provinces that show a deficit and 11 tha~ show ~ surplus. The surplus is
heavily concentrated in a the few provinces in the northwest corner of
Afghanistan (Talthar, Ba.ndakshan, Baghlanl Most other provinces have only
modest surpluses. The deficits are heavily concentrated in the provinces
around the Kabul basin and in the provinces around the Murghab slope.
Given the ccnstraints to internal transport, it is not likely that surpiuses
generated in one region can be moved to the regions vvith a deficit. It
therefore becomes necessary for regions with a deficit to be supplied from
the outside, even though there might be Iregional surpluses in other parts of
the country.

The surplus in AFGRAIN is defined 3S production above the minimum
cereal equivalent requirement to maintain good healthp or 180 Idlograms per
person. This is a minimum value. Und'~r ordinary conditions people consume
more than such a minimum level. Afghanistan in the P21st has produced more
than such a minimum. In Manly's study for e"ample, ~"erage consumption/
production in 1968-69 was 262 ldlogfaffis pe ~ head, AFGRAIN's per capita
production amounts to 242 ,kilograms per head when barley ~md maize are
included, and 199 kilograms per head when barley is completely excluded
and only half of the maize is taken for human consumption. While 199
kilograms is higher than §levers.l other estimates, it is exceeded by the 210-215
kilograms estimate made by Dr. Farough in his forthcoming study.

2. The default in-country population i5, 13 million, derived from thr;
UNHCR's 19[19 estim31te of population by province ~md. ~heir estirl1stes or
refugees outside fl.jghanistan. Unfortunately, I don't h!llvq~ other in"",ependent
estimates of in-country population by province. Other M~lysts are of course
urged to use better estimates whenever &:lvailable. \Ji"Thile improvements in the
demographic data are possible, the purpose of the AFGRAIN exercise was to
develop 8 framework for exploring alterrmtive estimates for population, not



necessarily to develop those better demographic estimates. There are other
people far more qualified than myself working on that very subject.

3. The default refugee population of 3.3 million is indeed lower than
previous figures suggested. This figure merely adds the 2.6 million refugees
in Pakistan that UNHCR reported on January 7, 1990, in a memo to you and
the .632 million reported in Nathan Associates' Macro Database for Iran. I
agree that the figure for Iran migh\ be understated, but until I find something
more solid on paper I have no way to assign additional refugee values by
province. We should stress the need to come up with better data to arrive
at more realistic values.

While the latest refugee figures are lower than before, several
observers have pointed out that previous figures were probably inflated.
Several factors would lead to overestimates of actual numbers: most refugee
estimates are based on the number of food ration cards issued However,
some families might report more members than they actually have to obtain
higher rations; camp commanders might increase the number of families living
in a camp; some families might be recorded more than once; there are
seasonal refugees who return to Afghanistan for part of the year; the register
books are not kept up to date. I am therefore not certain that the most
recent figures provided by UNHCR are necessarily an undercounting of the
actual number of refugees.

4. "The figures on the percentage of rural population and the percentage
of population engaged in farming are high by world standards." They are
indeed, but I don't see why world standards should apply to Afghanistan in
this regard. The figures for percent ('ural population are taken directly from
the 1978 census, and for the country as a whole urban population only
represent 15 percent. I agree that this percentage presumably increased as a
result of the war. No adjustment has been made in this regard; any efforts
to correct this would be welcome. It is unfortunate that under the scope of
work of this assignment there was not opportunity to work out better
demographic estimates of urban/rural population by province. I understand
there are other specialists working on this subject

The default ratio of farming-to-rural population, 80 percent, is a critical
value I assigned rather arbitrarily to make it possible to estimate agricultural
population. If there is any empirical estimate of this coefficient, it should be
entered immediately. I don't know of any recent one, however. Moreover,
the 80 percent value is probably on the low side: combined 'with the 85
percent estimate of rural population, it implies a rate of farming population of
only 68 percent of total population. From the little I have learned about
Afghanistan this ratio seems low, but U is only my opinion. Others with
more experience in the country might be able to offer better estimates. The
Swedish Committee uses an estimate of 11 million farming population for 23
provinces for 1978, out of a population of 13 million. which implies a ratio of
85 percent



5. Concerning the minimum consumption requirement, assessments
regarding the adequacy of food production levels are usually made using
fairly accepted levels of cereal equivalent consumption, normally 180 kilograms
per head. I repeat, this is a nutritionally based minimum level, not an
average, not a maximum, not a recommeded diet In most countries, including
Afghanistan in the past, actual per capita consumption is above such levels.
To fulfill such a consumption requirement UNHCR recommends providing
refugees vvith 150 kilograms of wheat per head, supplemented with soybean
meal, powdered milk, sugar, snu. cooking oil. Many other possible
combination of foods can be used to fulfill the nutritional requirements.
Wheat per se does not have any minimum consumption level. I don't really
see how you arrive at 8 cereal consumption requirement of 215 kilograms.
While desirable, most nutritionists would view this as too high a minimum
requirement

Manly's 262 kilograms per head is not based on any nutritional
considerations; it is merely the average production per head for the base
year 1968/69. He uses this value as a yardstick to identify surplus and deficit
provinces, on the assumption that consumption should equalize across the
country. 1 don't think Manly intended the 262 kilograms per head to be taken
as a minimum ponsumption requirement.

6. The use of data from the Agricultural Survey has been amply discussed
with the representatives of the Swedish Committee, particularly with those
specialists working on the tabulation of the 1987 survey results. Theirs is the
only set of farm production data available by province, 8S far as I know.
There has been no other empirical survey of the agricultural sector in the
past 2 decades, that I know of. I admit that their results suffer from several
shortcomings, deriving from the special war circumstances in which the
survey took place. In general, they stand .by their 1987 farm production data
as being reasonably accurate, though there are some specific cases where
questions arise.

6-8. I:l their interpretation of the data, the Swedish Committee emphasizes
the relative magnitudes of the drop in production from 1978 to 1987 as
reported by the surveyed farmers in 1981'.. A large part of the apparent loss
can be attributed to faulty recollection by farmers of what their yields and
area were 8 decade before, before thz: war. A detailed analysis of why
such 8 relative measure is likely to exag(,erate the sctum] drop in farm
production is found in the text of Nathan Associates' Macro Database, pp. 51
65 of Volume I. Readers are encouraged to examine this section. The basic
point is that the reported yields for 1978 could not have been as large as
farmers claimed.

6-b. The above does not invalidate farmers' responses about 1987 yields
since that was the current or most recent year at the time of the survey.
Farmers like everyone else recall .-ecent experience muc:h better than events
8 decade before. Yields reported for 1987 appear reasonable to me and I
believe to most agronomists. The Swedish Committee itself considers the
1987 farm yield estimate$ reasonably accurate within 10 percent of actual



values. Since 1987 was a year of relatively good. rains, yields might have
been above average, but still within the normal range. AFGRAIN uses only
the 1987 farm production data, and 8S far 8S I understand, the Agricultural
Survey does not disavow these figures. This does not mean that these farm
production figures are beyond improvement In their more recent second
farm survey, the Swedish Committee has introduced several modifications in
their questionnaires and methodology to 9void some of the deficiencies in
their 1987 study. When results of the 1989 survey become available later in
1990, they should be incorporated into MGRAIN.

6-c. As far &s I under$tand, the Swmiish Committee has officially
consistently avoided using their survey results to arrive at absolute estimates
of production for wheat or other cen~al products. I have not 3een in their
literature any absolute estimate of production (though I confess having read
only a small portion of their published output). Other analysts, however,
have used their estimates of relative decline in productivity, in combination
with data for the last prewar year, 1918, to arrive at estimates of current
foodgrain production. Nathan Associates' Macro Database (Table A-II-9) uses
this approach, for example, and estimates 1986/87 wheat production of .93
million tons, a 65-percent drop from 1978, and for foodgrains a total of 1~

million tons, a 64-percent faU from the 4.1 million tons in 1978. I believe
these estimates are too low for the reason given above, namely, the relative
drop in productivity is likely to be exaggerated. Moreover, the accuracy of
agricultural statistics for 1978 is also subject to doubt since they were not
based 0[1 any kind of nationwide survey. At least, the 1987 figures from the
Agricultural Survey are based on a rather extensive fleld survey.

6-d Household size for farmers in the Agricultural Survey was found to be
about 11 persons per family, with little variation between farmers interviewed
tu Afghanistan and farmers in refugee camps. The Swedish Committee
analysts are confident that these are reasonably accurate figu.res, despite the
anHGipated bias toward overstating family size among refugees. I don't }mow
of any other estimates of farm family size to compare with those of the
Swedish Committe, and I know little about family compositon ia Afghanistan
to nmke a judgement myself.. Of course, alternative values are most welcome.

7. AFGRAIN's production estimates are derived from farm data from the
AgriculhH~l Survey and population data from othar ~~ources. The population
data are, I admit, highly uncertain and incomplete in many cases. Unfortu~

nately, I don't soo an easy altern.~~ive5~ to avoid the linkage with population
estimates. Of course, if there were independent means of determining area
planted to each crop in each provinc~~, it would be preferable. Unfortunately,
I don't know ()f any source of that information at the moment, except
perhaps official statistic$ from the GOA I do not Imow the analysts you
mentioned S,51 having that kind of information. It is to be hoped that \-\lith
the coming project of using satellite imagery to determine cropping areas
such a capability might be developed. However, given the usual lag between
start-up and actual delivery of results for that Idnd of project~ it might be
some time before we have these figu.re::; in hand.



8. It is far from true that AFGRAIN does not generate deficits of
foodgrain. At least 12 provinces are identified as having a deficit under the
default conditions, and 15 have 8 deficit when barley and half of the maize
are excluded as edible foodgrains. More provinces would show a deficit if
the mininlum consumption requirement were raised above 180 kilograms per
head., as you suggest. The true test is v/hether AFGRAIN generates deficits
when deficits are known to occur and surpluses when surpluses are known
to occur. In that regard, AFGRAIN performs surprisingly well, when one
compares the surplus and deficit regions with those generated by the Manly
study. There is a very close correspondence between the levels of surplus
and deficit predicted by AFORAIN and. those reported by Manly 20 years
before. A correlation of 0.87 is found be~ween the two studies for 25
provinces, after excluding" outlier provinces. Such strong association cannot
be attributed purely to good luck; it lends credibility to the accuracy of the
Agricul1ural Survey that this survey's predicted outcomes match previously
known situations so well.

It should'be stressed, however, that the purpose of this report is not
to do a foodgrain assessment for Afghanistan. Rather it is to introduce a
simple-to-use spreadsheet program, AFGRAIN, that will facilitate such
assessment by analysts mo.re famili2lf with the country and with access to

.up-to-date data. The default baseline situation is only a first approximation
using the raw data values. Users fire urged to incorporate their own
information and judgements to arrive at better foodgrain balances.


