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Methodology and Findings Regarding
EEO Complaint Process Analysis

OVERVIEW

On December 1, 1994, D.J. Miller & Associates, Inc. (DIMA) was commissioned by
the Farm Service Agency (FSA) of the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) to
conduct a study to determine the existence of any disparate treatment of minority
and female employees in the EEO complaint process within FSA. In the course
of performing both the statistical and anecdotal analysis portions of the EEO
complaint process study, our work was impeded by two significant occurrences:
(1) the unavailability of data requested from FSA and the limitations of data
provided by FSA that is restricted by legal ‘confidentiality requirements, and
(2) changes to the EEO Complaint Process by the U.S. Department of Agriculture
in 1995 and slowness in -the full implementation of the new process and in the
dissemination of information regarding the new process. '

After reviewing DJMA's initial analysis-and the impacts of the above limitations
on that analysis, FSA requested that DJMA provide only a methodological
discussion on conducting a disparity analysis of the EEO Complaint process,
limitations on performing this analysis, and limited quantitative and qualitative
findings. Below is DJMA's response to FSA’s request.

METHODOLOGY TO CONDUCT AN ANALYSIS OF DISPARITY IN THE EEO
COMPLAINT PROCESS

Statistical Methodology

Data Requirements

A statistical analysis for EEO complaints requires comprehensive data in the
following areas:

» FSA workforce—specifically, by race, gender, geographic area and
division

» Informal and formal complaints—filing dates for complaints, race
and gender of complainants, issue of complaint, area or division

where the complaint was filed, and, type of resolution
corresponding to each complaint
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Relating whether there is difference in the treatment between male and female, a
Hispanic female employee says “sometimes” and as an example discusses how
one male employee “just comes and goes as he pleases.” This practice has been
noticed by the female employees because it happens all the time. She has
observed this in the four months she’s been with FSA.

This White male employee says of gender-related concerns, “some women
might have advanced a little faster, it's all depends who they were working

for...”and he mentioned that there are three supervisors ad seems to draw the. . .

comparison between his department’s supervisor and efforts for incentive [cash
awards] and those of departments where women have not advanced as fast.

This White male employee says gender of an applicant or employee is a concern
to management, employees as he explains the previous practices and trends
(“nature of the beast”} for agriculture to be dominated by white males, “so the
word comes down that ‘hey anybody new in management has to be a female or a
minority’.” He gives an account of a retiring branch chief who was replaced by
an inexperienced white female despite the fact that his position was being phased
out for economic reasons. Another account is regarding a Black female that he
describes as “very qualified” hired with as an assistant to the director, rumored to
be the result of her indirect acquaintance with the deputy director “so she was
just put in a position.”

This White female employee relates that she feels the gender of an applicant or
employee has been an issue or concern for management saying “I think it's an
old boys” network. I still do. I think they put their key people into the positions
that they want and I think those and their attitudes are gonna to be with us for a
long time ‘cause they’re hold those positions for long time which means they’re
gonna hold minorities and women down.”
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Anecdotal Comments

EEO Awareness/Training/Performance

A White male employee feels that the dispute resolution board is a good idea,
however, they have staffed it with people who are not familiar with
employment matters. He further believes that OCRE's training and atmosphere
instills improper beliefs that all complaints must be resolved and that
management is always wrong. He feels that OCRE counselors are sometimes
unprofessional. This employee says that there are diversity workshops every
three months or so. Some classes are mandatory. He is not aware of Module 6,
specifically.

This Black female at FSA says that she is aware of EEO information available in
office, i.e., brochures, leaflets, bulletin boards, and EEO handbook. She says that
she underwent the mandatory EEO training last year, but has not heard of
Module 6. She does know who the special interest counselor is and how to
contact. '

An American Indian male employee of FSA is aware of EEO pamphlets, and says
that all employees are given an EEO package when they are hired. He has not
received EEO training—it was pulled over nine months ago. He is not aware of
Module 6, and does not know who his special interest counselor is.

One white male FSA employee says that EEO pamphlets have been provided to
him and are available to his staff. The information provided contains the aim of
the EEO representatives and how to file a complaint. He says that seminars have
been provided-—the last one, about a year ago. He knows that there is an EEO
portion-on performance appraisals. Although he is knows the EEO process and
his rights, he does not know who the special emphasis program counselor is. He
feels comfortable that complaints are kept confidential.

This Hispanic male employee says that he is not sure if there is still an EEO
Counselor program since the reorganization. He says that EEO information is
posted and available in the office. He says that training is provided annually, if
not more often and says that it is the Manager’s role to ensure employee
awareness. The DD is not aware of any office-by-office evaluations, and states
that the agency struggles with ratings and communication. He feels comfortable
that the EEO complaint process is confidential.

A Black female emplbyee says that this is the first year that they have had a
semblance of an EEO staff. They are now trying to staff up with people who have
some expertise in EEQ/Civil Rights. She also states that there is mandatory EEO
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training/modules. She has had positive feedback about the modules, except for
the Civil Rights module—some employees confuse Civil Rights and EEO.

A White female employee stated that all employees are to be trained in the
complaint process by 12/31/95. She also states that handbooks and procedures
will be rewritten as a result of the reorganization. She believes that Managers
now know their role as a result of 1989 training, although it was quick and not
very in-depth. This employee says that training is monitored by the State,
however, County training is not mandatory. The majority of counselors were
from the County Offices. Requests for counselors of a specific race or gender are
rare. She says that counselors were once effective at problem-solving, however,
not anymore—the new process does not require program knowledge. She also
stated that very few states have performance evaluations. The reporting
mechanism for substandard performance by a counselor was informal—word-of-
mouth from the CED or a complainant.

One Black female employee stated that she is aware of the EEO process and all
leaflets, posters available in office concerning the EEO program/process. She
stated that a “diversity” festival was hosted by the EEO Advisory Council,
however, many people did not come. She has attended mandatory EEO classes—

they were fine—however, she was already aware of the process. She has never
heard of Module 6.

This White female employee received 80 hours of EEO training initially and 40
hours annually. While her decisions were not often questioned previously, she
feels that her decisions as an EEO counselor are not as readily and
_unquestionably accepted regarding EEO issues. She believes that this behavior is

more closely related to knowledge and background in the area, and has nothing
to do with her gender.

A Black male employee feels that, overall, the EEQ staff does a good job.
However, he believes that, generally, there are far too many counselors that are
not capable of carrying out their function. He suggests that the high rate of
complaint activity at KCCO and KCMO is a result of uninformed temporary
employees with an assembly-line mentality.

This White female feels she has knowledge of her EEO rights. There is a
handbook in her office and they receive updated handouts on EEO rights, but in

“her office they’d not discussed the rights and comments, “we never gone to
training on EEO.” .

Another White female feels she knows what her rights are and comments
“we’ve had a training just recently, finishing up training...out of our state office.”
She has not though discussed her rights with anyone outside this setting.
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During this training she was exposed to the complaint filing process but admits
she’d need to refer to the handbook to file, if that became necessary.

This White female has been with FSA almost 20 years and knows her EEO rights
to an extent, but admits she is not well-versed on the subject. -She relates that no
one has discussed her rights with her personally by “at [state training] meetings
we have been informed.”

A White female says on being instructed on EEQ issues through classes, we've
had training on that. He’s attended three classes during the 16 years he’s been at
this county office and found it helpful. It just brought out things I hadn't really
thought about. Words that someone can say, actions.. liftle small things that's
part of my everyday life but then, ‘hey, this person may like this cause they’re not
used to this’; they [classes] did bring out some things.

This White female says she’s been to about five training meetings on EEO and
related issues and says “that was just for that purpose [EEO issues]. A lot of times
they work a little [EEQ issues] in [with other meeting items] but probably about
five for that primary purpese. She found that the information was helpful
especially with regard to sexual harassment. The meeting also included
information on how to file a complaint.

This 10-year veteran White female has attended two training classes since being
employed, “one was just recent, like in the last year, I think.” She found they
were helpful for knowing the process and the personnel to consult “if there
really, really is a problem.”

This 10-year veteran White female has attended EEO training at least two times
during her tenure. She discusses her knowledge of the complaint process which
she initially received through training by her CED in the first year of her employ

and says what she doesn’t know about process she can quickly find in the
manual.

‘This Hispanic female says they [office] have had EEO training at a seminar in her
state and “had a handbook to take home with us.” The session included civil
rights training. “You get more knowledgeable about civil rights and EEO and I
haven’t had a chance to read the whole handbook...everything’s in there if

maybe I would have a question...look it up, see what are the rights...it's always
handy.”

Another Hispanic female has been with FSA for a short period of time and is not
aware of any training or classes regarding EEO issues nor had her rights
explained to her. She has not received any civil rights training. On her
knowledge for filing an EEO complaint, she says “I have no idea.” She does not
know who her EEO Counselor is.
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This PA attended the mandatory EEO training which included information on
civil rights. She found it to be effective and received a manual for reference.
They were advised to refrain from filing frivolous or retaliatory complaints. The
CED has as well distributed information on EEO during staff meetings.

Another Hispanic female has been with FSA for a short period of time and has
not received any training on EEQ issues.

This Hispanic male has not been provided with any training classes regarding
EEO issues. He has not heard of Module 6. He has a friend who formerly worked
with EEO “on a one-to-one basis” who had told him if he ever had a complaint,
EEQ [office] would “take care of it.” He has not had civil rights training and does
not know what his EEO rights are. He does not know the procedure for filing a
complaint so if he needs to file a complaint he speculates that he’d call the (800)
number or call his friend [formerly in EEO office]. He seems to think that any
complaint filed would not be kept confidential due to the familiarity of
employees with each other [families have known each other from past
associations] and that the COC would become aware of a given complaint.

This White male employee has had three training classes. The class material
included an overview of EEO/civil rights, each class averaging about 2-1/2 hours.
As for effectiveness, since he’s had this material presented over several years, he
feels its ‘positive reinforcement’ advantage was dulled by the fashion it was
presented in, his attitude is I've heard it before.” He knows his EEO rights from
having been trained in the classes.

One Black female employee has been through some of the training classes of the
total series. She felt in some respects they were effective but admits “in other
respects, it was kinda like, you've heard it before and you know you are familiar
with it and some of the stuff was, you know, repetitive.” The length of the class
has been reduced which she feels is better and suggests that “people would be
more receptive of it if it was something new or a different slant.”

A White male employee has been through some of the fraining classes when he
makes recommendations for the EEO complaint process better he suggests “I
think the classes, maybe refresher courses periodically just to keep it in the
forefront is good.” This is his only recommendation is “keeping it [training] up
because you tend to forget if it's not.”

A White female employee admits she did not retain much from the training
classes but “I do now know the difference between the civil rights and sexual
harassment and that sort of thing, so I think that part was really beneficial.” She
feels the material promised was not all presented and what was covered could
have been in greater depth.
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A White female says there have been notices and printed materials on EEO
rights in the office but “I don’t know really if anyone has actually discussed it
[with her personally].” She believes that only one person from her office had
attended a training class. ‘

Another White female has attended a mandatory counter skills training course,
but it did not include any material on EEO issues. The requirement was that any
PA who had never attended this course participate, but not at the same time as a
fellow office mate. ' '

This White male employee says there was a training session approximately six
months prior to this interview but no one has ever discussed one on one his
EEO rights and there have been no in-house training sessions.

This White female says her EEO rights were discussed with her at a recent
training meeting she attended. She seems to recall vaguely that her manager
mentioned EEO rights to her as he discussed her change in job position to where
she is currently.

This Hispanic female says the “atmosphere is pleasant” when describing her
workplace and setting. “It didn’t used to be that way but it’s that way now.” The
difference is in the way there was friction under the guidance of a previous CED.

Another Hispanic female says “when we got more information on EEO was
when we went to that meeting [state training]. It was very informative. We
didn’t know our rights then [prior to meeting], but once we went to the meeting,
we found out what rights we really have.”

One Black male stated that while the goal is to resolve complaints at the lowest
possible level, or as quickly as possible, the position of the department has been
to “settle, settle, settle, at all costs.” He says that even illegitimate complaints
have been settled, just to get rid of them.

This Hispanic femnale has attended training in her state but has never had her
rights discussed with her otherwise, outside that context.

Another Hispanic female has attended mandatory training recently and has the
handbook given to her at that meeting.

This Black female employee says the recent two-hour training conducted by
KCMO was not effective, explaining that she is a trainer so her standards may
effect her opinion by the lectures did not encourage or illicit attendees’ responses,
citing that the participants intentionally did not participate so they could “get
out” [leave] . The information was sufficient but boring , so not well received.
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She complains that they did not give her a book after the session and she
wonders why.

This American Indian male employee has attended two of a series of three
mandatory EEO rights-oriented classes. He knows “vaguely” what his rights are.
Aside from the discussion in the training session, no one has discussed his rights
with him personally.

This Black female employee with almost 20 years at FSA has had EEO training
but feels ‘that it's probably a futile effort.’

This male employee with over 20 years of experience at FSA is “not aware” of
any existing minority outreach program in the area. He does know that there is a
minority advisor with whom he has “very little” interaction. The advisor does
attend the meetings. He “assumes” that the advisor is informed about the
programs. This employee cites that meetings are held once a year. There is a
performance appraisal done annually on all PAs. Civil rights performance
appraisal is not included as one of the items.

This White male employee has received mandatory EEO and civil rights
training. He says it was informative. His manager does not discuss EEQ/civil
rights responsibilities with the employees regularly. They are unsure of their
responsibilities.

This White female attended an EEO training seminar and found it to be very
informative. Her CED does not discuss EEO issues with the staff on a regular
basis, but has discussed EEO rights with from time to time. She noted that if an
EEO issue arose, she would know how to call an EEQ Counselor listed on the
bulletin board. She had not heard of Module 6.

This White female employee had attended training in the state office on EEO and
civil rights which was conducted in more than one session.

This White female employee has recently attended training seminar in the state
office on EEO and civil rights but admits she has not read the office manual on
EEO rights.

This Black female employee has been with FSA 14 years but only recently has she
had EEO and civil rights training. She says “each office [county] is required to go
over it once a year.”

This White female erri’ployee has not yet attended training “I have not received
any training on EEO training.” '
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This CED has had very limited formal training in EEO and civil rights although
when first became a CED, EEO training was a part of the program for CEDs. He
says that PAs have just begun to attend civil rights training provided by the state
in FY “95.

This Black female employee has attended mandatory EEO classes but she was
already aware of the process. She has never heard of Module 6.

EEQO Counselor and How To Locate

One White female PA relates that here is a listing of EEO Counselors on the
bulletin board in her office. If faced with the need to file a complaint she would
“pull that handbook and see about going about how to do it.” In her office all the
PAs have been employed there at least nine years each and to her knowledge,
there has never been a complaint.

Another White female PA says there is an EEO Counselor in the state office, but
not in the county office. She comments that she would feel comfortable
discussing any EEO matter with the EEO Counselor.

This White female PA does not know whether there is an EEO Counselor on site
and speculates about what person would be appropriate to discuss an EEO matter
with says “I'm sure it would be through ___[the CED], through our County
Executive Director.” When relating what person she’d feel comfortable
discussing a matter regarding discrimination with she says “certainly ___ [the
CED).” She describes role of the EEQO Counselor as the one who would “hear

your case, complete, and give you all the rights that you might need in having
that.”

This PA filed a complaint and had her case mediated. “I have this list of EEO
individuals who are part of a task force, so to speak, for the state and I could
contact any one of them. In some cases, the DDs are the contact.” Referring to
what she feels is a result from her complaint, she says, “At that time, notices of
positions openmgs and such were not situated and now everyone is fully aware
of all postings.”

This 22-year veteran White female is not sure who her EEO Counselor is, but
says “I believe it’s our CED.”

This 10-year veteran White female says would feel comfortable discussing an
EEO matter with her EEO Counselor, who is her CED, and adds “he’s a nice guy.”
She also commented that she’s not talked with her manager about her EEO
rights, but “you know we talk about things like that in the office sometimes.”
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This White male employee filed a complaint several years ago regarding age
discrimination. He was unsuccessful, but thought that the EEO Counselor was
very objective and did a very good job, and in estimation of this interviewee,
seemed to be knowledgeable about the laws and the process. He attributes his
loss to the inexperience of the actual investigator and some false information
supplied to investigator by some staff members queried as part of the
investigation. He relates that he views the role of the EEO Counselor, “now [post
claim filing] as just an intermediary, just advising me,” explaining his role now
as guidance instead of just counseling.

This White female is not sure of who her EEO Counselor is and says “I would
assume it’s ___ [CED] but I don’t know.” She would feel comfortable discussing
EEO matters with the CED or the DD. She is not sure of the role of the EEO
Counselor, but feels that CED (as EEO Counselor) would be accessible to her if the
need arises.

This White female relates that there is no EEO Counselor in her office, but “if T
had a concern, I’d probably go to ___, our CED. IfIdidn't feel comfortable there,
I see no reason why I wouldn’t, but if I didn’t, I would just pursue the procedure
we have and I'm sure I'd find the answers there or at least who to contact out of
the office.”

A White female PA doesn’t think there is an EEO Counselor in the office but
would probably go through the CED if there were any EEO matter to be dealt
with, but would go to the DD if the CED were the problem. She would follow the
same course of action if she needed to file a complaint.

Another White female employee says there is not an EEO Counselor in the
office, but explains that there is a state counselor accessible through a number
posted in the office for EEO Counselor. She would feel comfortable discussing
and EEO matter with her CED. Based on an experience she knows of with a
temporary employee who sought guidance of one of the current EEO Counselors
and ultimately lost her [temporary] job, she does not have a lot of confidence in
the ability of at least that counselor. She even feels that the termination was
related to her having filed a complaint and supporting information being asked
of only certain people in the office. She doesn't feel that an employee should be
reluctant to file a complaint from her office now because the CED is a different
style of manager and would probably handle the situation appropriately.

This White male employee has been apprised that if there is an EEO matter he
needs to discuss and. it needs to remain confidential, there is a number he can
call but has not been told of any EEO Counselor in his office. When he is
describing the role of an EEO Counselor, he says an EEO Counselor is someone
“who's supposed to help.” He would feel comfortable discussing a matter with
his CED, if it did not involve the CED.
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This Hispanic female says there is not an EEO Counselor in the office, but relates
that there is a contact number posted at the entry to her office that should be
utilized if a counselor is needed. She feel that if she has a valid complaint, this
person’s role is to direct her through the proper channels:for the complaint
process.

Another Hispanic female says there is no EEO Counselor in the office, but there
is a telephone number provided if there is the need for a Counselor; she refers to
this number as a hotline. If she needed to discuss an EEQ matter, she'd feel
comfortable with a fellow employee before going to the CED. :

Availability of/Accessibility to Information

A Black male employee comments that “we may have done a pretty poor job,
especially in the county offices.” He feels that the information gets to these
offices but is not properly interpreted. He has been told by the county offices that
EEO complaints do not exist in these places. He stated that he was unfamiliar
with Module 6, specifically. "nformation, to date, regarding the new process has
been disseminated via memo and telephone. At this point, the employee is not
aware of a formal handbook, and says that his office only maintains copies of
official investigations, and reviews are limited to high level ‘cases.’

This White female comments that she has knowledge of what her EEO rights are
and says “we get handouts and stuff and I get with everybody. I make copies of
all the stuff and give them to everybody so they are basically aware of what their
rights are.” Discussing whether her rights have ever been discussed with her she
says “they just give us the handouts, we never discussed it. We never gone to
training on EEOQ.”

This White female discusses the office copy EEO manual, which is kept updated
and says she’s read it, but “not completely, but through the recent training that
we've had and I do have a copy for myself.” There are also leaflets and posters
on EEO information.

A White female who has been with FSA for more than 8 years explained that the
office copy of the EEO manual is maintained in the administrative clerk’s office,
and comments, “but, we've all [PAs] got EEO books.” Discussing whether she
read the manual, she says she has, and adds “we’ve had meetings on them.”

This White female thinks that there is not a separate manual for EEO issues and
says, “I believe it’s incorporated in with the administrative stuff.” She adds,
“we’'ve been to [training] meetings concerning the issues and all but as far a
whole manual, I'm not sure.” She says the informational posters on EEO rights
for her office are posted out in the front area of her office.
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Another White female employee comments, “The person that is in charge of
administration makes sure that any new flyers or information is circulated in the
office.”

Though this Hispanic male has not had his EEO rights explained one-on-one, he
knows that a complaint can be filed and the initial step is to “call the 800 number
and somebody will look into it [complaint].” To file a complaint, he’d first call
the number. Further, he says “it’s good that we have EEO, but to a certain extent
there’s still discrimination all over the United States.”

This PA relates that there is information regarding EEO rights and the complaint
process and it is posted on the bulletin board, and always available. She adds that
this information is accessible to all employees and “even for the producers.” She
notes that the EEO manual is available in the [employee] break room.

This Hispanic female PA commented on leaflets, posters, flyers explaining EEO
rights, “I'm not sure. I think there is.” She cannot recall whether she has seen
posters or leaflets regarding the EEO complaint process.

Another Hispanic female is aware of EEO rights and complaint process
information being available and conspicuously posted on the wall but will not
file a complaint though she has given thought to it, because of fear of reprisal or
threatened job security. In her office, in an unrelated matter, a CED was
terminated after an investigation due a sexual harassment charge several years
ago.

This Hispanic female PA has been with FSA for less than one year and does not
know of any informational leaflets, posters, flyers on EEO rights and does not
know if there is separate material regarding EEO rights or complaint filing
procedure within the office. She speculates that if she wanted to file a complaint
she’d consult one of the other employees for guidance. She has reason to believe
that a complaint filed wouldn't to resolved to the employee’s benefit but was not
at liberty to explain why not and also felt that information associated with a
- complaint would not be kept confidential.

This White male employee knows that there is a manual on EEQ matters, but is
not sure exactly where it is located. He has been told that it contains material on
the EEO complaint process but does not have firsthand knowledge of this fact.

This White female PA knows that there is a handbook on ‘EEO rights, but is not

sure where it is kept and has never read it due to lack of time and real need, to
date, to read it.
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Another White female PA discusses whether there is any manual on EEO
matters, says “I think there is.” She feels certain there is some material on the
subject because she has seen some related paperwork come through the office.
She says if she had a need to file a complaint, she’d read whatever is available in
the office. She has seen EEO leaflets passed around the office but does not know
whether this information is posted.

This White female PA says there is a manual on EEO rights located in the library
of her office. Though she hasn’t read it, it is accessible at all times and kept up to
date. '

This White female PA knows that there are posters on EEO matters in the office,
is unsure of the content, but knows that they are posted on a board in the front of
the office.

This White female PA attended a mandatory two-day training session on EEO
rights, but has not discussed her rights personally, one on one with her manager
or anyone else.

This Hispanic female PA says there are handbooks that are available on EEO
rights and issues. She seems to think there was an attempt by a previous chief
clerk to preclude the employees free access to certain handbooks but she did not
indicate any in particular. Each employee that attended training has their
personal handbook from the training.

This Black female employee to the director says there is a poster in her office
regarding EEO rights on a bulletin board. She has her own handout on EEO
matters. She says if she had a complaint to file, she’d go to the poster for the
telephone number listed for EEO Counselors.

This White female PA admits that she doesn’t now whether there is an EEO
Counselor on site, but that office administrative staff may have information, and
adds “we are informed and each person receives the information that comes
through the desk, the front desk, anything that comes to us. We are well-
informed, and leaflet that might need to come to us, nothing is kept from us.”
She relates that the procedure for filing a complaint “material that would direct
us” is kept in a book in her office where all that related information is
maintained. '

This White female PA says his office has posters and flyers posted explaining
EEO rights “It's out front..anybody that comes in they can see it.”

A white female with more than 7 years at FSA is not sure whether there is 2
separate manual on EEO issues but says “I believe there is. “On the location of
this manual she doesn’t know “not right off but I'm sure it wouldn’t be that
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difficult to locate.” She has had no occasion to read it, but admits “if I did have
some problem I would find the book and read it and find what I needed to do.”
She does know that informational leaflets, posters, etc., on EEO rights are in the
office located on the bulletin board.

This White female PA says that some of the information on filing complaint is
posted.

This employee has been with FSA for four months and suggests pamphlet of
handout be given to an employee when they are hired.

A Hispanic male PA relates that the EEO manual is accessible with the other
manuals at the front desk. He has read this manual “just for my information.”
The CED maintains the manual. He says the policies on filing an EEO complaint
is always posted, available in leaflets. He relates that EEO Counselor is a “phone
call away.”

This PA notes that there is a poster on EEO discrimination posted on a bulletin
board at the front of the office. He also says there a manual that is available to
the office kept in a central office. He'relates that these references are always
available.

This White male employee says there is information on EEO rights and the
complaint process posted on bulletin boards throughout the building, but is not
sure if there are on every floor.,

This Black female employee says that there are flyers and posters regarding the
EEO rights posted in the office. She thinks there is a separate manual on the EEO
process and complaint filing policies and procedures but says “we all went to a
class. Iknow everybody has a copy. I'm pretty sure it’s in that manual, but I can't
say for sure. It is accessible to the office staff members.

This White female employee relates that there are leaflets and flyers on the
various bulletin boards in the office regarding EEO rights. She does not know
offhand of a separate manual containing information on EEO rights and
complaint filing process but makes reference to handbooks they received as
result of training class.

This White female PA knows that the manual on EEO matters is located in the
back of her office but admits she’s never read if due to lack of time. She knows
that the information is kept up to date. She is uncertain as to whether the
policies and procedures for filing a complaint are posted, but believes they are,

however unsure about leaflets on the subject, maybe one posted with the other
information.
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This White female PA describes the EEO climate in her office as good, explaining
that there has not been any conflict and no complaints have been filed. “Our
office morale is a lot better than some from what we've heard talking to other
counties.”

This PA has worked in her office for over 15 years, personally maintains the file
on EEQ materials, keeps it updated, and says that the material is always accessible.
As for the EEO complaint process, she’s not sure whether the information is on
the bulletin board and says the leaflets are possibly in the file.

ManagerlCounselor PerformancelEffectiveness

This Black male employee feels comfortable d1scussmg EEO matters with his EEO
counselor.

~This veteran Black male employee feels that EEO counselors are adequate but
lack authority. He says that Managers seem to consider the process a joke—they
do not know about EEO requirements or the process...EEO counselors seem ill-
equipped to investigate facis or overcome manipulation of management. He
suggests that the consensus is that the counselors chosen are those least likely to
be controversial and most likely to get along with management.

This White male employee does feel comfortable d1scussmg EEO matters with
his immediate supervisor.

A Black female employee at FSA feels that some supervisors work harder with
their lower grade employees and other supervisors don’t care. They have the
attitude that they re going to put whoever they want into these positions. One
White supervisor allowed a White employee to abuse leave, and then go
through a career enhancement without taking all of the classes, while a Black
employee was required to take all of the classes. This employee says that she does
feel comfortable discussing EEO matters with EEO counselor, however, she'is not
comfortable with the Supervisor because “they won't do anything.” She feels
comfortable that most EEO complaints remain confidential.

This American Indian male employee of FSA does not feel comfortable
discussing issues with EEO counselor because he doesn’t think they would
remain confidential. He suggests utilizing an after-hours hot line.

A White male employee with 10-years of experience at FSA says that the EEO
process tends to polarize supervisors and employees, however, he feels
comfortable discussing EEO issues with his supervisors.

One Black female employee does not feel that she can speak to her present

supervisor because she is involved with Mr. [a male supervisor] on a
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personal level. She said that for some reason Mr. ___ was present during her
first EEO complaint interview. She doesn’t know why he was present since the
complaint was not directed at him, nor was her supervisor. “I wouldn’t feel
safe.”

This Black female employee says that she discusses EEO responsibilities with her
supervisor. She says that there are performance standards for each manager and
employee.

This Black male employee stated that “top managers have a tendency to do
things their own way,” and he feels that “this is a big problem.”

A White female employee stated that the employee is usually moved if a
Manager is a problem, however, some Managers have been fired and others
disciplined. She added that a former EEO Director said that ‘you are not effective
unless you have a lot of complaints against you.” It is her observation that
previous administrations have been less proactive regarding discipline for sexual
and racial discrimination, except for Kansas City.

This White female PA discusses her knowledge of EEO rights which she was
informed of through a session at state training meeting, but says that the subject
is sometimes informally broached in staff meetings through comments like “be
careful with everyone’s feelings, let’s be sure that everyone is treated fairly. We
are reminded of that.”

A White female PA related that no training classes have been conducted
regarding EEO, but that the CED has attended a training session “we have talked
about some of the things that were discussed at those meetings.” She says that
they are aware of some understaffing problems in neighboring county offices and
sometimes discuss how their own office would handle a similar situation.

A Hispanic male PA says no recent classes have been held on EEO but in 1994
there was a two-day seminar sponsored by the state. He has attended similar
sessions approximately every five years. He feels they are effective and “inform
you of what your rights are.” Also, he relates that his manager [CED] discusses
EEQ and civil rights responsibilities every three to six months and includes
information on employees’ rights.

This Hispanic female PA has been with FSA for four months, but is not aware of
any discussion or training provided by the CED regarding EEO or civil rights.

This female PA relates that the manager does not discuss EEO and civil rights
responsibilities with the staff regularly.
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This Hispanic male PA does not know who his EEO counselor is. His manager
does not regularly discuss EEO and civil rights responsibilities.

This White male employee relates that his manager discusses EEO and civil
rights responsibilities with the staff almost as regularly as each time a notice
comes out.

This Black female employee has been in her current position for less than 6
months and has not had opportunity for significant discussion of her EEO rights
with current manager, but explains that her previous manager “would always
mention” EEO rights when they would meet regarding her job review. She adds
that it was one of the critical job elements for that former position.

This White male employee says that he has not discussed his rights personally
with anyone but that his manager convened a group discussion at the office after
the training class to further talk about what they’d been exposed to.

This Black female employee says her manager discusses EEO and civil rights
issues “regularly, almost every week.” He discusses information or reminds
them of points already known or expressing concerns.

This American Indian male employee says his manager does not discuss EEO
and civil rights issues with the staff. Management makes sure that everyone
goes to the mandatory training.

This White female employee says that her manager discusses EEO and civil
rights responsibilities each time they have their three-month (quarterly)
appraisal of her job performance. The manager wants to be updated on what
activities [EEO-oriented sessions] she’s participated in.

EEO Climate

This Black male veteran employee at FSA believes that the reorganization has
had a negative impact on the climate—eliminated units headed up by the only
two blacks; elevated all White male-headed units; all senior management staff
are White males (two are new appointees); two Black males with significant
qualifications have been ousted. This veteran feels that when Espy was here, the

racists went “undercover.” Now that he is gone, they are back, and it is business
as usual. ‘

This White male employee feels that prior to the reorganization, his was a
cohesive group, however, now there is a little uncertainty. He feels that
management at FSA is relatively autocratic—"there is a tendency for this to be a
relatively closed organization as it pertains to decision making.”
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This Black female veteran employee FSA says that a lot of people do not like
going through the EEO process when they have a problem. She believes that
Whites get promotions quicker than anyone else. You “show them the ropes”
and they get ahead and you get left behind.” She also believes that the “higher
ups” are not going to change their minds even after the EEO review process.

An American Indian male employee of FSA believes that manager/employee
relations are good within his office unit, however, overall, they are not good. He
sees people take two-hour lunches, come in late, and leave early. He feels that
his boss has a positive attitude which influences the entire staff, making them
function better. There are other minorities in his office, American Indians,
Asians, and Blacks—he feels that they all get along.

A White male 10-year employee of FSA feels that the climate in his unit is
excellent. To his knowledge, there has been only one complaint filed in the eight
years that he has been in this office. He feels that there are pockets of individuals
who believe that they will never get a ‘fair shake, while there are other
individuals who feel that as the ‘political tides’ change, you get a better or worse
chance. He feels that DC is better than other locations. He subscribes to the
theory that where there is smoke there is fire—he has heard that there are
problems in the agency.

An Asian male employee says that the overall climate is pretty decent. While
there are job opportunities available, people don't apply, yet they complain. He
feels that positive people create the positive environment.

This Black female veteran employee of FSA says, “I think the climate is getting
better, it was awful.” “She feels that management is more willing to work with
and understand EEO. Management is willing to do some things now that they
wouldn’t have done in previous years. She says that years ago, management
promoted technical people to management positions who were not trained in
handling employee/management relationships—it caused problems. She states
“certainly there is always a lot of improvement that needs to be done.”

A Black female employee commented that many people are married or dating
coworkers which has contributed to lack of mobility for minorities. “I thought
[my old job] was bad, but this is a mess.” Additionally, she feels that there is a
division between Blacks and Whites. She came in as a GS4, and just recently, has
moved up to a GS6. She says that she has trained many White secretaries and
they have all moved up the ranks to GS9. She started with secretaries that were
“5s” and now they are GSI12s. “They have no more education than me, the
majority of them...but they are white.” She is aware of people who have quit
because of lack of opportunity. She was told by one woman that “sometimes you
just have to leave this agency and go to another one.”
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This Hispanic male veteran employee feels that the climate is positive, overall.
He perceives employment opportunities, feels that the staff is very professional,
and cannot recall any incidents.

A Black male employee expressed that morale is affected by lack of
communication and response from counselors—"there are lots of complaints
from employees about agency lack of response.” Additionally, this employee has
gone on record stating that “the new process is not working—the resolution rate
has gone down tremendously. There are more complaints now...” The idea
seems great in theory, however, in reality it is not working. He suggests that
returning to the way it was would be better than now, and would like to see the
complaint program returned to his office. He expresses a concern over whether
the agency supports the program because they want to or because they have to.
In offering an explanation for the low morale and high complaint activity at
KCCO and KCMO, he states that, overall, job grades are very low, and it appears
that promotions are given primarily to white males and females.

A White female employee perceives the climate to be “pretty good, its tough for
everyone right now.” People seem upbeat. Minorities are promoted—males
moreso than females. She says that working conditions are not the greatest in
the Counties, there are personality clashes in small offices. She comments that
the states are working to upgrade working conditions, but are not as strict; the
Southeast Area is far from perfect and underrepresented, especially females. She
stated that high level of complaint activity at KCCO and KCMO is a result of an
unhealthy environment; the physical design and layout of the offices; and,
limited opportunity for advancement because of the number of low level jobs,
fewer specialists positions. She added that the Director [he] is very brash, can be
obnoxious, but is, however, always open to resolution; he has been know to say
things that make people very angry. She comments that personnel offices are
not “user friendly,” i.e., no explanation for non promotion.

This White female PA discussed the EEO climate, problems, complaints in the
office, says “I don’t think we have any [problems]. I think everybody is treated
the same, even the Black producers and everything. I don’t treat ‘em any
different ‘cause it doesn’t matter to me what color they are, what gender they are.
They are here for a purpose and that’s it, it don’t matter what color they are.”

This White female has been with FSA for over 17 years and speaks highly of the
EEO climate in the office saying, “I think we have a very excellent way of getting
along with each other.” She attributes this harmonious interaction to

individuals because of “our personalities, all of us” adding that they work well
together. '

This Black female has been with FSA for over 24 years. Though she considered
applying for position as CED, personal constraints caused her to decide against it,
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even though, admittedly, she was performing much in that capacity. She
discusses the EEO climate in her office and says, “I would probably rate it as being,
if I was rating on a scale of one to 100, somewhere around 95%, which is pretty
good. There are times when little things might occur. Basically, the -
male/female relationship is good, the interaction between the PAs, maybe the
only thing you might have [as impediment] is personality. Discussing being the
only ethnic minority besides summer or temporary or field recorder employees,
she says, “I have no problem with that, I get along fine with people.”

This Hispanic female PA relates that “everybody gets along as far as I know”
when commenting on the working relations in the office. As for ensuring a
positive working environments, she says “we usually have meetings...maybe
once or twice a week.”

This Hispanic female PA says of the office working relationship, “I think
associate real good. Our CED is real good if we have family emergencies...he’s
understanding.” To ensure positive working environment “we have a
break...that allows all of us to sit around drinking coffee and we all talk. I think it
helps a lot.”

This Hispanic female PA discusses efforts to ensure positive working
environment, “On occasion we have staff meetings...sometimes there is positive
reinforcement...not all the time...I don’t think it's consistent enough.”

Another Hispanic female PA relates that the climate in the office is good except
for the preferential treatment received by an older, seasoned male employee. He
is not required to follow the same office procedure and protocol as the female
employees, and some feel it is due to his being older and his tenure with the
office. She has thought of filing a complaint, but instead will “just go along with
it [leniency by management].” She fears there would be reprisal or some penalty
if she filed a complaint; she alluded to job security as the potential threat.

A White female employee commented, “At this point I'd say it was very
good...it's always been a good place to work.”

This Hispanic male PA says of the climate “it's been fair for everybody.” With
regard to morale he says, “like every other office, sometimes it’s a little bit down
but overall it’s fine.” On the office method of ensuring positive working
relations, “we hold meetings and he’ll [CED] explain anything that’s got to do
with employees or the equal opportunities.”

This Hispanic female PA says of the interaction in the office “we try to help each
other out as much as we can, I think we do okay.” She further relates that the
CED is available to discuss issues and concerns with them, “whenever we have a

problem we go to the [CED]. To ensure a positive work environment she
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says the CED” goes to each employee and if you're having a problem [i.e,
processing a file]...he’ll work it out with you...make sure you understand it.”

This Hispanic female PA relates that there is definitely a difference in treatment
of employees. The males are not required to comply with regulations the same as
females—office procedure requires that the 8 a.m. to 5 p.m. are standard office
hours and females working before or after these hours are not compensated in
any way, yet the males in working before 8 a.m. are allowed to leave early. She
cannot cite any measures taken to ensure a positive working environment. She
does think the manager is open to working to resolve issues before they become
problems.

This Hispanic male PA has been with FSA for less than 6 months and describes
the working environment as “pretty flexible.” He says to ensure a positive work
environment, some of the seasoned program assistants will provide morale
boosting activities and additionally, the board office will get commendations
from the county office that they “are on top of things.”

This White male employee “says that there have been no problems where he
works, on his floor. To ensure positive work atmosphere, USDA/FSA puts out
memos from KCCO or Washington stating support of EEO and civil rights,
entertains discussion in staff meetings occasionally which seems to be
approximately quarterly, sponsors classes for staff members to attend.

This White male employee says of the EEO climate “I never had to think about
all that much. Generally, I think they’ve been pretty fair with, I think more with
the race than with the gender in some ways. 1 think there are some very
qualified women that might've gone a little further, I think. That's what I would
say. I think with the race they’ve been pretty fair on that.” He discusses equitable
treatment of all in the office, “I think they’ve been pretty fair. I think there have
been some people that have maybe given a little bit of trouble they didn’t need
give.” He goes on to cite personal examples from past experience wherein some
who deserved opportunities were not the benefactors and other instances
wherein some got opportunities and he alluded to favoritism; these instances
were not within FSA. Discussing efforts to promote positive atmosphere, he says
“one thing that’s very good, there have been cash awards given to more than one
woman in that department” and credits his boss with making sincere effort at

showing appreciation for his employees’ work, characterizes his supervisor as
llf 2 W
air.

This White male employee discusses the EEO climate in his office and says, “I
feel that it's gotten out of hand. The attitude of the employees is that they will
just file [complaint] for any little whim without justification.” He thinks this
level has been reached because “it’s probably throughout government. I think
that race has a factor in it. I think Blacks felt they could get ahead this way and
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now it's gone too far and the whites are being discriminated against.” In this
particular office he says “it's got a very bad attitude and I think race is part of it.”
To ensure a positive a working environment he cites the training and classes
“although a lot of those are waste a of time and a joke.” He continues regarding
the efforts to ensure atmosphere “and the door is always open to the director’s
office, he’s very open about it.” In explaining his attitude about training etc., he
cites a policy statement developed and says, “I think it discriminated against
white males and I think it still does.” He doesn’t recall the specifics of the
statement but says, “it just infuriated me to sit through that class.” This class was
conducted by personnel from HQ “and most of these are put on with minority
contractors and it clearly, as far as I'm concerned, leans toward minorities and
women.” He thought the classes were “not effective at all and adds, “it actually
encourages people to file.” He supports this assertion by the fact that the class
“explains the process on how to do it and what is available and they leave the
class and go back and say ‘hey I'm discriminated against, I think I'll file.” And it’s
proven with the payoffs that have been made that it’s beneficial.” He thinks the
managers and employees receive two different kinds of training.

This Black female employee relates that the EEO climate in the office is
harmonious saying “I guess pretty much everybody gets along “cause I guess
have to, I think everybody realizes that.” Explaining that the attitude may be
light she says “sometimes I think we expect from the EEO process” and continues
with the example that staff attending a meeting together will seat themselves
respectively according to their race. There are sometimes remarks made about
the former Black agriculture head, comments she says she may be taking too
personally because she is Black. She also had “heard through the grapevine,”
though not from management, that she was selected for her current position due
to the need to fill ‘soine kind of quota.” To ensure positive work environment
she relates the in-house training is a method and says, “I think that's helping
people out,” discussing the meetings they have and the ab111ty to cross-train, “I
think that’s helping morale a bit. It makes it more interesting.”

This Black female employee describes the EEO climate as “good.” She adds, “you
can go and talk to the people and sometimes you pick the one you are personally
familiar with to get information from but they are very helpful.” “There are
people who feel that there is inequitable treatment and they have filed claims,
some discrepancies that have occurred that the employees have been in
disagreement with they’ve talked to counselors about to see if they had a
legitimate right to file a claim.” To ensure a positive working environment she
says, “office wise, yes, but then sometimes it doesn't filter down to the division
and branch chiefs, even they are told to comply...the office is always sending out
policy statements” regarding rating being based on skills and abilities.

This White male employee describes the EEO climate as “pretty fair as far as
myself is concerned. I haven’t had any problems whatsoever.” To ensure a
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positive work environment he says policy statements are posted on all the
bulletin boards, and most have attended EEO and civil rights training. When
discussing the effect of the training on climate, “I definitely think it makes it,
make you more aware of it, such problems as your rights.” He assesses training
as effective and adds, “course it's a kind of a dry subject, you know, and it’s a hard
subject to teach.”

This White female employee discusses the EEO climate in her office and says, “I
think it has room for improvement. I definitely think that they need to be, I
don’t know, I still think there’s a lot of problems with how they do their
promotion systems with the EEO. I think there’s still a lot of favoritism going
on, there’s still a lot of promoting of the people they specifically want and I think
that hurts minorities, people of color, and women, too.” She feels the favoritism
is based on “who they like, who they like to drink with, who they golf with, and
that sort of thing. To me those aren’t bases for promotion. It should be a
person’s work and their capabilities.” Relating that it is frequent, she says “I have
seen that demonstrated over the years..it’s in a lot of companies [private sector],
but I think government should set the standard. We should do a little better
than the private industry.” - “It definitely does impact the environment [EEO
climate] because I think it fosters...a lot of people just feel like they're not going to
make it unless they ‘brownnose” or drink or whatever and it shouldn’t have to
be that way.” She praises the incentive programs (i. e., college) for
underprivileged that bring people in “but they need also to be fair to people that
have been here too.” Recounting efforts to ensure a positive work environment,
she lists the recent offering of in-service training for various grade levels, “I
think their training has always been really, really positive, but I think the
management needs to take the same kind of courses.”

This White female PA says of the morale, “I think we have pretty good morale
in the office. Everybody seems to get along well with each other, pretty much
receptive to each other’s problems...[personal problems], people kinda respect
that give you a little bit of time to deal with it.” Describing the potential effect of
work on personal family /home situations, she says “sometimes there’s a lot of
stress, when we're really overworked, to the point when we're really heavy in a
" program and it seems like you just get overwhelmed at work...” and talks further
on workday overflow. She’s not aware of any complaints and feels she’s being
treated equitably by management “pretty much.”

This PA says of the EEO climate “I think it’s good.” She further explains that the
opportunity seems to be equal and adds that there is no great turnover in
personnel. “It’s [atmosphere] pretty much positive because we haven't had any
changes that way [perSonnel changes].” She also relates “I think we have one of
the better morals in our county than in other counties perhaps.”
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This White female PA feels that everyone gets along well in the office and
knows of no complaints registered among her office mates.

This White female PA has worked in her office for 19 years and relates that the
EEO climate is good, all are treated equitably. She says that CED is ‘stern but not
too heavy-handed.” Her attitude toward employment in her office is that all
should be willing to do the work and not be there ‘just for the paycheck.’

Another White female PA describes the EEO climate in her office as a “lot better
than what it used to be. Since we've gotten new management, it's gotten a lot
better.” She is referring to the inequitable distribution of the workload and its
effect on morale.

This White male employee describes the EEO climate as opposite what it had
been four to five years ago, explaining that the previous CED was “one-sided to
certain people but now it’s pretty much evened out, pretty fair share.” He did not
elaborate further.

This White female PA says the office climate is fine. “I don't think anybody is
being discriminated against. I don’t have any complaints or anything.”

This White female PA says the EEO climate is ‘pretty good’ but there is need for a
little more privacy in the set up of their individual workspaces especially when
there is need for more private discussion on matters.

This Hispanic female PA says the EEO climate is good in the office and admits
the office is just getting acquainted with their new CED. Unlike a former CED,
this one seems to be easy to talk with and get along with. She doesn't cite any
problems with fellow employees.

This Black female PA describes the EEO climate as good. “We get along. Ihear of
complaints, but only having been for a year, it's difficult for me to know if people
are complaining because they have legitimate complaints of if they are just
complainers, but from my perspective there are no problems. It's a good
climate.” Discussing further she relates that work seems to be distributed
equitably, but that the statistics contradict this, but she did not elaborate. To
ensure a positive climate, the employees are encouraged to attend an annual
diversity festival and to communicate with each other. Their participation is
encouraged having them actually act as speakers, etc. The handouts at the
festival may detail the history or origin of a race.

This American Indian male employee has the understanding that may conflict
resulting from EEQ matters is resolved quickly as possible and that the impetus
may be to have it managed before it “leaves the building”. Management efforts
toward ensuring positive atmosphere is to increase awareness of an appreciation
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for the fact that there are differences through diversity programs [festival, etc.].
Personally he’s not witnessed a “whole lot of conflict.” He further describes the
office atmosphere as “wholesome” and “pretty diversified.”

This White female employee describes the EEO climate as-“good, I guess. I
haven’t had no problems with it, as far as the EEO art of it goes.” She further
explains that, “it’s one of the better divisions of the agency [regarding EEO
issues].” Management exhibits effort toward promoting positive atmosphere by
affording “the ability to talk to your supervisor and most of the supervisors I've
had around here have always had an open door. If you had a problem, you'd go
to talk to them.” : |

This Black female veteran employee says of the EEO climate, “There have been
times in the past where all the ladies have been spoken to in the wrong tone
overall. Everyone has experienced conflict with management. She has
experienced problems with management in the past and management is
sometimes difficult, however she “refuses to be intimidated.”

This CED is a 23-year veteran and considers the EEO climate in his office to be
good. He maintains an open door policy to discuss any issue and also believes it
is his responsibility to do his best to resolve a complaint in his office. He feels he
treats everyone equally. In discussing an office practice he says “The ‘ladies,’
rather the PAs, are constantly reminded that all farmers are eligible to make
applications for any of the programs that we are providing.”

This White male 22-year employee discusses the EEQ climate in his office and
says “Process doesn’t work here. It's broken down and part of the problem is you
have about three people at the top who just aren’t going to let the
complaints...they are not going to settle them.” He feels that the managers are
hardheaded” and refuse to see a complaint even though there is one. He
referred to a previous CED and his management of the office several years ago “It
seems to have gotten worse under his regime. And part of that is that you've
had very ineffective leadership at the top. We had a director who really wasn't
interested in taking charge of the shop and just let __ do his thing, or we've
had a director was s0 unsure of himself he didn’t want to get into that area.” He
feels a lot of people have discouraged with the process [complaint filing].

This White male employee has tried to foster a better management style one that
requires and encourages cooperation.

This {PA} describes the EEQ climate in the office, saying that it worked “very
well”. In this office which included minorities the climate was good. “We all get
along, we don't argue—everyone gets along together.”
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This {PA} says the EEO climate is very good. “We treat everyone the same as far
as hiring practices and we have always had a minority in our office...morale is
excellent...”

Complaints—Filing/Resolution

This Black male employee feels that the attitude toward those filing complaints
is negative, however, “everybody files.”

A Black male 18-year employee of FSA says that he recently filed a complaint to
receive a grade increase. He put in for a promotion, it was justified, but political
appointees told someone to make this go away. He says that he has had to use
laws to gain his opportunities.

A White male employee says that there have been EEO complaints in his office
that were based on religion and marital status. He thinks that the OCRE training
and atmosphere instill improper beliefs that all complaints must be resolved and
that management is always wrong.

This Black female 24-year employee of FSA says that it seems that the only way to
move ahead is to complain and make a lot of noise. However, she also feels that
people who file complaints are viewed as bad and run the risk of being down-
graded during appraisal time. She feels that there will be reprisal for filing,

One four-year American Indian male employee of FSA says that he once thought
about filing 2 complaint, but changed his mind because people who have filed
complaints are looked upon differently. The issues dealt with sexual harassment
and promotion. He says that people don’t like waves. He feels that people don’t
like to hire people who have filed EEO complaints. He did discuss the issue with
his Manager who, he says, addressed the situation somewhat.

This White female employee says that she would have reservations about filing
a complaint for fear of being “lost in the shuffle.” She is aware of one female
who filed a complaint because a position was filled by a Black male from outside
of the agency. She commented that she once considered filing a complaint, but
did not, since she felt that the job was “not that important.” She also stated that
the Director does not pay attention to complaints, [he] does not seem to give
them much credence.

A Black female employee says that disciplinary action is not a normal course
after a complaint is validated. She stated that some mangers are moved to other
divisions and undergo training and are then tracked for improvement. She feels
that “right now, we don’t have a handle on complaints because the complaints
are being handled outside the department.”
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Another Black female employee who has been with FSA for nine years has filed
two EEO complaints. After filing the first complaint, she feels that she was
“black-balled.” She was unable to move up for the next few years, even though
she was on the list of ‘most qualified’ for each position. Her second complaint
has finally gotten her moved from a GS6 Secretary to a G56 Computer Assistant.
However, with this new job title, her duties have not changed—she is still
distributing mail and doing other secretarial-type duties. She states that she does
not feel comfortable discussing EEO issues with her present supervisor.

This Hispanic male employee knows of one employee who wanted to talk [not
file a complaint] about sexual harassment. Although the discussion was
informal, never reaching the formal stage, it was documented, and the issue was
resolved.

A White female employee suggests that approximately 50 percent of all
complaints are based on mere misunderstanding.

This White female PA filed a formal complaint in the 1980s based on the her
understanding that the next full-time position was to be available to her and says
“another individual was hired from- the outside...which at the time was
acceptable.” Hiring could be done from the outside, unlike the current policy of
hiring from inside only due to downsizing. She felt that the person hired was
chosen possibly because, unlike herself [recently married and contemplating
having children—though this fact was not made known in the office], the hire
was 40 years old and already had children. Through a written notice to her CED,
then through her DD and SED, an EEO Counselor was contacted and mediation
conducted for a couple of days. “That’s in the past...all of that worked out very
well...people involved were very helpful and understanding and eventually
another full-time position did present itself...I knew that to address the situation
and clear the air, that’s what EEO did for me, it allowed me to do that so that we
could continue and have better work environment.” “Mediation provided a
way for us to communicate our concerns to each other and know that I was
hurt.” “I think that the EEO process has been refined since then.” She related
that the time allotted for filing a complaint is 45 days and in her case, from the
time she initiated the complaint to the end, the entire process took several
weeks. “As far I'm concerned, the system worked for me.”

This Hispanic male PA says that some temporary jobs were eliminated due to no
money to pay them “but for no other reason.” No complaints were filed as a
result of this action. He says that a complaint was filed in an unrelated case
about five years ago against a CED for alleged sexual harassment charged by a
female employee. “As far as I know, it's [the case] still pending.”

One Black male employee says that managers and employees are reluctant to talk
about complaints at all. He believes that “any employee that files a complaint is
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generally set aside. They are punished.” He does not think that anyone is
monitoring compliance with time frames for handling complaints—just resolve
at all costs [no rules].

This Hispanic female PA says that employees may be afraid to file complaints
because “they’d be scared to lose their job.”

This White female PA has been with FSA 22 years and has never had any
thought of filing a complaint.

This 24-year Black female employee feels that “we [office staff] should have filed
a complaint against our former CED, now gone for two years, for treatment by
him with regard to age and ethnicity. She says, “he had a bad personality as far as
being authority or with age differences or, he tried not to show prejudice, but you
could tell that he was.” She didn’t file a complaint because she thought it would
get better, trying “to give him the benefit of the doubt, trying to work with him,
but there were some real bad clashes with that particular CED.” He is currently a
CED in another county. She recounted instances of discussing information he
had " discussed individually with staff members, then in turn, sharing it
indiscriminately with other staff members without their knowledge.

This White male employee has not filed a complaint nor thought of filing but
discusses that he has heard that there has been filings. He says of the attitude
toward one who files, “it’s my presumption that it’s like anything else, if you
buck the system you might win in the short term and lose in the long term and
doesn’t only apply to EEQ, it applies to all things.” He continues and discusses a
possible fear of reprisal by one who files a complaint, “I think there is a natural
fear, I don’t know if it’s a realistic fear.”

Though this Black female employee has not filed nor thought of filing a
complaint, she says those who do file are perceived as “trouble- makers,” and
continues, “I know a lot of people, that’s the only way they get their higher
grades, sometimes they have to file a complaint...I think they consider them as
troublemakers, pretty much blacklisted.” She attributes this to the fact that
“people are bucking the system. They just want to be treated fairly.” She thinks
that a person filing does not fear reprisal because they don’t have any expectation
of the filing being successful, feeling it will not go further than the complaint
stage.
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Discrimination as FSA Employee

This 25-year Black male employee has filed at least two complaints of
discrimination based on race. The resolution in one case was in his favor
~ because he says that he “knew how to get things done.” :

This 18-year Black male employee believes that with this agency, if you are a
Black male, you are less likely to receive equity—"the main criteria is hue.” He
further states that Black females are simply not hired, except as clerks. He says .
that no Black female has ever attained a GS13 level, however, he does feel that
Black females have a better chance of moving than Black males. He says that he
has felt discriminated against, filed several complaints, and won all. He also
initiated a class complaint based on race. This veteran states that there are no
Blacks managing program with power to handle money. He feels that the agency
now elevates only those minorities who go along with the program, or find
minorities who will not speak up. He states that those minorities with power
and authority who have attempted to use it have been moved out by “hook or
crook.” He observed that management offered to reduce the administrative side
of the agency, where minoritv staff is high, rather than the program side, where
White staff is high. This veteran perceives that management is no longer
punished or disciplined for discriminatory acts.

This White male employee feels that he has been discriminated against because
.of past complaint activity and reprisals from office of Civil Rights. He did not
file a complaint for fear of additional reprisals.

A 24-year Black female employee at FSA says that she has sometimes felt
discriminated against because of her age. She has applied for positions and
passed over in favor of younger applicants. |

This four-year American Indian male employee of FSA says that he has never
felt discriminated against, however, he did mention considering filing a
complaint at one time based on sexual harassment and promotion.

A 10-year White male employee of FSA states that he has never felt
discriminated against nor has he ever considered filing a complaint.

This Asian male employee has never felt discriminated against, but would file a
complaint if he felt it was necessary. He stated that he had heard of someone
filing a complaint, but is unaware of the details. He avoids that kind of stuff.

A Black female employee feels that she has been discriminated against, however,
she went straight to the source and when she didn’t get satisfaction, she went
higher and higher up until she got satisfaction. She did not, however, file a
complaint. She also feels that the situation for Blacks is getting better. She
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This Hispanic male PA has never felt discriminated against by the FSA office and
feels comfortable discussing EEO matters with his manager.

This White male employee has filed a complaint based on age discrimination a
couple of years aimed at the deputy director, explaining that they had a
personality conflict. This resulted in his being aimed to his current position
which he calls “the turkey farm and there’s five of us on there [assistants to the
director].” He lost his complaint at the formal level; he had let the department
make the decision who denied his request. He thinks there is no negative
attitude toward a person filing a complaint, reiterating “generally, a lot of people
have gotten ahead.” He cites the example of a Black female who has filed in
‘three separate instances “and she has been promoted or rewarded in all three
cases, and this is the word that gets around and makes it have a sour taste. If a
person has a legitimate gripe and files one, fine...but to continually file and every
time somebody says something that you don't like, that’s where the program is
wrong.” He feels that if this practice continues, eventually the guidance in
agriculture will be by those who know nothing about it. Of the system, he says
“It sure isn’t working the way it is.” He describes the process as very easy and
thinks a filer will not fear reprisal because “the system protects that very well.”

This Black female employee does not feel she has been discriminated against,
instead relates “I think I always feel like it's the reverse type of thing, like for a
certain committee they’ll choose you [her as a minority: female or Black]” and

explains further that she is always in selected for a group (i. e., all female, all
Black).

This Black female employee felt she was being discriminated against so she
talked with an EEO Counselor and filed a complaint. It was resolved, technically,
unofficially. The counselor was helpful, though he could not make a
determination as to whether the case was justifiable or not, he “remained
neutral and provided the filer with the information to make her own decision
and “not feel pressured.” Her case was predicated on race and gender
discrimination. There have been other claims filed in this office on the same
basis, regarding not being selected for a position though qualified by grade. She,
with two other women, filed a joint complaint when a staff member was hired
after they were told this would not occur, based on ranking, etc.

This White female employee feels she has been discriminated against, describing
how a new staff member was treated with a lot more leniency as they
simultaneously received new training, giving her a break because of her non-
veteran status, and alluding to the scanty style of attire contributing to the
preferential treatment of the new hire. This treatment caused her to
contemplate filing a complaint, and even consulting an EEO Counselor for
guidance. The Counselor offered the option taking it informal or formal, but
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asked complainant permission to discuss it with him instead. She says “nothing
ever came of it. In fact, he never really called me back, never finished it or what
have you. I could have filed a sexual harassment suit because I felt that her
behavior was inappropriate for the office.” Her solution was to go to the director
and ask for a transfer out. She also felt she would not have had the support of
the division on her side. She relates that those who file complaints are viewed
in the office as “troublemakers”, which she feels precludes many from filing.

Race/National Origin and/or Gender Concerns

This Black male employee feels that the race/national origin and gender of an
applicant or employee is of concern to employees and management. Further, he
is aware of a minority or female being terminated based on political issues. He
knows of minorities and females being denied employment, but is unaware of
any complaint being filed.

This White male employee says that he has not been involved in any hiring
decisions, and so he does not know if race, national origin, or gender has ever
been a factor considered in hiring. Nevertheless, he feels that OCRE does not
fairly advertises its open positions. He:feels that OCRE already has a particular
type of applicant in mind and does not give applicants fair consideration. He
feels that OCRE fills positions without competition and that it does discriminate
on the basis of race and past complaint activity. To his knowledge, no minorities
or females have been terminated in the last five years.

A Black female employee at FSA says that gender has never seemed to be a
concern to management in the hiring process. She is unaware of any minority
or female being denied employment based on race or gender.

This four-year American Indian male employee states that to his knowledge,
neither race nor gender has ever béen a concern in hiring, nor is he aware of any
minority or female ever being fired.

This 10-year White male employee of FSA has no knowledge of any concerns
about the race or natural origin of new hires. [They] do have an outreach
program directed at historically Black colleges and institutions. He does not
believe that gender has ever been a concern. He knows of an Hispanic female

and a Black male that were terminated, but expressed no knowledge of the
circumstances. '

This Hispanic male employee stated that race nor gender of an employee has
ever been stated as a problem, to his knowledge.

A White female employee stated that in some cases, a  Ameérican Indian
reservation comprises the entire County, however, there are no American
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Indians on staff in the office. She adds that there is no excuse for
underrepresentation in most rural county areas—people (White?) took jobs 20 to
30 years ago and will not leave, these are the best jobs in the County, The
majority of COCs try to comply with voluntary affirmative action plans.

A White female employee commented, “We have had minorities work here. I
don’t think its was ever a problem..biggest concern that I have with the
requirement to hire an individual who is a minority is whether or not they will
be able to serve the people we serve, not so much will they fit in with us.
Generally, we're a pretty open group.” she relates that some have very definite .
ideas about they expect and “there are people out there [people that we serve—
producers] who have expressed biases, I guess you'd say, and it's disturbing.” She
feels that producers “I think they would accept it but I don’t think they would be
too happy about it. they have done it in the past and they ‘tolerated’...working
with an individual.” In this area, we don’t have very much farm experience.”

“They [producers] want someone who can relate to what they're talking to.”

This White male employee described experience with a previous supervisor [a
minority male] who created a non-productive work environment, created an -
atmosphere of “paranoia” among the women and was very demanding and
overbearing. This super has now gone to another department.

This White male employee thinks that “absolutely” that race of applicant or
employee is a concern to management, employees saying “when Washington
puts out the word that the only one that’s gonna be hired is a woman or a Black,
that is discrimination against the whites.” He says the word [telephone call] is
‘communicated” saying “it’s put out and there’s a good example of one right now
where they’re trying to resolve it.” He goes on to describe the case of a division
chief hiring of a [white female] secretary and was made to reverse the decision
and “hire the Black;” several women have filed complaints “and I think they‘ve
got a good case.”

This Black female employee feels that race of an applicant or employee is a
concern to employees, management because of her having been recently selected
for her current position. She is the only minority, to her knowledge, who was a
candidate for the position and feels that her minority status is the reason for her
selection over the other candidates.

This Black female employee explains that race of an applicant is not normally an
issue or concern by management but thinks that if a position is available and a
qualified minority is a candidate, this candidate will fill the position because
“normally there is not"a minority or female in that position in order to put some
diversity in it, but normally the person is qualified.”
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Relating whether there is difference in the treatment between male and female, a
Hispanic female employee says “sometimes” and as an example discusses how
one male employee “just comes and goes as he pleases.” This practice has been
noticed by the female employees because it happens all the time. She has
observed this in the four months she’s been with FSA.

This White male employee says of gender-related concerns, “some women
might have advanced a little faster, it’s all depends who they were working
for...”and he mentioned that there are three supervisors ad seems to draw the

comparison between his department’s supervisor and efforts for incentive [cash .

awards] and those of departments where women have not advanced as fast.

This White male employee says gender of an applicant or employee is a concern
to management, employees as he explains the previous practices and trends
(“nature of the beast”) for agriculture to be dominated by white males, “so the
word comes down that ‘hey anybody new in management has to be a female or a
rinority’.” He gives an account of a retiring branch chief who was replaced by
an inexperienced white female despite the fact that his position was being phased
out for economic reasons. Another account is regarding a Black female that he
describes as “very qualified” hired with-as an assistant to the director, rumored to
be the result of her indirect acquaintance with the deputy director “so she was
just put in a position.”

This White female employee relates that she feels the gender of an applicant or
employee has been an issue or concern for management saying “1 think it's an
old boys’ network. Istill do. I think they put their key people into the positions
that they want and I think those and their attitudes are gonna to be with us for a
long time ‘cause they’re hold those positions for long time which means they're
gonna hold minorities and women down.”
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thinks that “that is why you are getting a lot of complaints from the White males
because competition between the groups, minorities and white males, is higher

rr

now.
This Black female employee feels that all Blacks are discriminated against.

A Hispanic male employee and 21-year veteran states that he has never felt
discriminated against, does not know of anyone filing a complaint in his office,
and would file a complaint if he felt discriminated against—he could not just
stand by. He says that he would feel very comfortable with staff in the EEO office,
“they are very professional.”

This White female PA has been with FSA for over 17 years, discussing whether
she has ever felt discriminated against by FSA says, “I might have pushed a little
further and gotten a different rating but I'm very comfortable.” She’d had to take
a leave from her job briefly and when she returned her former assistant had been
given her position. Though this PA’s experience and background made her
probably more well- suited for the position, she did not attempt to compete or
file a complaint, and says she was just satisfied to be able to return to working.

This White female PA explained that if she felt she were discriminated against in
any way she would contact the EEO representative “and tell them how you feel.”
In her 22-year tenure she has never felt that she was discriminated against.

This Hispanic female PA discusses the treatment she receives and says
“sometimes I feel I get different treatment because I am female and I'm not
male.” This disparate treatment is by producers as well as management. She’s
had producers accept-information from a male employee that she had initially
offered assistance to, but was not accepted, explaining “they’ll take his [male
employee] word over mine.” There have been instances when the male
employee’s advice to a producer on a program that she is more experienced with
has been erroneous, but the producer will accept it although she advises that it is
not correct. She has even brought these matters to the attention of her CED who
has told her that he [CED] treats all equitably. She had considered filing a
complaint, but feels the situation can be worked out without resorting this
action. She admits she is not comfortable discussing EEQ matters with her
manager for fear of retaliation and as well is reluctant to take it to the EEO
Counselor due to the possibility of being identified.

This Hispanic female PA has been with FSA for less than 6 months and feels the
lenient treatment of the male employees is form of discrimination, but she’s
never thought of filing a complaint. She does not know the procedure for filing.
She also fears there would be reprisal if one were to file a complaint and

expresses that she does not feel comfortable talking with her manager on EEO
matters. ’
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asked complainant permission to discuss it with him instead. She says “nothing
ever came of it. In fact, he never really called me back, never finished it or what
have you. I could have filed a sexual harassment suit because I felt that her
behavior was inappropriate for the office.” Her solution was to go to the director
and ask for a transfer out. She also felt she would not have had the support of
the division on her side. She relates that those who file complaints are viewed
in the office as “troublemakers”, which she feels precludes many from filing.

Race/National Origin and/or Gender Concerns

This Black male employee feels that the race/national origin and gender of an
applicant or employee is of concern to employees and management. Further, he
is aware of a minority or female being terminated based on political issues. He
knows of minorities and females being denied employment, but is unaware of
any complaint being filed.

This White male employee says that he has not been involved in any hiring
decisions, and so he does not know if race, national origin, or gender has ever
been a factor considered in hiring. Nevertheless, he feels that OCRE does not
fairly advertises its open positions. He feels that OCRE already has a particular
type of applicant in mind and does not give applicants fair consideration. He
feels that OCRE fillspositions without competition and that it does discriminate
on the basis of race and past complaint activity. To his knowledge, no minorities
or females have been terminated in the last five years.

A Black female employee at FSA says that gender has never seemed to be a
concern to management in the hiring process. She is unaware of any minority
or female being denied employment based on race or gender.

This four-year American Indian male employee states that to his knowledge,
neither race nor gender has ever been a concern in hiring, nor is he aware of any
minority or female ever being fired.

This 10-year White male employee of FSA has no knowledge of any concerns
about the race or natural origin of new hires. [They] do have an outreach
program directed at historically Black colleges and institutions. He does not
believe that gender has ever been a concern. He knows of an Hispanic female
and a Black male that were terminated, but expressed no knowledge of the
circumstances.

This Hispanic male employee stated that race nor gender of an employee has
ever been stated as a problem, to his knowledge.

A White female employee stated that in some cases, a American Indian
reservation comprises the entire County, however, there are no American
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Indians on staff in the office. She adds that there is no excuse for
underrepresentation in most rural county areas—people (White?) took jobs 20 to
30 years ago and will not leave, these are the best jobs in the County. The
majority of COCs try to comply with voluntary affirmative action plans.

A White female employee commented, “We have had minorities work here. I
don’t think its was ever a problem...biggest concern that I have with the
requirement to hire an individual who is a minority is whether or not they will
be able to serve the people we serve, not so much will they fit in with us.
Generally, we're a pretty open group.” she_relates that some have very definite=.:
ideas about they expect and “there are people out there [people that we serve—
producers] who have expressed biases, I guess you'd say, and it's disturbing.” She
feels that producers “I think they would accept it but I don’t think they would be
too happy about it. they have done it in the past and they ‘tolerated’...working
with an individual.” In this area, we don't have very much farm experience.”
“They [producers] want someone who can relate to what they're talking to.”

This White male employee described experience with a previous supervisor [a
minority male] who created a non-productive work environment, created an
atmosphere of “paranoia” among the women and was very demanding and
overbearing. This super has now gone to another department.

This White male employee thinks that “absolutely” that race of applicant or
employee is a concern to management, employees saying “when Washington
puts out the word that the only one that's gonna be hired is a woman or a Black,
that is discrimination against the whites.” He says the word [telephone call] is
‘communicated’ saying “it’s put out and there’s a good example of one right now
where they're trying to resolve it.” He goes on to describe the case of a division
chief hiring of a [white female] secretary and was made to reverse the decision
and “hire the Black;” several women have filed complaints “and I think they’ve
got a good case.”

This Black female employee feels that race of an applicant or employee is a
concern to employees, management because of her having been recently selected
for her current position. She is the only minority, to her knowledge, who was a
candidate for the position and feels that her minority status is the reason for her
selection over the other candidates.

This Black female employee explains that race of an applicant is not normally an
issue or concern by management but thinks that if a position is available and a
qualified minority is a candidate, this candidate will fill the position because
“normally there is not'a minority or female in that position in order to put some
diversity in it, but normally the person is qualified.”
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Relating whether there is difference in the treatment between male and female, a
Hispanic female employee says “sometimes” and as an example discusses how
one male employee “just comes and goes as he pleases.” This practice has been

noticed by the female employees because it happens all the time. She has

observed this in the four months she’s been with FSA.

This White male employee says of gender-related concerns, “some women
might have advanced a little faster, it's all depends who they were working
for...”and he mentioned that there are three supervisors ad seems to draw the

comparison between his department’s supervisor and efforts for incentive [cash =~

awards] and those of departments where women have not advanced as fast.

This White male employee says gender of an applicant or employee is a concern
to management, employees as he explains the previous practices and trends
(“nature of the beast”) for agriculture to be dominated by white males, “so the
word comes down that ‘hey anybody new in management has to be a female or a

minority’.” He gives an account of a retiring branch chief who was replaced by .

an inexperienced white female despite the fact that his position was being phased
out for economic reasons. Another account is regarding a Black female that he
describes as “very qualified” hired with'as an assistant to the director, rumored to
be the result of her indirect acquaintance with the deputy director “so she was
just put in a position.”

This White female employee relates that she feels the gender of an applicant or
employee has been an issue or concern for management saying “I think it's an
old boys’ network. I still do. I think they put their key people into the positions
that they want and I think those and their attitudes are gonna to be with us for a
long time ‘cause they’re hold those positions for long time which means they’re
gonna hold minorities and women down.”
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t-Tests for Differences in FSA Disaster Payments, 1990-1995 All Males
vs. All Females (10<Farm Size<5() acres) -

t-Tests for Differences in FSA Disaster Payments, 1990-1994 All Males
vs. All Females (50<Farm Size<100 acres)

t-Tests for Differences in FSA Disaster Payments, 1990-1994 All Males
vs. All Females (100<Farm Sjze<150 acres)

t-Tests for Differences in FSA Disaster Payments, 1990-1993 All Males
vs. All Females (150<Farm Size<250 acres)

t-Tests for, Differences in FSA Disaster Payments, 1990-1995 All Males
vs. All Females (250<Farm Size<500 acres)

t-Tests for Differences in FSA Disaster Payments, 1990-1993" All Males
vs. All Females (Farm Size>500 acres)

t-Tests for Differences in FSA Disaster Payments, 1990-1994 All Males
vs. All Females (Farm Size Missing)

t-Tests for Differences in FSA Disaster Payments, 1990-1995 White
Males vs. Minority Males (Farm Size<10 acres) '

t-Tests for Differences in FSA Disaster Payments, 1990-1995 White
Males vs. Minority Males (10<Farm Size<50 acres)

t-Tests for Differences in FSA Disaster Payments, 1990-1994 White
Males vs. Minority Males (50<Farm Size<100 acres)

t-Tests for Differences in FSA Disaster Payments, 1990-1995 White
Males vs. Minority Males (100<Farm Size<150 acres)
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Table 3.T.2.3.E
Table 3.T.2.3.F
Table 3.T.2.3.G
Table 3.T.2.3.H

Table 3.C.1.A

Chapter IV
Table 4.1
Table 4.1T.1.W

Table 4.1T.1.0
Table 4.1T.1.C
Table 4.1T.1.G
Table 4.1T.1.B

Table 4.1T.2.W
Table 4.1T.2.0
Table 4.1T.2.R
Table 4.1T.2U

Table 4.1T.2.E

Table 4.1T.2.C
Table 4.1T.2.G
Table 4.1T.2.B

Table 4.1T.3.W

t-Tests for Differences in FSA Disaster Payments, 1990-1994 White
Males vs. Minority Males (150<Farm Size<250 acres)

t-Tests for Differences in FSA Disaster Payments, 1990-1995 White
Males vs. Minority Males (250<Farm Size<500 acres)

t-Tests for Differences in FSA Disaster Payments, 1990-1993 White
Males vs. Minority Males (Farm Size>500 acres)

t-Tests for Differences in FSA Disaster Payments, 1990-1994 White
Males vs. Minority Males (Missing Farm Size) L

Number of Farms Receiving Government Payments by Area

Program Yields
Program Yield by Demographic Group, 1992

t-Test of Differences in Average Program Irrigated Yield of Wheat by
State, White Males vs Females and Non-White Males

t-Test of Differences in Average Program Irrigated Yield of Oats by
State, White Males vs Females and Non-White Males

t-Test of Differences in Average Program Irrigated Yield of Corn by
State, White Males vs Females and Non-White Males

t-Test of Differences in Average Program Irrigated Yield of Grain
Sorghum by State, White Males vs Females and Non-White Males

t-Test of Differences in Average Program Irrigated Yield of Barley by
State, White Males vs Females and Non-White Males

t-Test of Differences in Average Program Non-Irrigated Yield of Wheat
by State, White Males vs Females and Non-White Males

t-Test of Differences in Average Program Non-Irrigated Yield of Oats by
State, White Males vs Females and Non-White Males

t-Test of Differences in Average Program Non-Irrigated Yield of Rice by
State, White Males vs Females and Non-White Males

t-Test of Differences in Average Program Non-Irrigated Yield of Upland
Cotton by State, White Males vs Females and Non-White Males

t-Test of Differences in Average Program Non-Irrigated Yield of Extra-
Long Staple Cotton by State, White Males vs Females and Non-White
Males

t-Test of Differences in Average Program Non-Irrigated Yield of Corn by
State, White Males vs Females and Non-White Males

t-Test of Differences in Average Program Non-Irrigated Yield of Grain
Sorghum by State, White Males vs Females and Non-White Males

t-Test of Differences in Average Program Non-Irrigated Yield of Barley
by State, White Males vs Females and Non-White Males

t-Test of Differences in Average Program HWY Yield of Wheat by State,
White Males vs Females and Non-White Males
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Table 4.1T.3.0

Table 4.1T.3.R

Table 4.1T.3.U

Table 4.1T.3.E

Table 4.1T.3.C

Table 4.1T.3.G

Table 4.1T.3.B

Table 4.2T.1.W

Table 4.2T.1.0

Table 4.2T.1.C

Table 4.2T.1.G

Table 4.2T.1.B

Table 4.2T.2.W

Table 4.2T.2.0

Table 42T.2.R

Table 4.2T.2.U

Table 4.2T.2.E

Table 4.2T.2.C

Table 4.2T.2.G

Table 4.2T.2.B

t-Test of Differences in Average Program HWY Yield of Qats by Stéte,
White Males vs Females and Non-White Males

t-Test of Differences in Average Prograrn HWY Yield of Rice by State,
White Males vs Females and Non-White Males

t-Test of Differences in Average Program HWY Yield of Upland Cotton
by State, White Males vs Females and Non-White Males

t-Test of Differences in Average Program HWY Yield of Extra-Long
Staple Cotton by State, White Males vs Females and Non-White Males

t-Test of Differences in Average Program HWY Yields of Corn by State,
White Males vs Females and Non-White Males

t-Test of Differences in Average Program HWY Yield of Grain Sorghum
by State, White Males vs Females and Non-White Males

t-Test of Differences in Average Program HWY Yield of Barley by State,
White Males vs Females and Non-White Males

t-Test of Differences in Average Program Irrigated Yield in Wheat by
State, All Males vs All Females

t-Test of Differences in Average Program Irrigated Yield in Qats by
State, All Males vs All Females

t-Test of Differences in A-verage Program Irrigated Yield in Corn by
State, All Males vs All Females

t-Test of Differences in Average Program Irrigated Yield in Grain
Sorghum by State, All Males vs All Females

t-Test of Differences in Average Program Irrigated Yield in Barley by
State, All Males vs All Females

t-Test of Differences in Average Program Non-Irrigated Yield of Wheat
by State, All Males vs All Females

t-Test of Differences in Average Program Non-Irrigated Yield of Oats by
State, All Males vs All Females

t-Test of Differences in Average Program Non-Irrigated Yield of Rice by
State, All Males vs All Females

t-Test of Differences in Average Program Non-Irrigated Yield of Upland
Cotton by State, All Males vs All Females

t-Test of Differences in Average Program Non-Irrigated Yield of Extra
Long Staple Cotton by State, All Males vs All Females

t-Test of Differences in Average Program Non-Irrigated Yield of Corn by
State, All Males vs All Females

t-Test of Differences in Average Program Non-Irrigated Yield of Grain
Sorghum by State, All Males vs All Females

t-Test of Differences in Average Program Non-Irrigated Yield of Barley
by State, All Males vs All Females

Table 4.2T.3.W  t-Test of Differences in Average Program HWY Yield of Wheat by State,
All Males vs All Females
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Table 4.2T.3.0
Table 4.2T.3.R
Table 4.2T.3.U
Table 4.2T.3.E
Table 4.2T.3.C
Table 4.2T.3.G
Table 4.2T.3.B
Table 4.2T.3.G
Table 4.3T.1.W
Table 4.3T.1.0
Table 4.3T.1.C
Table 4.3T.1.G
Table 4.3T.1.B
Table 4.3T.2.W
Table 4.3T.2.0
Table 4.3T.2.R
Table 4.3T.2.U
Table 4.3T.2.E
Table 4.3T.2.C
Table 4.3T.2.G

Table 4.3T.2.B

t-Test of Differences in Average Program HWY Yield of Qats by State,
All Males vs All Fernales

t-Test of Differences in Average Program HWY Yield of Rice by State,
All Males vs All Females

t-Test of Differences in Average Program HWY Yield of Upland Cotton
by State, All Males vs All Females

t-Test of Differences in Average Program HWY Yield of Extra Long
Staple Cotton by State, All Males vs All Females

t-Test of Differences in Average Program HWY Yield of Corn by State,” "~ -
All Males vs All Females

t-Test of Differences in Average Program HWY Yield of Grain Sorghum
by State, All Males vs All Females

t-Test of Differences in Average Program HWY Yield of Barley by State,
All Males vs All Females '

t-Test of Differences in Average Program HWY Yield of Grain Sorghum
by State, All Males vs All Females

t-Test of Differences in Average Program Irrigated Yield of Wheat by
State, White Males vs Non-White Males

t-Test of Differences in Average Program Irrigated Yield of Qats by
State, White Males vs Non-White Males

t-Test of Differences in Average Program Irrigated Yield of Corn by
State, White Males vs Non-White Males

t-Test of Differences in Averaée Program Irrigated Yield of Grain
Sorghum by State, White Males vs Non-White Males

t-Test of Differences in Average Program Irrigated Yield of Barley by
State, White Males vs Non-White Males

t-Test of Differences in Average Program Non-Irrigated Yield of Wheat
by State, White Males vs Non-White Males

t-Test of Differences in Average Program Non-Trrigated Yield of Oats by
State, White Males vs Non-White Males .

t-Test of Differences in Average Program Non-Irrigated Yield of Rice by
State, White Males vs Non-White Males

t-Test of Differences in Average Program Non-rigated Yield of Upland
Cotton by State, White Males vs Non-White Males

t-Test of Differences in Average Program Non-Irrigated Yield of Extra
Long Staple Cotton by State, White Males vs Non-White Males

t-Test of Differences in Average Program Non-Irrigated Yield of Corn by
State, White Males vs Non-White Males

t-Test of Differences in Average Program Non-Irrigated Yield of Grain
Sorghum by State, White Males vs Non-White Males

t-Test of Differences in Average Program Non-Irrigated Yield of Barley
by State, White Males vs Non-White Males '
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Table 4.3T.3.W
Table 4.3T.3.0
Table 4.3T.3.R
Table 4.3T.3.U
Table 4.3T.3.E
Table 4.3T.3.C
Table 4.3T.3.G
Table 4.3T.3.B

Table 4.3.1.W
Table 4.3.1.0
Table 4.3.1.R
Table 4.3.1.U
Table 4.3.1.E
Table 4.3.1.C
Table 4.3.1.B
Table 4.3.1.G
Table 4.3.2.W
Table 4.3.2.0
Table 4.3.2.R
Table 4.3.2.U
Table 4.3.2.E
Table 4.3.2.C
Table 4.3.2.B
Table 4.3.2.G
Table 4.3.3.W
Table 4.3.3.0
Table 4.3.3.R
Table 4.3.3.U
Table 4.3.3.E

t-Test of Differences in Average Program HWY Yield of Wheat by State,
White Males vs Non-White Males

t-Test of Differences in Average Program HWY Yield of Oats by State,
White Males vs Non-White Males

t-Test of Differences in Average Program HWY Yield of Rice by State,
White Males vs Non-White Males

t-Test of Differences in Average Program HWY Yield of Upland Cotton
by State, White Males vs Non-White Males

t-Test of Differences in Average Program HWY Yield of Exira Long
Staple Cotton by State, White Males vs Non-White Males

t-Test of Differences in Average Program HWY Yield of Corn by State,
White Males vs Non-White Males

t-Test of Differences in Average Program HWY Yield of Grain Sorghum
by State, White Males vs Non-White Males

t-Test of Differences in Average Program HWY Yield of Barley by State,
White Males vs Non-White Males

Average Irrigated Yield for Wheat

Average Irrigated Yield for Oats

Average Irrigated Yield for Rice

Average Irrigated Yield for Upland Cotton
Average Irrigated Yield for Extra i.ong Stéple Cotton
Average Irrigated Yield for Corn

Average IrrigatedYield for Barley

Average IrrigatedYield for Grain Sorghum
Average Non Irrigated Yield for Wheat

Average Non IrrigatedYield for Oats

Average Non Irrigated Yield for Rice

Average Non Irrigated Yield for Upland Cotton
Average Non Irrigated Yield for Extra Long Staple Cotton
Average Non IrrigatedYield for Corn

Average Non Irrigated Yield for Barley

Average Non Irrigated Yield for Grain Sorghum
Average HWY Yield for Wheat

Average HWY Yield for Oats

Average HWY Yield for Rice

Average HWY Yield for Upland Cotton

Average HWY Yield for Extra Long Staple Cotton

Table 4.3.3.C Average HWY Yield for Corn
Table 4.3.3.B Average HWY., Yield for Barley
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Table 4.3.3.G
Table 4.4 W
Table 4.4.0
Table 4.4.R
Table 4.4.U
Table 4.4.E

Table 4.4.C
Table 4.4.8
Table 4.4.G
Table 4.5.A
Table 4.5.B
Table 4.6

Table 4.7.A
Table 4.7.B
Table 4.7.C
Table 4.7.D
Table 4.7.E
Table 4.7.F
Table 4.8.A

Table 4.8.B
Table 4.8.C
Table 4.8.D
Table 4.8.E
Table 4.8.F
Table 4.9.A
Table 4.9.B

‘Table 4.9.C

- Table 4,10.1.A

Table 4.10.1.B

Average HWY Yield for Grain Sorghum

Average Farm Size of Farms Producing Wheat by State
Average Farm Size of Farms Producing Oats by State
Average Farm Size of Farms Producing Rice by Stdte

~ Average Farm Size of Farms Producing Upland Cotton by State

Average Farm Size of Farms Producing Extra Long Staple Cotton by
State

Average Farm Size of Farms Producing Corn by State
Average Farm Size of Farms Producing Barley by State
Average Farm Size of Farms Producing Grain Sorghum by State
Summary Statistics of Yield for Peanuts

Summary Statistics of Quota for Peanuts

Summary Statistics of Number of Planted Acres for Soybeans
Summary Statistics of Yield for Tobacco (Type 1)

Summary Statistics of Allotment for Tobacco (Type 1)
Summary Stéﬁstics of Quota for Tobacco (Type 1)

Summary Statistics of Yield for Tobacco (Type 2)

Summary Statistics of Allotment for Tobacco (Type 2)
Summary Statistics of Quota for Tobacco'(Type 2)

t-Tests of Differences between Mean Yields for Peanuts White Males vs.
Females and Minority Males

t-Tests of Differences between Mean Quota for Peanuts White Males vs.
Females and Minority Males

t-Tests of Differences between Mean Yields for Peanuts All Males vs.
All Females

t-Tests of Differences between Mean Quota for Peanuts All Males vs.
All Females

t-Tests of Differences between Mean Yields for Peanuts White Males vs.
Minority Males

t-Tests of Differences between Mean Quota for Peanuts White Males vs.
Minority Males

t-Tests of Differences between Mean Number of Planted Acres of
Soybeans White Males vs. Females and Minority Males

t-Tests of Differences between Mean Number of Planted Acres of
Soybeans All Males vs. All Females

t-Tests of Differences between Mean Number of Planted Acres of
Soybeans White Males vs. Minority Males

t-Tests of Differences between Mean Yields for Tobacco (Type 1) White
Males vs. Females and Minority Males

t-Tests of Differences between Mean Quota for Tobacco (Type 1) White
Males vs. Females and Minority Males

v
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Table 4.10.1.C
Table 4.10.1.D
Table 4.10.1.E
Table 4.10.2.A
Table 4.10.2.B
Table 4.10.2.C
Table 4.10.2.D
Table 4.10.2.E
Table 4.10.3.A
Table 4.10.3.B
Table 4.10.3.C
Table 4.10.3.D
Table 4.10.3.E

Table 4.11.A.1
Table 4.11.A.2
Table 4.11.A3
Table 4.11.B.1
Table 4.11.B.2
" Table 4.11.B.3
Table 4.11.C.1
Table 4.11.C.3
Table 4.11.D.1
Table 4.11.D.3

Table 4.11.E.1
Table 4.11.E3

Table 4.11.E.1

t-Tests of Differences between Mean Yields for Tobacco (Type 2) White
Males vs. Females and Minority Males

t-Tests of Differences between Mean Allotment for Tobacco (Type 2)
White Males vs. Females and Minority Males

t-Tests of Differences between Mean Quota for Tobacco (Type 2) White
Males vs. Females and Minority Males

t-Tests of Differences between Mean Yields for Tobacco (Type 1} All
Males vs. All Females

t-Tests of D1fferences between Mean Quota for Tobacco (Type 1) All
Males vs. All Females

t-Tests of Differences between Mean Yields for Tobacco (Type 2) All
Males vs. All Females

t-Tests of Differences between Mean Allotment for Tobacco (Type 2}
All Males vs. All Females

t-Tests of Differences between Mean Quota for Tobacco (Type 2) All
Males vs. All Females

t-Tests of Differences between Mean Yields for Tobacco (Type 1) White
Males vs. Minority Males

t-Tests of Differences between Mean Quota for Tobacco (Type 1) White
Males vs. Minority Males

t-Tests of Differences between Mean Yields for Tobacco (Type 2) White
Males vs. Minority Males

t-Tests of Differences between Mean Allotment for Tobacco (Type 2)
White Males vs. Minority Males

t-Tests of Differences between Mean Quota for Tobacco (Type 2) White
Males vs. Minority Males

Summary Statistics of HWY Yield for Wheat by Farm Size

Summary-Statistics of Irrigated Yield for Wheat by Farm Size

Summary Statistics of Non-Irrigated Yield for Wheat by Farm Size

Summary Statistics of HWY Yield for Oats by Farm Size

Summary Statistics of Irrigated Yield for Oats by Farm Size

Summary Statistics of Non-Irrigated Yield for Oats by Farm Size

Summary Statistics of HWY Yield for Rice by Farm Size

Summary Statistics of Non-Irrigated Yield for Rice by Farm Size

Summiary Statistics of HWY Yield for Upland Cotton by Farm Size

g!lmmary Statistics of Non-Irrigated Yield for Upland Cotton by Farm
ize

Sumimary Statistics of HWY Yield for Extra Long Staple Cotton by

Farm Size

Summary Statistics of Non-Trrigated Yield for Extra Long Staple Cotton
by Farm Size

Summary Statistics of HWY Yield for Corn by Farm Size
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Table 4.11.F.2
Table 4.11.F.3
Table 4.11.G.1
Table 4.11.G.2
Table 4.11.G.3

Table 4.11.H.1
Table 4.11.H.2
Table 4.11.H.3
Table 4.12.A.1

Table 4.12.A.2

Table 4.12.A.3

Table 4.12.A4

Table 4.12.A.5

Table 4.12.A.6

Table 4.12.A.7

Table 4.12.A.8

Table 4.12.A.9

Table 4.12.A.10

Table 4.12.A.11

Table 4.12.A.12

Table 4.12.A.13

Table 4.12.A.14

Table 4.12.A.15

Table 4.12.A.16

Summary Statistics of Irrigated Yield for Corn by Farm Size
Summary Statistics of Non-Irrigated Yield for Corn by Farm Size
Summary Statistics of HWY Yield for Grain Sorghum by Farm Size
Summary Statistics of Irrigated Yield for Grain Sorghum by Farm Size
gpmmary Statistics of'Non-Irrigated Yield for Grain Sorghum by Farm
ize :
Summary Statistics of HWY Yield for Barley by Farm Size
Summary Statistics of Irrigated Yield for Barley by Farm Size -~ -~ = - = - -
Summary Statistics of Non-Irrigated Yield for Barley by Farm Size

t-Tests of Differences Between Mean Irrigated Yields for Wheat White
Males vs. Females and Minority Males

t-Tests of Differences Between Mean Irrigated Yields for Oats White
Males vs. Females and Minority Males

t-Tests of Differences Between Mean Irrigated Yields for Corn White
Males vs. Females and Minority Males

" t-Tests of Differences Between Mean Irrigated Yields for Grain Sorghum

White Males vs. Females and Minority Males

t-Tests of Differences Between Mean Irrigated Yields for Barley White
Males vs. Females and Minority Males

t-Tests of Differences Between Mean Non-Irrigated Yields for Wheat
White Males vs. Females and Minority Males

t-Tests of Differences Between Mean Non-Irrigated Yields for Oats
White Males vs. Females and Minority Males

t-Tests of Differences Between Mean Non-Irrigated Yields for Rice
White Males vs. Females and Minority Males

t-Tests of Differences Between Mean Non-Irrigated Yields for Upland
Cotton White Males vs. Females and Minority Males

t-Tests of Differences Between Mean Non-Irrigated Yields for Extra
Long Staple Cotton White Males vs. Females and Minority Males

t-Tests of Differences Between Mean Non-Irrigated Yields for Corn
White Males vs. Females and Minority Males

t-Tests of Differences Between Mean Non-Irrigated Yields for Grain
Sorghum White Males vs. Females and Minority Males

t-Tests of Differences Between Mean Non-Irrigated Yields for Barley’
White Males vs. Females and Minority Males

t-Tests of Differences Between Mean HWY Yields for Wheat White
Males vs. Females and Minority Males

t-Tests of Differences Between Mean HWY Yields for Qats White Males
vs. Females and Minority Males

t-Tests of Differences Between Mean HWY Yields for Rice White Males
vs. Females and Minority Males
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Table 4.12.A.17
Table 4.12.A.18
Table 4.12.A.19
Table 4.12.A.20
Table 4.12.A.21
Table 4.12.B.1
Table 4.12.B.2
Table 4.12.B.3
Table 4.12.B.4
Table 4.12.B.5
Table 4.12.B.6
Table 4.12.B.7
Table 4.12.B.8
Table 4.12.B.9
Table 4.12.B.10
Table 4.12.B.11
Table 4.12.B.12
Table 4.12.B.13
Table 4.12.B.14
Table 4.12.B.15

Table 4.12.B.16

t-Tests of Differences Between Mean HWY Yields for Upland Cotton
White Males vs. Females and Minority Males

t-Tests of Differences Between Mean HWY Yields for Extra Long Staple
Cotton White Males vs. Females and Minority Males

t-Tests of Differences Between Mean HWY Yields for Corn White Males
vs. Females and Minority Males

t-Tests of Differences Between Mean HWY Yields for Grain Sorghum
White Males vs. Females and Minority Males

t-Tests of Differences Between Mean HWY Yields for Barley White
Males vs. Females and Minority Males

t-Tests of Differences Between Mean Irrigated Yields for Wheat All
Males vs. All Females

t-Tests of Differences Between Mean Irrigated Yields for Oats All Males
vs. All Females

t-Tests of Differences Between Mean Irrigated Yields for Corn All Males
vs. All Females

t-Tests of Differences Between Mean Irrigated Yields for Grain Sorghum
All Males vs. All Females

t-Tests of Differences Between Mean Irrigated Yields for Barley All
Males vs. All Females '

t-Tests of Differences Between Mean Non-Irrigated Yields for Wheat All
Males vs. All Females

t-Tests of Differences Between Mean Non-Irrigated Yields for Oats All
Males vs. All Females

t-Tests of Differences Between Mean Non-Irrigated Yields for Rice All
Males vs. All Females

t-Tests of Differences Between Mean Non-Irrigated Yields for Upland
Cotton All Males vs. All Females

t-Tests of Differences Between Mean Non-Irrigated Yields for Extra
Long Staple Cotton All Males vs. All Females

t-Tests of Differences Between Mean Non-Irrigated Yields for Corn All
Males vs. All Females '

t-Tests of Differences Between Mean Non-Irrigated Yields for Grain
Sorghum All Males vs. All Females '

t-Tests of Differences Between Mean Non-Irrigated Yields for Barley All
Males vs. All Females

t-Tests of Differences Between Mean HWY Yields for Wheat All Males
vs. All Females

t-Tests of Differences Between Mean HWY Yields for Oats All Males
vs. All Females

t-Tests of Differences Between Mean HWY Yields for Rice All Males vs.
All Females
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Table 4.12.B.17

Table 4.12.B.18

Table 4.12.B.19

Table 4.12.B.20

Table 4.12.B.21

Table 4.12.C.1

Table 4.12.C.2

Table 4.12.C.3

Table 4.12.C.4

Table 4.12.C.5

Table 4.12.C.6

Table 4.12.C.7

Table 4.12.C.8

Table 4.12.C.9

Table 4.12.C.10

Table 4.12.C.11

Table 4.12.C.12

Table 4.12.C.13

Table 4.12.C.14

Table 4.12.C.15

Table 4.12.C.16

t-Tests of Differences Between Mean HWY Yields for Upland Cotton
All Males vs. All Females

t-Tests of Differences Between Mean HWY Yields for Extra Long Staple
Cotton All Males vs. All Females

t-Tests of Differences Between Mean HWY Yields for Corn All Males
vs. All Females
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Chapter 1 Introduction

DJ. Miller and Associates, Inc. (DJMA) was commissioned by the Farm Service
Agency (FSA) of the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) on December 1,
1994 to determine if disparity existed in producer participation, program yields,
appeals and the County Committee process. DJMA was also to provide
appropriate recommendations for reducing or eliminating any disparity found.
The following report summarizes our findings and recommendations on
disparities in participation by female and minority farmers in programs and
institutions of FSA during the years 1990 through 1995.

This study constitutes the most comprehensive report to date of minority and
female farmer participation in FSA programs. In general, there has been little
research on minority and female farmer participation in USDA programs
utilizing primary USDA data. Previous investigations by FSA raised concerns
about County Committee representation and disparities in program and
nonprogram yields between various ethnic and gender groups. The US.
Commission on Civil Rights also issued two reports on Blacks and agriculture in
1967 and 1982. Finally, numerous reports have studied the distribution of
agricultural benefits by income and farm size classification, but not by ethnic and
gender classification. ' '

This report presents evidence from a variefy of sources on the participation of
various ethnic and gender groups in several important programs of FSA,
formerly the Agricultural Stabilization and Conservation Service (ASCS). In
particular, this report focuses on the following issues:

Program Participation by Minorities and Females

* DJMA was charged by FSA to make recommendations to increase minority
and female participation in FSA programs. To do this, DJMA needed to
determine whether minority and female producers participate in FSA
programs to the same extent as White male producers. The central focus of
the programs study was: FSA price and income support payments,
Commodity Credit Corporation (CCC) loan, and disaster payments. Some
material is also presented on Agricultural Conservation Program (ACP),
Conservation Reserve Program (CRP), Forestry Incentive Program (FIP), Loan
Deficiency Program (LDP), Emergency Conservation Program (ECP), Mohair
Program, Peanut Program, Tobacco Program and the Wool Program.
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Assignment of Program Payment Yields to Minorities and Females

* DJMA was charged by FSA to make recommendations to correct any disparate
treatment of minority and female producers in the methods, procedures, and
decision making processes used in the assignment of program payment yields
by the County Committee. To do this, DJMA needed to determine whether
there are disparities in the attribution of program payment yields on eligible
crops between various ethnic and gender groups.

~ Appeals by Minorities and Females

D]MA was charged by FSA to make recommendations to ascertain if disparity
exists in the appeals process, individuals requesting appeals, and decision

making for granting appeals to minority and female producers. To do this,
DJMA needed to determine:

* Whether minority and female farmers differ in utilizing their appeals rights;
and,

* Whether there are inequities in granting appeals to minority and female
producers by FSA County Committees.

Participation in County Committee Election Process by Minorities and Females

DJMA was charged by FSA to make recomsnendations to increase minority and

female participation in the FSA election process. To do this, DJMA needed to
determine: |

* Whether there are inequities in the election process for minority and female
producers to the FSA Community and County Committees;

* Whether the Minority Advisor's participation on County Committees was
effective for minority farmers; and,

* Whether minority and female underrepresentation on the County
Committee, if any, was correlated with FSA program participation by
minorities and females.

STRUCTURE OF THE REPORT

The Report is divided into four volumes: Volume I, Main Report—Findings
and Recommendations; Volume II, Statistical Tables; Volume IIT, Qualitative
Data-—Anecdotal Comments; Volume IV, Supplemental Materials.
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Divided into six chapters, Volume I contains the findings and recommendations
of DJMA’s analysis of program and nonprogram yields, producer program
participation, the appeals process, and the County Committee process.

Chapter I provides the methodology and approach for the statistical, survey and
anecdotal analysis and the impact of the Adarand v. Pena decision on USDA
programs based on ethnicity and gender. The issues in this study are governed
by the provisions of the 1990 Farm Bill, related regulations and FSA Handbook
provisions. Statistical analysis is based upon data provided to DJMA by FSA, .
Kansas City. Limitations in the data will be identified and its impact on our
analysis discussed.

Chapter II provides a profile of minority and female farmers in the United States.
Data is drawn largely from the Census of Agriculture, but data from FSA sources,

Census Equal Employment Opportunity (EEO) reports, and other sources are
presented and contrasted.

In drawing a complete picture of minority and female participation in FSA
programs, the FSA data presented several methodological issues for DIMA. The
FSA data does not contain specific information on important farmer
characteristics such as farmer age, off farm work, assets and farm revenue. The
FSA data set is essentially an accounting system and was not designed for
academic research purposes. Consequently, it is difficult, if not impossible, to
correlate important farmer characteristics with program data. As such, Chapter II
serves the purpose of presenting a picture of minority and female farmers that
provides an explanatory backdrop to subsequent statistical analysis.

While lacking in some respects, the FSA data set covers a much broader pool of
farmers than the Census in general and minority farmers in particular. Previous
profiles of female and minority farmers have focused primarily, if not
exclusively, on Census data. The Census data is also self-reported. Consequently,
where FSA data is available, it is likely to provide a much more accurate picture
of minority and female farming.

Chapters IT, IV, V, and VI provide data and analysis on minority and female
participation in FSA programs, program and nonprogram yields, appeals of FSA
decisions, and the FSA County Committee process, respectively.

Each chapter begins with a detailed summary of the findings and
recommendations within the text. The chapter then proceeds to identify the
issues/problems to be analyzed, presents analysis and findings on the
issue/problem, and identifies causes of the issue/problem, if possible.

The core of each chapter is the presentation of statistical data. This portion of
each chapter generally begins with a discussion of summary statistics by
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demographic group and geographic location. The bulk of the data analyzed is
from FSA data files. Comparisons are made to census data in limited instances.
Each chapter supplements the statistical analysis with materials from survey
respondents and anecdotal testimony. The target population for this survey
consisted of current participants in FSA programs as well as non-participating
farms.

Volume II contains supplementary data tables and background materials

supporting the discussion in Volume I. The size of these tables is due to the fact - - - -

that data is generally broken down at the state level and by demographic group.

Volume III contains selections from taped interviews with farmers and FSA
personnel, summaries of focus group meetings, and transcripts of town hall
meetings arranged by DJMA. As such, Volume III contains the raw data for the
anecdotal research in the report.

Volume IV contains the survey runs and a survey of literature on minority and
female farmers. -

The four volumes of this report are interdependent. To fully understand the
purpose of this study, DJMA’s methodology, approach, findings, and
recommendations, the volumes should be read collectively.

METHODOLOGY AND APPROACH
Data Issues and Data Limitations

The research in this report is shaped by the quality and nature of the available
data. The research issues listed on pages I-1 and I-2 of this chapter are addressed
with evidence from several different sources:

¢ DPrimary data transmitted to (DJMA) from the FSA central database in
Kansas City, Missouri;

* FSA Reports, in particular, the FSA Producer Participation Reports;
* Census data pertaining to agriculture;
* Bureau of Census EEO data pertaining to agriculture;

* Anecdotal testimony from individual interview transcripts, focus groups,
and town meetings; and,

* Survey evidence from the telephone survey.
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Producer Participation Data

Among the initial data requests, data was requested on program and
nonprogram crops, farm type, producer type, entity type, race and gender of the
producer, farmland and cropland, payments, disaster payments, payments to
American Indians, loan program data, net worth of farmers, County Committee
composition and minority representation.! FSA does not collect data on net
worth of farmers and farm income and therefore was not available for analysis.

The data on program producers contained the background information on all the
program producers (without reference to their dates of participation).2 The data
sets contain a total of 8,334,748 and 6,118,131 records respectively. These records
were maintained at the individual level, where a record was assigned to a
producer for every. farm. Hence, an individual owning and/or operating
multiple farms and/or multiple crops within a farm would appear in multiple
records. The variables that were provided included producer ID, producer ID
type, state and county, the producer type, the entity type, race and gender of the
producer, and multi-county producer data.?

The data on disaster payments obtained from FSA contain producer ID, producer
type, state and county codes, the crop year and the disaster payment amount. The
producer background data obtained as NAM and FPM datasets contains a total of
1,812,544 records for the years 1990-1995 at the producer level. Hence, an
individual owning and/or operating multiple farms and/or multiple crops
within a farm, and receiving multiple disaster payments, would appear in .
multiple records.

The payment data obtained from FSA contain producer ID, producer type, state
and county codes, crop year and the payment amount. The data set contains a
total of 1,281,086 records for the year 1993 only at the producer level,

The loan program data contains producer ID, producer type, state and county
codes, the crop year, the loan amount and the loan type. The data set contains a
total of 281,511 records for the years 1993-1994 only at the producer level.
Program and Nonprogram Yield Data

Data was requested on the program crops, farm type, farmland and cropland,
producer ID, share of the crop, program yield and base. The ethnicity and gender

1The data (NAM (name and address file), FPM (farm producer file), disaster payment, payments,
gnd loan) were obtained on 3480 data cartridges.
Id.

3This is true if producer is receiving disaster payments in two or more records (multiple records)
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data contained in NAM was merged with the FPM data sets and program yield
data for analyses. A significant data issue is that program yields are set at the
farm level. This raises several issues. First, it is necessary to attribute an ethnic
identification to each farm (discussed in Chapter ). The data on the program
yields was by farm and the race and gender data was by producer. Second, all
producers on the same farm have the same program yields. This tends to
compress yield differences by ethnicity and gender. Therefore, the farms with
producers of different races were separated out of the analysis.

Appeals Data

The appeals data were obtained from the FSA file in order to study minority and
female farmer use of their appeals rights and whether there are inequities in
granting of appeals to minorities and females. DJMA requested data on appeals
requested and appeals granted by race and gender and was provided information
for 1993 only. No historical data on appeals were available. The appeals data
came from ASCS Form 681 reports that are forwarded from FSA county offices to
FSA state offices, and in turn are sent to the FSA Kansas City offices for
compilation. FSA does not collect appeals decisions from State or national FSA
decisions. The appeals data were not provided for each producer, but instead
aggregated at the county level. Consequently, the appeals data cannot be merged
with the individual producer data analyzed in Chapters III and IV to correlate
farmer characteristics with appeals behavior, since FSA does not track appeals by
type of appeals. However, the correlation of County Committee representation
and appeals is reported in Chapter VI. Finally, except in the survey analysis, the
appeals data were not categorized by type of appeals, e.g., program yield
determination, payment limitation, program eligibility, etc.

County Committee Data

The data on County Committee representation includes the following variables:
number of eligible voters by county and state, composition of the County
Committee, nominations to County Committee, number of representatives
elected to the County Committee, and Minority Advisor data. This data was
provided by FSA for 1993 only. No FSA Committee elections were held in 1994.

4The different ethnic groups were redefined as follows: Farms with only White male producers,
farms with only White female producers, farms with only Black male producers, farms with only
Black female producers, farms with only Hispanic male producers, farms with only Hispanic
female producers, farms with only American Indian male producers, farms with only American
Indian female producers, farms with only Asian male producers, farms with only Asian female
producers, farms with White male and female producers, farms with Black male and female
producers, farms with Hispanic male and female producers, farms with American Indian male and
female producers, farms with Asian male and female producers, farms with producers from
different ethnic groups.
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The data files were created from the FSA Kansas City Form 681 reports from FSA
county offices and manual reports. The data was not independently verified.

The County Committee data is aggregated at the county level. This prevents
integrating the County Committee analysis with the individual level data in the
rest of the report. In other words, the County Committee data file contained no
data on farmer characteristics and the individual level producer data contained
no information on whether or not a producer was elected to a County or
Community Committee.

The eligible voter counts do not match the aggregate producer counts from the
name and address file employed in other parts of the analysis in this report for
two reasons. First, the eligible voter data has a different source, ASCS Form 68]1.
Second, there are lower levels of duplication in the eligible voter file. Based on
informal discussions with FSA staff, producers seldom vote in more than one
county while producers may farm in more than one county.

Data Analysis Methodology

Various statistical techniques were used to estimate and test whether the
ethnic/gender differences have any significant impact on the differences in the
‘appeals process, program participation, program yields, disaster payments and
payments. Based on the data available and the relevant variables identified, we
conducted the following statistical procedures for analyses: Summary table t-tests
were utilized to determine significant differences between ethnic groups;
correlations, Mantel-Haenszel analysis and matched pair tests were then applied
in some cases as part of further data exploration.

t-test of Difference in Means

t-tests are used to determine whether a difference between two samples implies a
true difference in the parent populations. Since it is highly probable that two
samples from the same population may be different due to the natural variability
(by chance) in the population, it is clear that a difference in sample means does
not necessarily imply that the populations from which they are drawn actually
differ in the characteristics being studied. However, if the sample means are
statistically significantly different, then it implies that there is a true difference
between the two populations and the difference in the two populations is not
merely due to chance.

In this research, t-tests compares sample means of independent samples (males
versus females, White males versus minority males, White males versus White
females and minorities) in order to test whether there are any statistically
significant differences between the means of the two groups for several variables

Producer Participation and EEQ Process Study I-7 D.]. Miller & Associntes, Inc,
for the Farm Service Ageélg of the March 4, 1996
U.S. Department of Agricufture Part ], Volume I



identified such as appeals requested and granted, program participation, program
yields, disaster payments and payments.5

In general, we tested for the differences in population means, 1, and p,
(Ho=ll1=112,)- :

The model was used to estimate probability of participation by ethnic/gender
categories conditional upon farm characteristics. Since data on variables such as
soil conditions, irrigation facilities, raw material availability (such as fertilizers, -
pesticides, etc.) were unavailable, these could not be controlled for directly.

Correlation Analysis

Correlation Analysis summarizes the relationship between two variables. These
correlation coefficients indicate the degree to which variation (change) in one
variable is related to variation (change) in another. A correlation coefficient not
only summarizes the strength of an association between a pair of variables, but
also provides an easy means for comparing the strength of relationship between
one pair of variables and a different pair. In this study, we examine the
relationships among the variables such as farm size, race, gender, program

participation, appeals requested, appeals granted and County Committee
representation. : e

Matched Pair Analysis

Matched pair analysis was used to study differences in program participation,
yields between White male producers and minority producers with similar farm
and crop characteristics. A t-test was applied to the differences in yields and
program participation.

Mantel-Haenszel Procedure

The Mantel-Haenszel techniquef is a statistical procedure that examines the
significance of the difference between the observed and expected numbers of
minority and female farmers selections (such as number of minority and female
farmers in County Committees and number of appeals requested /granted). The
expected number of minority and female farmers’ selections is calculated based
on the gender and ethnic composition of producers and the total number of

5The t-statistic is as follows: t = {Ix ) [u1-1p]} /5%, where x, and x, are the sample means of the
two groups; p, and p, are the populations means; s2,= 2 /n, + s%/n,. s% and s% are the sample
variances; and n, and n, are the sample sizes. -

6A detailed discussion of this procedure is provided in J.L. Gastwirth, Statistical Reasoning in Law

and Public Policy, Vol. 1 (1988). This procedure has become routinely used in equal employment
opportunity and other cases.
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actual selections by minority and female farmers. Formally, the expected
number of selections by minority and female farmers is defined as the
proportion of minority and female farmers among all producers multiplied by
the total number of selections by all producers. The procedure aims to measure
the number of selections that minority and female farmers lost by having a
lower selection rate than the majority (White males) group.

Survey Methodology

The survey instrument was developed by DJMA in conjunction with informal
focus groups consisting of farmers, a professor of rural economics, and a
behavioral psychologist. Interviews with FSA staff produced a comprehensive
list of programs/products/services, an overview of procedures, and the primary
external customers for each program/product/service. The survey instrument
was reviewed by FSA and DJMA staff for program validity and utility of
information to be collected. The target population for this survey consisted of
current participants in FSA programs, as well as non-participating farmers. The
survey instrument was franslated into Spanish to accommodate Spanish-
speaking farmers. :

A stratified random sample of more than 20,000 farmers was selected to obtain
the appropriate representation of minority and female farmers. A comparison
group of White male farmers was also included in this pool. The stratified
random sample was obtained from the total number of eligible voters by state
and by race/gender. This data was extracted from the FSA appeals and County
Committee data that consisted of more than 5.9 million voters. The sample was
designed to contain 50 percent Whites (male and females) and 50 percent non-
Whites (all races and gender groups). The distribution within these two major
groups was based on the distribution of the eligible voters by state.

Survey Sample Selection

The survey methodology and execution was hampered by outdated FSA farmer
address information. Several adjustments to the survey methodology were
made during the course of the execution of the survey. These methodologies
were discussed and approved by FSA. DJMA initially requested 6,296 names and
addresses according to our stratified sample for a mail survey. A total of 4,825 of
the 6,296 names and addresses were verified and subsequently used in the survey
mail out. Approximately, 458 responses to the mail survey were received. Four
hundred eighty (480) surveys were returned as undeliverable.

In order to achieve a minimum goal of 750 respondents or 15 percent response
rate, DJMA determined that the mail survey would be augmented by a phone
survey. From previous phone-based survey experience, where typical response
rate was found to be between 10 and 20 percent, a 15 percent response rate was
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expected for this study. In order to conduct the phone survey, DJMA requested
an additional stratified random sample of 2,000 farmers from FSA, of which only
447 numbers were considered to be valid. The balance of the list (1,953 records)
was sent to a leading provider of computerized data, for independent
identification and verification. The firm was able to determine phone numbers
for 847 (43.7 percent) of 1,937 readable records (16 records were not readable).

After consulting with FSA, it was decided that a single methodology, a telephone
survey, should be used to collect data to achieve our desired outcome of 750 -
responses. The analysis reported in this study is based on the results of the phone
survey.

DJMA requested an additional stratified random sample of 29,960 records from
FSA's Kansas City Management Office to ensure that we had enough records to
achieve our desired sample. FSA was able to provide 24,398 names and
addresses. DJMA was able to obtain phone numbers from 13,927 (5'7 1 percent) of
these records.

The survey was concluded ‘when the goal of 753 responses was reached. The
following table represents the cumulative results of the phone survey for each
category by date. The table provides an overview of how the telephone survey

positions progressed. The table also gives a ‘breakdown of responses/answers
received by DJMA.

DIMA notes that 60 percent of the farmers who responded to the survey derive
less than 25 percent of income from farming, which may impact the survey
resuits.
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Phone Survey
Cumulative Totals by Date

Total Dials’ 1,058 1,236* 356" 5,006*. | 5,476* 6,712*
Contacts : 582 682 215 2,848 3,120 3,802
Completes ) 82 102 24 573 651 753
Refusals 84 a8 . 23 488 517 615
Business 15 19 5 45 47 66
Ineligibles 122 140 69 543 594 734
Break Off 7 7 1 35 37 44
Call Back 211 243 47 377 454 697
Not Available 20 22 30 261 277 289
Wrong Number 31 41 - 9 126 139 180
Language/Hearing 10 10 8 56 60 70
Answering Machine 163 191 36 686 761 952
No Answer/Busy 265 311 91 1,339 1,455 1,766
Not in Service/ Disconnected 48 52 14 153 160 212

*Numbers in columns do not add up to totals since each attempt to reach a farmer was counted and categorized,
therefore, a si.ngle phone number may have been categorized in two or more places, i.e., if a number was dialed and
the party was "not available,” that attempt was counted; the same number was dialed again and there was “no
answer/busy,” that attempt was counted; finally, the number was dialed again and the survey was conducted—
thus, the same number is counted a total of three times in differentcategories.

Anecdotal Methodology

The methodology employed in gathering the anecdotal accounts was designed to
render detailed, particularized experiences of minority, female and White male
farmers utilizing FSA programs. The experiences of those interviewed round
out the overall impact of FSA programs on farmers. A combination of the
anecdotal and quantitative evidence is the most accurate and persuasive
indicator of the problems and issues identified that may be adversely affecting
minority and female participation in FSA programs.

The comments of interviewees reflect their perceptions of problems and issues
in impediments to participating in FSA programs. These farmers were selected
at random to provide a range of comments. Interviews were designed to allow

7No one in the “refusals” group was recalled. The “ineligibles” consisted of non-farmers or deceased
persons. The “break off” group consisted of people who ended the phone survey and were not
recalled. The “call back” group of people were recalled only if a specific appointment time was
designated. The “not available” group consisted primarily of children whose parents were not
available to participate in the survey. Because of the sample size, less than five percent of the
people in this group were recalled. Because of the sample size, less than three percent of the
people in the “answering machine” group were recalled. There were no recalls in the “language/
hearing,” “no answer/ busy,” and “not in service/disconnect” groups.
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unconstrained communication of information, and each followed the same basic
structure designed to elicit specific information related to farmer experiences
with FSA administration, the appeals process, program yields, and the County
- Committee process. No pre-assessment was made of interviewees regarding
their views on FSA programs and procedures; in other words, interviewees were
included regardless of their positive or negative experiences with FSA.
Verification of the information provided in each of these interviews was
problematic for two main reasons: 1) time did not permit a full investigation of
these perceptions of disparate treatment during the study period time frame; and
2) those interviewed by DJMA spoke repeatedly of fear and concerns of
retaliation for relaying accounts of disparate treatment and other problems with
the FSA system.

Specific perceptions and experiences were chronicled, documenting
problems/issues that farmers encountered in participating in FSA programs, as
well as difficulties farmers experience in securing local financing.

Anecdotal Interviews

FSA identified seven states in which DJMA would perform an analysis:
Arizona, California, Georgia, Mississippi, Montana, North Carolina and Texas.
Census data was utilized to select the counties within these seven states and the
remaining counties and states in which interviews would be performed. The
counties and states selected are as follows:

Prince Georges, MD Dinwiddie, VA Craven, NC Robeson, NC Beaufort, SC
Seminole, GA Lowndes, GA Jefferson, GA Glades, FL Wilcox, AL -
Maury, TN Taylor, KY Washington, M5  Holmes, MS Perry, MS

St. Helena, LA Hidalgo, TX Dona Ana, NM Yuma, CO Canyon, ID
Stephenson, IL Jackson, SD Big Horn, MT Salt Lake, UT Maricopa, AZ
Fresno, CA Los Angeles, CA  Multnomah, OR Hawaii, HI Douglas, NV

DJMA targeted 185 farmers for anecdotal interviews from the eligible voters list
of the states identified. The stratified sample was designed to contain 50 percent
Whites (males and females) and 50 percent minorities (males and females).
When the number of each ethnic/gender group was identified, DJMA randomly
selected farmers for interviews within the identified states. DJMA successfully
completed 149 one-on-one interviews. These interviews were supplemented by
focus group interviews.

Focus Groups

Focus groups were established, utilizing a similar methodology as anecdotal
interviews. DJMA successfully completed focus groups with the following:
Asian farmers (represented by Hmong) in Fresno County, California; American
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Indian farmers in Big Horn County, Montana; White male farmers in Jackson
County, South Dakota; White female farmers in Yuma County, Colorado; and,
Black farmers in Seminole County, Georgia. DJMA attempted to conduct
Hispanic and mixed focus groups. We were unable to perform a Hispanic focus
group. The mixed focus group turned into a second Black focus group in
Dinwiddie County, Virginia due to no-shows of White farmers.

Town Hall Meetings

Seven counties within the states identified by FSA were targeted for town hall
meetings: Lowndes County, Georgia; Holmes County, Mississippi; Fresno
County, California; Maricopa County, Arizona; Big Horn County, Montana;
Robeson County, North Carolina; and, Hidalgo County, Texas. DJMA
successfully completed town hall meetings in five of the seven targeted counties.
The Maricopa County town hall meeting was moved to Pinal County, Arizona
and successfully completed. The Robeson County town hall meeting had no
participation. The town hall meeting was moved to Craven County, North
Carolina~—again, no farmers participated.

DJMA utilized several techniques to inform farmers of upcoming town hall
meetings: radio and television announcements; flyers; newspaper
advertisements; communication with local -politicians and other interested
organizations; and on-site, pre-town meetmg visits to farmers, requesting their
participation.

A DJIMA representative served as moderator. A FSA District Director or State
Official served as the FSA expert, available to answer farmers' technical and

programmatic questions. The FSA Project Director attended all Town Hall
Meetings.

Legal Constraints On “Race Conscious” Initiatives By FSA

The methodology discussed was developed with the Supreme Courf case
Adarand v. Pena in mind. This case governs those federal programmatic
initiatives utilizing race conscious measures to remedy discrimination as
illustrated by statistical disparity supported by anecdotal and other evidence. As
such, DJMA is obliged to consider whether its methodology satisfies the legal test
established in Adarand and whether our recommendations, if race conscious, are
supported by the evidence in this report.

Recently, the U.S. Supreme Court ruled in Adarand v. Pena® that federal
Disadvantaged Business Enterprise (DBE) programs are subject to strict scrutiny.

85.Ct., Nio. 91-1841, 1995 WL 374345 (U.S.).
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In so doing, the Court overturned its previous holding in Metrobroadcasting v.
FCC/ that federal race conscious preferences in contracting are subject to
intermediate scrutiny on a less restrictive test. Strict scrutiny requires a
two-prong test to determine if race conscious preferences are permissible:

* First, a federal, state or local authority must first establish a factual
predicate that provides particularized evidence that the authority was
and/or continues to be a direct or indirect participant in discrimination
against an identified class of businesses. This factual predicate.is
necessary to establish that a federal agency has a “compelling interest”
sufficient to establish a race conscious remedy.10

e Second, that the program established by the authority must be
“narrowly tailored,” that is, the program must focus its remedial
purposes on the victims of discrimination, establishes flexible and
aspirational remedies, and be of finite duration.

Unfortunately, the Adarand decision provided little guidance as to what strict
scrutiny means in practice for federal programs. Instead the court remanded the
case to the federal appellate level for further review under the new standard.
Consequently, no firm judgments can be made until the decisions emerge from
lower courts applying the new standard. Even then lower courts are likely to be
in conflict on specific aspects of the application of Adarand. This may be a

particular problem with regards to the requirements for factual predicate studies
- for agencies’ receiving federal funds.

These caveats notwithstanding, several observations can be made about
Adarand:

First, Adarand did not strike down any particular federal race conscious program.
In fact, only two out of the nine Supreme Court justices ruled out race conscious
remedies across the board.

Second, Adarand involved a Disadvantaged Business Enterprise (DBE) program
and not a Minority Business Enterprise (MBE) program. The DBE program,
defined similarly as under section 8(a) of the Small Business Act, established a
rebuttable presumption that minorities are disadvantaged. In oral argument,
Adarand’s attorney stated that Adarand did not challenge the rebuttable
presumption because it was inconvenient to do so. This seemed to satisfy the
Court. Consequently, Adarand does seem to hold that such a rebuttable
presumption is sufficient to trigger strict scrutiny.

9497 U.S. 547 (1990).
10Sge also City of Richmond v. J.A.. Croson, 488 .S, 469 (1989).

Producer Participation and EEO Process Study 1-14 D.J. Miller & Associates, Inc,
for the Farm Service Agency of the March 4, 1996

U.S. Department of Agriculture Part1, Volume I



Third, it is unclear how strict scrutiny will apply at the federal level as distinct
from the state and local level. It is clear that generalized evidence of societal
discrimination is inadequate to satisfy a compelling interest test. However, it is
unclear to what extent “diversity” constitutes a compelling interest sufficient to
justify race conscious federal programs. :

Fourth, gender conscious programs remain subject to intermediate scrutiny.ll
Thus, Adarand replicates the result of Croson that gender conscious programs
are subject to less judicial scrutiny than race conscious programs. Consequently,
the threat of litigation is much less likely if FSA undertook to establish programs
targeted at assisting female farmers.

Finally, the Department of Justice (DOJ) issued a memorandum on June 28, 1995
explaining its interpretation of the implications of Adarand for federal
affirmative action plans. The memorandum is largely a summary of litigation
surrounding Richmond v. Croson.)2 However, the appendix to the DQOJ
memorandum provides 46 questions to guide agency review of existing federal
programs under the strict scrutiny standard.

Implications of Adarand for USDA

First, arguably the USDA has sufficient material to form a factual predicate that
would justify race conscious remedies. At minimum, the components of this
factual predicate would be the 1965 and 1982 reports of the U.S. Commission on
Civil Rights on Black farmers discussed in the contents of this report.
Unfortunately, the previous U.S. Commission on Civil Rights report did not
contain significant evidence regarding minority farmers other than Blacks. Strict
scrutiny requires particularized evidence on each ethnic group which benefits
from a race conscious remedy. Consequently, it is improper for the government
to extrapolate from the experience of one ethnic group to justify a remedy for
another ethnic group.

Second, any race conscious remedy that the USDA employs must be narrowly
tailored. What narrow tailoring means in the area of contract preferences is not
well understood.!® However, there is no judicial doctrine on what narrow
tailoring would mean in the context of the distribution of federal subsidies of
benefits.

115ee, e.g., AGC v. San Francisco, 813 F.2d 922, 939 (Sth Cir. 1987).
12488 1.S. 469 (1989) (applying strict scrutiny to state and local minority business enterprise
?rog-rams).

3See, e.g., Cone Corp. v. Hillsborough, 908 F.2d 908 (11th Cir. 1990).
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The USDA is currently reviewing its programs with the DOJ to determine those
which might be impacted by Adarand. Among those programs which USDA
believes not to be affected by Adarand is the Minority Advisor position. As such,
this program has been taken off the list of programs being reviewed by the DOJ.

Yet to be determined is the fate of USDA's socially disadvantaged farmers
program which gives preferences to “socially disadvantaged” persons in sale of
farm properties and in the allocation of loan funds. A “socially disadvantaged”
group is defined as “a group whose members have been subjected to racial,
ethnic, or gender prejudice because of their identity as a member of the group
without regard to their individual qualities.”14 The effective operation of this
program can affect farmer participation in FSA programs.

L7 U.S.C. § 2003(Q).
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Chapter I1 Profile of Minority and Female Farmers

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

Purpose

The purpose of this chapter is to providé an overview of the characteristics of the
minority and female farming population compared to the White male farming
population drawing on data from the Census of Agriculture and FSA data files.

Issues and Findings

Summary data on the following issues relevant to subsequent chapters in the
report are included in this chapter:

Relative participation in farming by minorities and females as measured
by counts of farmers.

* Minorities currently constitute between 2.3 percent of Census farms and

6.4 percent of FSA producers, dependmg on the data source (FSA, Census,
or Census EEQ).1

* Females constitute between 7.5 percent of Census farms and 26.3 percent of
FSA producers, depending on the data source (FSA, Census, or Census
EEO).2

* Hispanic, American Indian, Asian, and female farming has grown
somewhat since 1978. Black farming has contracted approximately 50
percent since 19783

Relative size of farms for minority and female farmers as measured by census
and FSA data.

* According to Census data, White farms are the largest as measured by
average harvested cropland (201 acres for White farms as compared to 160
acres for American Indian farms, 136 acres for Hispanic farms, 77 acres for
Asian farms, and 62 acres for Black farms).4

* According to Census data, 28.3 percent of White farms are less than 50
acres, as compared to 74 percent of Asian farms, 46.1 percent of Black

1Volume TI, Table 2.1.
2yolume I, Table 2.1.
3Volume I, Table 2.3.
4Volume II, Table 2.6.
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farms, 44 percent of Hispanic farms, and 33.4 percent of American Indian
farms.>

According to FSA data, farms operated by White males averaged
117.6 acres, which is 48 percent larger than farms operated by White
females (79.4 acres).6

According to Census data, only 21.8 percent of minority farms and
19.8 percent of female farms had revenue in excess of $25,000. However,
nearly 45 percent of Asian/Pacific Islander farms had revenue in excess of
$25,000.7 ' | '

Farm ownership and tenure characteristics of minority and female farmers.

According to Census data, the proportion of different ethnic/gender
groups that are full owners as opposed to part owners or tenants is similar
across groups—approximately 60 percent are full owners.8

According to FSA data, Whites were more likely than minorities to be
owners.?

Choice of business entity for minority and female farmers.

Overall, according to Census data, ‘most farms were organized as
proprietorships (85.9 percent). Asian farmers were the most likely to use
the corporate form in farming,10 '

Types of farming activities engaged in by minority and female farmers,
with particular reference to program and selected nonprogram crops.

According to FSA data,!! minority groups were most likely involved in
the following program crops:

— Blacks: wheat, corn, upland cotion

— Hispanics: barley, corn, upland cotton
— American Indians: wheat corn

— Asians: wheat, corn

— White female: wheat, corn

5Volume 1, Table 2.4.
6Volume I0, Table 2.2.
7Volume I, Table 2.11.
8Volume I, Table 2.7.
9olume II, Table 2.9.
10volume II, Table 2.10.
11yolume II, Table 2.13.
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* Overall, according to FSA datal?, minorities had much lower participation
in program crops.

Relative intensity of participation in farming by minority and female farmers as
measured by non farm residency and off-farm work.

* According to Census data, minorities were generally less likely than White
males to reside where the farm was operated. Females were somewhat

more likely than males (73.8 percent v. 71.4 percent) to reside where the
farm was operated.!?

* According to Census data, Asian farmers were the most likely to list
farming as their primary occupation, Blacks were the least likely. Females
were less likely than males (50.6 percent v. 55.0 percent) to list farming as
their primary occupation.14 _

Age distribution of minority and female farmers.

* According to Census data, Black and femalé farmers were the most
concentrated (38.0 percent and 36.0 percent respectively) in older age
brackets (65 and older).15

ISSUE STATEMENT

Data provided in this chapter are primarily from Census and FSA and depict
characteristics of American farmers by ethnic and gender group. While this
study concentrates on minority and female farming, there are many instances in
which farming patterns differ among various ethnic groups. As noted in the
introduction, the FSA database does not contain information on crucial farmer
characteristics such as farm revenue, assets, age, etc. Much of this data on farmer
characteristics is, however, contained in the Census of Agriculture.l6 Many of
these characteristics are useful in explaining variances in farming behavior and
participation by farmers from different ethnic/gender groups in FSA programs
and elections. Moreover, no previous research has ever provided detailed
characteristics of minority and female farmers based on FSA data. This chapter
examines the following farmer characteristics broken down by ethnic and gender
category over the study period, 1990 to 1995;

12yolume II, Table 2.13.
13Volume II, Table 2.16.
14volume II, Table 2.17.
15yolume II, Table 2.19.

165¢e US. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 1992 Census of Agriculture, at4. As

noted below in Chapter III, a number of academic studies of the distribution of FSA program
bernefits have relied on census data.
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* Relative participation in farming by minorities and females as
measured by counts of farms and associated farm acreage.

* Farm ownership and tenure characteristics of minority and female
farmers.

* Relative size of farms for female and minority farmers as measured by
Census and FSA data.

* Choice of business entity (corporation, partnership, trust, etc.) for
minority and female farmers.

* Types of farming activities engaged in by minority and female farmers,
with particular reference to program and selected nonprogram crops.

* Relative intensity of participation in farming by minority and female
farmers as measured by non farm residency and off-farm work.

* Age distribution of minority and female farmers. .
The principal sources of data for this chapter are:

* Census of Agriculture

* EEO Reports from the Census Bureau
¢ FPSA Producer Participation Reports
* FSA data provided to DJMA

These data sources differ dramatically in some cases, often with important policy
implications. These measures differ due to different definitions of “farm” and
“farmer,” and different subcategories of farming. There are two important issues
regarding these data differences that are relevant to this study. First, the 1982
U.S. Commission on Civil Rights questioned whether minority farmers are
undercounted in the FSA database.l? Second, there is a different distribution of
types of farmers across ethnic and gender groups. Different demographic groups
will constitute different proportions of producers v. eligible voters v. farms, etc.
- The relevance of these differences is discussed below.

Distribution of Farms and Farmers by Race and Gender

The threshold question for an analysis of program participation is how many
minority and female farmers there are in the United States. This is not a simple
question to answer. Table 2.1 in Volume II presents a comparison of Census and
FSA counts of relevant entities and their respective percentage distributions for

17y.8. Commission on Civil Rights, The Decline of Black Farming in America (1982).
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the United States as a whole.1®# There are six distinct measures compared in
Table 2.1: (a) FSA eligible voters; (b} Census Equal Employment Opportunity
(EEO) counts of farm operators and managers; (c) discrete countsl? of FSA
- producers; (d) Census counts of farms; (e) FSA counts of farms; and, (f) Census
counts of corporations. '

An eligible voter, as defined by FSA, is any resident who is of legal voting age
and who has an interest in a farm as an owner, operator, tenant, or sharecropper,
and who is eligible to participate in programs administered by the FSA County
Committee. The number of eligible voters can easily exceed the number of
farms, since anyone with an interest as owner, operator, tenant or sharecropper
is eligible. In addition, one could have an interest in a partnership or joint
venture which in turn has an interest as owner, operator, tenant or
sharecropper.

The eligible voter population nationwide for FSA programs totaled over
59 million. The minority share of eligible voters amounted to less than five
percent. Whites accounted for about 95.3 percent of eligible voters, while Blacks
comprised 2.9 percent of eligible voters. Other racial groups, Asians, and
American Indians accounted for 0.1 percent and 1.1 percent, respectively.
Hispanics, who can be from any racial category, accounted for 0.6 percent. The
majority of eligible voters were male, accounting for 71.2 percent of the total.

The distribution of eligible voters by race was most closely matched by the racial
distribution of FSA producers. More than 95 percent of FSA producers were
White and 73.7 percent were male. Blacks accounted for 2.9 percent of total
producers (over 66 percent of minority producers); Hispanics, Asians, and
American Indians were 1.5 percent of total producers.

While showing high percentages of Whites, the Census EEO count of farmers
and managers, and the Census of Agriculture counts of farms showed a
substantially different distribution of minorities (including Hispanics), as well as

1850me of the differences in the figures presented in Table 2.1 reflect the year of measurement from
the respective sources. The EEO Census count of farmers and managers is based on 1990 data. Both
the FSA producer participation data and the Census of Agriculture data on census farms were
measured in 1992. The count of FSA eligible voters comes from 1993. The Census EEO counts for farm
operators and managers are derived from civilian labor force data from the 1990 Decennial census.
Data from the Census EEO file provides cross tabulations of a detailed census occupational
distribution by race, sex, and Hispanic origin. In particular, counts of farm operators and managers
includes (a) farmers, except horticultural; (b) horticultural specialty farmers; (¢) managers, farms,
except horticultural; and, (d) managers, horticultural specialty farms were generated, to be
compared with data from other sources. Census farms simply refers to an aggregated count of
owners, part-owners, renters and tenants, from the Census of Agriculture.

19The FSA data set producers can be listed more than once if they are on multiple farms. DJMA
removed this double counting, thus creating a “discrete” list of FSA producers to work with.
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a much larger plurality of males. The Census EEO count of farmers and
managers, in particular, showed that Whites accounted for 93.6 percent of the
total, with the remainder being minorities. However, the distribution of
minorities in this remainder was much different from that shown for FSA
eligible voters or producers. Hispanics, for instance, were about 3.5 percent of
Census EEO counts of farmers and managers. This is 54.9 percent of the total of
minority farmers and minority managers (compared with 13.4 percent of eligible
minority voters and 15.8 percent of producers). Similarly, Asian/Pacific Islanders
were 0.7 percent of Census EEO counts of farmers and managers, which is
11.4 percent of minority farmers and managers—much higher than their
2 percent share of minority eligible voters or producers.

In contrast, the percentage of minority farmers and managers that is Black is
about 27 percent——much lower than the percentage of eligible minority voters or
minority producers (60.7 percent and 66.7 percent, respectively). This conclusion
also applies to American Indians, who were about 0.4 percent of Census EEQ
counts of farmers and managers, but were 1.1 percent of eligible voters and 0.6
percent of producers. Thus, American Indians were 6.4 percent of Census EEO-
measured farmers and managers, but. were 23.8 percent of eligible voters who
were minority, and 14.4 percent of producers who were minority.

The gender distribution of the Census EEO measure, as stated above, is
substantially different from the male/female breakdown of FSA eligible voters
and producers. In the EEO context, males accounted for 85.9 percent of Census
EEO counts of farmers and managers. The plurality of male farmers is much
lower for FSA eligible voters and producers (71.2 percent and 73.7 percent,
respectively).

The count of “census farms” (full owners, part-owners, and tenants) showed
97.7 percent of U.S. farms are White-owned—similar in magnitude to the other
farm measures discussed above. However, here too, the distribution of minority
ownership is quite different from the FSA distributions. Black-owned farms
accounted for one percent of total farms enumerated in the 1992 Census of
Agriculture. This also amounted to 43.4 percent of minority owned farms. In
contrast, Blacks were almost 61 percent of all minority eligible voters, and about
67 percent of all minority producers. For American Indians, a similar pattern is
evident. About 19 percent of Census counts of minority farms were owned by
American Indians, but they accounted for a somewhat higher percentage of
eligible minority voters (23.8 percent). In contrast, Hispanic-owned census farms
were more numerous than farms owned by Blacks. The Hispanic share
(1.1 percent of the total) amounted to 48.2 percent of minority-owned farms—
well above the 13.4 percent of eligible minority voters or the 14.5 percent of
minority producers who were Hispanic. Asian-owned farms counted for
0.4 percent of Census counts of farms, but Asians counted for a smaller
percentage (0.1 percent) of FSA eligible voters.

Producer Participation and EEQ Process Study II-6 D.j. Miller & Associates, Inc.
for the Farm Service Agency of the March 4, 1996

U.S5. Department of Agriculture Part], Volume I



The Census of Agriculture also shows that 92.5 percent of all farms were owned
by males. This is clearly the largest plurality of male presence in Table 2.1, even
exceeding the EEO estimate of 85.9 percent. The Census of Agriculture and EEO
measures can be expected to have higher percentages of male participation due to
the method by which FSA eligible voters and producers are determined. As
noted above, FSA eligible voters is a broad concept.

FSA and the Census Bureau provide different counts of farms or farmers because

they employ different definitions of farms, farmers, and crops. How these

different definitions cause the counts of farms and farmers to differ between
Census and FSA is beyond the scope and available data for this study. This report
will employ the FSA producer counts for the analysis of FSA program
pariicipation, program payments and appeals. The FSA eligible voter counts will
be employed for the analysis of the FSA election process.

Worth noting, however, is that the different distribution of Bureau of Census
and Census EEO counts of farms and farmers versus FSA counts of
voters/producers is suggestive of two results:

e There is a greater relative participation in farming by Hispanics,
Asians, and males as opposed to Blacks, American Indians, and
females. This is because the former ‘group is more heavily represented
in Census and Census EEO counts of farms and farmers than they are .
represented in counts of eligible voters.

* FSA counts of minorities as eligible voters is broader than Census
counts of minority farms and farmers.

Growth in Farming

While overall farm numbers have generally been in decline, the trend in the
number of minority and female operators from 1987 to 1992, except for Blacks,
has been generally upward. Land acreage in farms (as measured by the Census)
declined for some groups and rose for others.

* The number of farms operated by Blacks decreased from 37,336 in 1978
to 18,816 in 1992. Land in farms operated by Blacks decreased
43.8 percent from 1978 to 1992,

* The number of Hispanic farm operators has increased steadily since
1978. There were 17,570 Hispanic-operated farms in 1978. By 1992,
there were 20,956 Hispanic farms, an increase of 19.3 percent. However,
there was a sizable decline in land on farms between 1978 and 1987,
coupled with a reversal of trend between 1987 and 1992. There was a
27 percent decline in land on farms operated by Hispanics between 1978
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and 1987.20 Over the next five years, however, land on farms grew by
more than 4 million acres (48.6 percent), from 8.3 million to almost
12.4 million acres.

* The total number of American Indian operators has grown by over
21 percent between 1978 and 1992, from 6,889 to 8,346.2I Total land on
farms operated by American Indians increased by 6.5 percent during the
same period, to 48.3 million acres.

* The number of Asian farm operators has grown slowly since 1978.22 At
the beginning of the period, there were 7,890 Asian operated farms. By
1992, that number had increased to 8,096, an increase of only
2.6 percent. On the other hand, there was an 8.4 percent decrease in
land on farms during the same period from 1.2 million to 1.1 million
acres.

* The total number of female operators has shown an increasing trend
over the last four Censuses of Agriculture23 The number climbed
from 112,799 in 1978, to 145,156 by 1992, an increase of 28.7 percent.
Between 1987 and 1992, the increase was 10.3 percent. The number of
male operators, on the other hand, decreased by 17.0 percent between
1978 and 1992, and by nine percent between 1987 and 1992. The number
of female operators has had an upward trend, at least since 1978, the
year when gender of operator was identified in the Census of
Agriculture. There was a 27 percent increase in land in farms for
female farms from 1978 to 1992.

Geographical Distribution

Minority and female farming populations have different geographical
distributions. These different geographical distributions can account, at least in
part, for differences in farming performance due to weather and soil conditions.
Differences in FSA program participation and program payments are due, at least
in part, to differences in location of crops and incidence of crop disaster. Based
on Census and FSA data, the basic contours of the geographical distribution of
minority and female farmers is as follows: :

* The major geographic concentration of Black farmers is in the South;
(the second largest concentration is in the Midwest).

* Hispanic farmers are primarily concentrated in Arizona, California,
Colorado, New Mexico and Texas.

20yolume I, Table 2.3,

21Volume I, Table 2.3.

22yolume 11, Table 2.3.

23Data on the gender of farm operators has been collected by the Bureau of the Census since 1978.
See Census of Agriculture , supra n.1.
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* Asian/Pacific Islander farmers are found mostly in three states:
California, Hawaii and Washington. Prominent within this category
are Chinese, Japanese, Filipino, and Native Hawaiian farmers.24

* American Indian farmers are more scattered than any other minori
group, although their largest numbers are in three major areas?5 Over
one-half of the American Indian farms are concentrated in the South;
one-fourth are located in the Northwest Area; and one-fourth are
located in the Midwest Area.

* Some 53 percent of the females farmers reside in the South.26 Withiri -
that area, the larger state concentrations are in Texas, Kentucky, and
Tennessee. The Midwest accounts for 26 percent. These proportions
contrast with male farmer geographical distributions, with 40 percent
in the South and 42 percent in the Midwest.

Farm Size

Farm size is an important variable for subsequent analysis for the following
reasons:

* Studies of FSA farm policy have agreed that agricultural
program benefits are directly related to the volume of
production.2?

* Smaller farms may be in.inevitable deéline for technological
reasons.28

* Smaller farmers may have less time to devote to participation in
FSA programs and elections.

This section examines both Census and FSA data on farm size. Minority and
female farms, with some exceptions, tend to be significantly smaller than White
male farms in both data sets.

24Further, according to Thompson: Hawaii and California account for 80 percent of the number of
Asian farms and three-fourths of the value of assets, value of products sold, and farm income.
Because of the small acreage of these farms, less than half of the total acreage controlled by Asians
is located in these two states. Most of the remaining acreage is located in Washington and Oregon.
255e¢ Thompson and Greene, supramn. 9, at79. ’

265¢e U.S. Decennial Census (1980).

27See, e.g., W. Lin, J. Johnson, L. Calvin, Farm Commodity Program: Who Participates and Who
Benefits? USDA Economic Research Service (1981).

285ee, e.g., Ray Marshall and Allen Thompson, Economies of Size and the Future of Black Farmers,
Research Report, Center for the Study of Human Resources, University of Texas (1975)
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Census Data on Farm Size

American Indian farms are, by far, the largest. According to the Census average,
farm size for American Indian farm operators in 1992 was 5,791 acres, as
compared to 473 acres for the average White farms, 591 acres for Hispanic farms,
139 acres for Asian/Pacific Islander farms, and 123 acres for Black farms; the
average male farm in 1992 was 506 acres, the average female farm was 309 acres.29
Thus, the average American Indian farm is almost 12 times larger than the
average farm in general. The large size of American Indian farms is clearly a |
function of triba] land holding arrangements.

Nearly 20 percent of American Indian farms in 1992 were greater than
500 acres—a percentage larger than for all other groups (including Whites). In
comparison, 18.9 percent of farms with White operators, less than four percent of
Black operated farms, almost ten percent of the female operated farms and
17.1 percent of Hispanic operated farms were larger than 500 acres in1992. Only a
third of American Indian farms are less than 50 acres, the lowest share among
minority and female groups.

Census Data on Harvested Cropland

As would be expected, census farm size, as measured by harvested cropland, is
smaller than raw measures of farm size. American Indian farms shrink
dramatically to an average of 160 acres3? Black farms to 62 acres, Hispanic farms
to 136 acres, Asian farms to 77 acres, White farms to 201 acres. (Figure 2.1).

Figure 2.1

Average Harvested Cropland of Farm
Operator by Gender, Race, and Hispanic Origin, 1992
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Source: Census of Agricutture, 1992; Volume I, Table 2.6,

29volume II, Table 2.3.

30This is consistent with the view offered by the Intertribal Agriculture Council that American
Indians have a considerable amount of land without the means to farm the land. See Intertribal
Agriculture Council, Recognition of Indian Reservations as Single Resource Areas (1994).
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FSA Data

The FSA farm size data3! differs significantly from the Census data.32 Average
farm size is even smaller than average harvested cropland in the Census data.
The FSA data set does not attribute ethnicity or gender to a farm. Consequently,
DJMA attributed ethnicity to farms based on the ethnicity of the producers
associated with a particular farm ID. Included in the demographic categories are
specific race/sex groups as well as other racial categories that include both male
and female farmers (i.e., White male and female, Black male and female, etc.).
The last category, “Mixed,” is a residual category that includes all other
combinations of races and sexes.33

An examination of the overall averages for the United States from the FSA data
confirms that, in general, Whites operate larger farms than do minorities.34
Minority farms are more heavily concentrated in small farms (less than 50 acres).
According to FSA data 28.3 percent of White farms are less than 50 acres, as
compared to 73.9 percent of Asian farms, 44 percent of Hispanic farms:and 33.3
percent of American Indian farms. A much higher percentage of White farms is
also in the small farm category in the FSA data set as compared to census figures
in Table 2.4.A. Males of all minority categories (except Hispanic males) have
farms of larger average size than do their female counterparts. Farms operated
by White males averaged 117.6 acres, which is 48" percent larger than farms
operated by White females (79.4 acres).35

Farm Revenue

The other measure of farm size, besides acreage, is farm revenue.36 Again,
minority farms are generally small as measured by farm sales. Minority farms
have been concentrated in the smallest sales categories and underrepresented in
the large farm sales categories. In 1992, 75.7 percent of Black-owned farms had

31Volume II, Tables 2.2 and 2.5.

32The FSA data set, however, is measured cropland.

33The “mixed” category is a DJMA construct that covers farms with producers from different
racial/ethnic groups. It is worthwhile noting that the Census does not have this category nor does
Census documentation explain how it addresses this problem. Approximately 1.2 percent of farms
in the FSA database had a mixture of producers by race, Volume II, Table 2.1.

34volume II, Table 2.2.

35Each of the "mixed” categories had an average farm size substantially larger than the
corresponding minority /gender categories. For instance, average farm size for the Black "mixed"
category was 33.3 acres. However, for Black female operators, average farm size was almost 14
acres, while for Black male operators, the average farm size was 25.3 acres. Similarly, for Asian
"mixed,” farms averaged 141.6 acres. On the other hand, Asian female farms averaged 32 acres,
and Asian male farms averaged 47.2 acres.

36The FSA data set does not contain farm revenue data corresponding to farm or producer ID.
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sales valued at less than $10,000,%7 as compared to 46.7 percent of White farms.
Only 9,495 minority farms (21.8 percent) had sales in excess of $25,000 in 1992, as
compared to 707,484 White farmers (37.6 percent).38 19.8 percent of females had
sales in excess of $25,000. It is worth noting, however, the larger number of
Asian farms with revenue in excess of $25,000 could be due to the farming of
specialized crops such as strawberries and macadamia nuts by a significant
proportion of Asian farmers. On the other hand, American Indian farms, while
large in terms of acreage were not disproportionately large in terms of revenue.

Figure 2.2
Percent of Farms with Sales in Excess of $25,000
by Race, Gender, and Hispanic Origin for the United States, 1992

Percent
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" Hispanic Aslan/Pacific America Indian  Female
) Jslander  Alaskan Native
Demographic Group

Source: Census of Agriculture, 1992; Voluime I, Table 2.11.

White

Tenure Patterns

Tenure patterns can have.an important bearing upon farming practices and FSA
program participation. The three basic tenure categories are full owner, part
owner and tenant. According to the Census data, however, tenure patterns, did
not vary much across demographic groups.

Blacks had the lowest percentage of tenant farmers (10.9 percent) of any ethnic
group, according to the Census data.3® The percentages did not vary much for
other groups, with the exception of Asian/Pacific Islanders of which 24.2 percent

37In 1987 over 80 percent of Black farms had sales valued at less than $10,000. Note that
definitional changes have disproportionately lowered the counts of Black farms in earlier censuses.
The 1978 definition of a farm included only those operations with sales of $1,000 or more. This is a
more stringent definjtion than that used in 1989, which included firms of at least ten acres with at
least $50 in sales, and farmns under ten acres with at least $250 in sales.

38volume II, Table 2.11 and Figure 2.2.

39Volume II, Table 2.7.
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were tenant farmers, as compared to Hispanics (13.2 percent), Whites (11.2
percent), American Indian (11.7 percent) and, females (7.2 percent).

The proportion of farmers who are full owners is virtually uniform across
minority groups: Blacks (61.5 percent), Hispanics (61.7 percent), Asian/Pacific
Islanders (61.8 percent), American Indians (60.3 percent). The proportion of
minorities who are full owners (61 percent) is higher than the proportion of
Whites who are full owners (57.6 percent). The proportion of females who are
full owners (77.8 percent) is higher than the proportion of males who are full
owners (56.1 percent).

Producer Types in FSA Data

Another important distinction, found in the FSA data, but not in the Census of
Agriculture, is between owner, operator, and owner-operator. Of all the
producers in the United States, 39.1 percent are owner/operators, 4.1 percent are
operators, 37.4 percent are owners, and the rest are another mixture of multiple
owner/operators.40 At least in theory, owners, as opposed to owner-operators,
are more likely to be detached from. day-to-day farming operations and FSA
Community and County Committees. Thus, for example, an absentee landlord
is less likely to participate in County Committee elections than an active farmer.

Notably, 81.9 percent of the owner-operators are found to be White males and
13.6 percent are White females. Among the owneis, White males comprise 53.15
percent, and White females comprise 42.7 percent of the total. The remaining 4.2
percent include all minority owners. Of the operators, 83.8 percent are White
males, and 7.8 percent are White females. Black males and females are
distributed as 10 percent and 0.9 percent respectively.

Females across all ethnic groups are more likely to be simply owners. Hispanics
(27.2 percent), Asians (22.8 percent), Blacks (39.3 percent), and American Indians
(32.5 percent) were less likely than Whites to be simply owners (37.5 percent).

40 Volume II, Table 2.9. One of the problems in data analysis was categorizing producers given that
many individuals played multiple roles in the farming environment. From the data obtained in the
FSA data sets, producers were categorized as owners (OW), operators (OP), owner-operators (OO)
and others (OT). Based on the review of the FSA data, data on several producers was found to be
repeated under different producer type groups (due to ownership and/or operating multiple farms
and/or multiple crops). Hence, in addition to the four producer types (owner, operator,
owner/operator and other), additional groups were created. These groups were producers who
owned multiple farms/crops (OW-OW), producers who operated on multiple farms/crops (OP-OP)
and producers who owned/operated on multiple farms (OW-OP, OW-OO, OP-OO, and other
combinations).
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Figure 2.3
Summary Statistics on Producer Types by Ethnicity and Gender
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Source: FSA; Volume JI, Table 2.9,
* For definitions of thess producer types. refer to text.

Choice of Business Entity

The choice of business entity (sole proprietorship, partnership, corporation, etc.)
is potentially important. Under the current FSA payment limitation rules, an
individual who is also an owner of one or more business entities may receive
larger FSA payments in aggregate than payment data reported for individuals
alone. It follows then that insofar as White males participate more in
corporations, in particular, and given the large dollar volume of payment to
corporations reported in Chapter III, the reported distributions of FSA payments
to individuals will be biased estimates of the true ethnic/gender distribution of
payments.41

Choice of business entity varied among the various minority groups.42 Based on
Census data, 90 percent of Black farming operations were organized as
proprietorships in 1992, compared to Whites (85.8 percent), Hispanics
(85.2 percent), Asians (74.9 percent), American Indians (86.6 percent), and females
(86.6 percent). Asian/Pacific Islanders, however, were most likely to operate in
the corporate form (12.3 percent). American Indians were most likely to use
“Other Organizations” (presumably tribal organizations).4® Thus, Whites were
somewhat more likely to choose forms other than proprietorships than other

ethnic groups, except Asians.

Minority Participation in Program Crops

The choice of farming activity is important for subsequent analysis because not
all farming activities receive the same assistance from FSA (payments, disaster

41 According to Census data, Whites own 97.7 percent of agricultural corporations. Volume II,
Table 2.1.

42y olume II, Table 2.10.
43volume II, Table 2.10.
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payments, loans, etc.). The material in this section presents FSA data on the
patterns of farming activity. (Table 2.15 in Volume II presents the census count
of crop, race, sex, and Hispanic origin.)

The FSA data provides evidence of much lower relative levels of farming in
program crops by minority and female farms. Nearly 70 percent of White farms
had program crops, as compared to 48.7 percent of Black farms, 36.3 percent of
Hispanic farms, 29.6 percent of American Indian farms, and 17.7 percent of Asian
farms.* Based on FSA data, the most significant program crops for minority and
female farms were:

e Black: corn (22,082 farms), wheat {12,730 farms) and
upland cotton (10,369 farms

* Hispanic: barley (3,865 farms), corn (3,754 farms) and
upland cotton (2,718 farms)

* American Indian: wheat (2,216 farms), corn (1,406 farms)
* Asian: wheat (307 farms), corn (275 farms)
* White females: corn (63,854 farms), wheat (57,107 farms)

Residential Patterns

Residential patterns provide some indication of the relative intensity of the
owners day-to-day involvement in managing the farm. When a relatively large
portion of the land farmed is rented out, it is also quite likely for non farm
residency to appear to be higher. It is reasonable to assume that non farm
residency is likely to lead to less direct participation in the FSA appeals and
electoral process, insofar as non residents are more distant from day-to-day FSA
decisions and operations.

There has been a general downward trend in the number of persons living on
farms in the United States.4> The number of resident farm households declined
from 4,767,000 (in 1890), to around 1,642,000 (in 1991). While the absolute
number declined over the period, the farm sector's share of U.S. households
declined from 37.6 percent to 1.7 percent during the same period.

Minorities were generally less likely than White males to reside where the farm
was operated; females were more likely to reside where the farm was operated.
The percentages of in-farm residency by ethnic group in 1992 were: Whites

4Uyolume I, Table 2.14.

45Se¢ Laarni T. Dacquel and Donald C. Dahmann, Residents of Farms and Rural Areas: 1991, in
Current Population Reports - Population Characteristics, U.S. Departments of Agriculture and
Commerce (August 1993), at 17.
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(71.9 percent), Blacks (55.6 percent), Hispanics (61.4 percent), Asians (55.1 percent),
American Indians (72.1 percent), females (73.8 percent).46

Non Farming Work

As with non-farm residence, non-farm income can greatly impact a farmer’s
interest in active participation in farm programs and in the FSA county
committee system. Off-farm work is an important source of income for farmers.
According to Marshall and Thompson, small farm operators work off the farm
more than do operators of large farms.47

Approximately 54.7 percent of all farmers list farming as their primary
occupation.#® Farming was the primary occupation for 44.0 percent of Black
operators, 46.9 percent of American Indian operators, 50.6 percent of female
operators and 49.7 percent of Hispanic operators.#? But for Asian farm operators
62 percent list farming as their primary occupation. i

Other indices of the relationship between farming and non farm activity indicate
a somewhat greater proportion of individuals focused on farm activity among
Whites:

* The percentage of farmers who work 200 days off farm: Whites
(34.6 percent), Blacks (33.4 percent), Hispanics (35.0 percent), Asians
(24.0 percent), American Indians (40.8 percent), females (27.2 percent).50

» The percentage of farmers who report no off-farm work: Whites
(41.8 percent), Blacks (36.9 percent), Hispanic (37.6 percent), Asians
(45.4 percent), American Indians, (32.6 percent), and females
(48.7 percent).5!

46volume II, Table 2.16.

47S¢e Ray Marshall and Allen Thompson, Status and Prospects of Small Farmers in the South,
Center for the Study of Human Resources (1975), at 29.

48volume 11, Table 2.17.

4Svolume II, Table 2.17.

50volume II, Table 2.18 and Figure 2.4.

51Volume II, Table 2.18. -
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Figure 2.4
Percentage Of Farmers Who Work 200 Days Off Farm
By Ethnicity and Gender, 1992
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Source: Census of Agriculture, 1992; Volume I, Table 2.18.

Age

Finally, age distribution of farmers is a crucial farm characteristic because it is
correlated with output levels and is a forecast of trends in farming among
demographic groups. One commentator stated that, “nothing is more critical to
the future of Black farmers than the age composition of those now farming.”52
Among minority groups, Black farm. operators were the oldest with an average
age of 59 years, compared to 53 years for White farm operators, 53 years for
Hispanic farm operators, 55 years for Asian/Pacific Islander farm operators, and
58 years for female operators in 1992.

Female and Black farmers are also concentrated in the top age bracket: 38 percent
of Black farmers and 36 percent of female operators were at least 65 years of age in
1992, the largest share for any of the groups studied. In contrast, less than
25 percent of White farmers, 29.8 percent of Asian farmers and 21.5 percent of
Hispanic operators were at least 65 years of age.53

Proportionately, very few individuals in any demographic group are entering
farming. Young White farmers (less than 25 years of age) were about 1.5 percent
of all White farmers. For Blacks, Hispanics, Asians, American Indians and
female operators the percentages were 0.5, 1.1, 0.9, 0.8, and 1.0, respectively. In
fact, there were fewer than 600 young minority farmers in 1992.

52 See Vera J. Banks, Black Farmers and Their Farms, ERS/USDA, RDRR No. 59, Washington, DC
July (1986).
53Volume I, Table 2.19 and Figure 2.5.
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Figure 2.5
Percent of Farmers Age 65 or Older
by Ethnicity and Gender for the United States, 1992 and 1987
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Chapter II1 Producer Participation

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS
Purpose

The purpose of this chapter is to determine whether or not there are disparities
in FSA program participation between White male and minority and female
farmers and if 50, to make recommendations on how to increase minority and
female participation in FSA programs.

Issues and Findings

Are there disparities in participation in specific FSA programs as measured by
raw counts of minority and female farmers?

Minority participation in FSA programs is remarkably low. The exceptions are
Black farmers in peanuts and tobacco, Hispanic farmers in emergency
conservation, and American Indian farmers in mohair and wool. Numerical
counts of Asian program participation was very small. Female participation is
far more representative. -

Are there disparities in disaster payments between White male farmers and
minority and female farmers?

White male farmers received 68.6 percent of disaster payments made between
1990 and 1995. Female farmers received 4.9 percent and minority farmers
received approximately 2 percent of disaster payments over the study period.
The remainder of the disaster payments were made to corporations and other
entities,

However, Asian and Hispanic male farmers on small farms received higher
-average disaster payments than White male farmers. All other groups received
smaller average disaster payments.

White male farmers received a disproportionate share of disaster payments as
measured by the ratio of proportion of disaster payments to proportion of
producers.

When Black and White male farmers in the FSA Southeast Area were matched
by county, crop and crop land, White male farmers were still found to have
higher average disaster payments than Black male farmers.
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White farmers also received 90 percent of the largest percentile of disaster
payments in 1993,

Are there disparities in the distribution of CCC loans?

White male farmers received the bulk of CCC loans (58 percent) and had higher
average CCC loans than minority and female farmers, with the exception of the
Bureau of Indian Affairs. White male farmers received 86.3 percent of CCC loans
made to individuals in 1993. The same result held when farms were grouped by
farm size.

No minority farmers were represented in the top percentile of CCC loans.

Are there disparities in FSA payments?

White male farmers received 62.5 percent and White females received
6.5 percent of FSA payments between 1993 and 1995. Minority farmers received
less than one percent of FSA payments. Corporations received 26 percent of FSA
payments.

White males received the highest average payments; this difference was
statistically significant.

Approximately 68 percent of the largest payments were made to corporations,
which, according to Census data, are predonminantly owned by Whites. Only 0.5
percent of the top percentile of payments were made to minority .farmers
(excluding American Indian tribes).1

What were the reasons for the lower program participation by minority and
female farmers in FSA programs?

The qualitative research suggested the following reasons for lower minority and
female participation in FSA programs:

* Lack of knowledge regarding FSA programs

* Limited outreach to farmers

* Lack of representation in county offices

* Inconsistency in application and program administration standards for
female and minority farmers

* Limited information supplied by FSA office regarding decisions made
by FSA office staff

* Power and discretion of FSA staff
* Information not received in timely manner/untimely manner

1See n. 2 at Chapter ITI-6.
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¢ Inconvenient office hours, changes in office procedures/programs
* Impact of farm size on program participation

RECOMMENDATIONS
Policy and Programmatic Recommendations

FSA should improve its administrative procedures to ensure that program
procedures and administration are not prohibitive to farmer participation.

* Create a FSA Farmer Handbook that covers the following basic tenets:

Purpose and Function of USDA Price Support Program
Program Yield and Loan Determination

Program Descriptions and Qualifications

Elections Process

Appeals Process

Civil Rights Complaint Process

Technical and Financial Assistance Programs

FSA Organizational Chart

Important names and telephone numbers at the local, state and
national levels

e Change office hours during program sign up to 6 am. to 8 p.m. to
accommodate farmers’ work schedules and access to FSA office and
staff; these flexible hours will allow farmers an opportunity to sign up
for programs before and after their regular working hours.

¢ Diversify FSA staff, when possible, to ensure that outreach, cultural
sensitivity, and customer service to all ethnic/racial and gender groups
is practiced in the FSA office; farmers’ comfort level in utilizing
resources within the FSA office is necessary to encourage and maintain
ongoing and consistent participation in FSA programs.

* Require CEDs to provide summary statistics on program participation
and program benefit distribution in the area to County Committee
members and other interested parties.

* Require all CEDs to hold a minimum of two sessions when a new
program is presented or major changes in programs occur.

¢ Perform quarterly program educational sessions. OQutreach efforts
should be made to each racial/gender group to ensure their knowledge
of programs.

* Institute FSA regulations based on farm cycles; the National Office
should consider the timing of the institution of new regulations;
farmer compliance with new regulations should not create massive
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disruptions to farming operations nor have negative financial impact
resulting from farmers’ inability to adjust to new regulations
immediately; regulations imposed during growing periods can have
significant impact on the farmers’ ability to participate in FSA
programs. -

* Review the division of power between the County Committee and
County Executive Director to create a method of operation that reduces
County Committee dependency on CED input—currently, because of

the overwhelming regulations with which County Committee

members must familiarize themselves, they are extremely dependent
and reliant upon the CED. This over-reliance reduces their ability to
properly oversee and provide controls on CED and FSA staff decision
making and operations. As an elected body, the County Committee
must be able to operate independently from the CED to ensure that the
FSA office is addressing the needs of all farmers in the community.

FSA, in conjunction with the County Extension Office, should determine the
effectiveness of current technical assistance programs in increasing minority and
female participation in FSA. programs. If these programs are not effective, the
County Extension Office should work with the County Committee, Minority
Advisor, and FSA staff to ensure that effective technical assistance programs
tailored to the needs of farmers in a particular,community are developed.

* For purposes of outreach, CEDs, along with County Extension Office
and local Farm Bureau should offer the following services to farmers
to ensure that they do not become wholly dependent on FSA farm
payments:

— Reports on alternative markets for program crops

~ Technical assistance (farm management) to family farms, new
farmers, minority and female farmers

* For purposes of outreach, the County Extension Office should consult
with the County Committee, Minority Advisor, and FSA staff to
determine the need for technical, managerial and financial assistance
in their area; and, formulate an effective outreach, technical,
managerial and financial assistance program for their area. That plan
should be reviewed by the County Committee, Minority Advisor, and
FSA staff. National technical and financial assistance efforts should be
coordinated with local officials and staff.

Further Research

In order to complete the analysis of FSA program participation and fully
determine the possible reasons for minority and female under representation in
participation, the following areas require further analysis:
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* -Review of financial assistance programs to determine their impact on
minority and female participation

* Review of County Extension, FmHA and other technical assistance
programs by appropriate personnel to determine their impact on
minority and female participation in FSA programs

* Additional research to determine the reasons why minorities tend to
favor nonprogram crops to program crops; DJMA research suggests that
two reasons may be cost and tradition o

* Comparison of farmer satisfaction with FSA service (analyzed in Part I
Study) with employee satisfaction with working environment
(analyzed in Part II through the study of the FSA EEO complaint
process) to determine if there are any correlations that could affect
farmer participation in FSA programs; correlation analyses performed
for major corporations have shown that there is a direct correlation
between employee job satisfaction and customer satisfaction

* Analysis of service provided to American Indians by Bureau of Indian
Affairs as it relates to combining of Bureau of Indian Affairs and FSA
responsibilities; review the need to have FSA offices on American
Indian reservations

* Obtain financial information on farmers to review program
participation by farm financial capacity

* Review process for making payment limitation and person
determinations to address perceived “loopholes” in the definitions and
program operations that would afford some farmers higher program
benefits than others2—manipulation of program benefits could create
disparities in program payments between large farmers and small,
minority and female farmers.

ISSUE STATEMENT

This chapter addresses the issue of minority and female participation in selected
FSA programs and focuses on existing disparities in program participation by
race and gender.

The disparity analysis is structured as follows:

2DJMA notes that these provisions are available to all farmers.
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s First, the report presents:

~ Data on the number and dollar value of participation by producers
in FSA programs by race and gender;

— Disparity ratios for disaster payments, CCC loans, and FSA
payments—disparity ratios compare the share of program benefits
received by a numerical group to that demographic group's
numerical share of FSA producers;

— Data on average CCC loan program beneflts received by each
demographic group; and,

— Data on the distribution of the largest program beneflt by
demographic group—large payments are defined as those belonging
to the top percentile of program benefits.®

* Second, the report tests for statistically significant differences in
government payments, disaster payments, and loan payments.

¢ Third, farm size is considered as a factor where the data were available.

» Fourth, a matched pair analysis (described later in this chapter) was
conducted to test for differences in race and gender in distribution of
payments when county, crop land and crop were controlled for in the
analysis.

This chapter is organized as follows. First, a review of the literature on minority
participation in these programs is presented. Second, the chapter provides
counts of participation by ethnicity and gender of farmers in the following
programs: Agriculture Conservation Program (ACP), Conservation Reserve
Program (CRP), Forestry Incentive Program (FIP), Loan Deficiency Payment
Program (LDP), Emergency Conservation Program (ECP), Mohair Program,
Peanut Program, Tobacco Program, and Wool Program. This data comes directly
from FSA reports. Third, the study examines data, by the race and gender of
producers, on disaster payments, CCC loans received (program benefits), and
payments.

The purpose of this section is to bring attention to the existing disparities in such
payments and loans, and statistically analyze the information to determine if
significant disparities exist.

The bulk of this data comes directly from FSA computerized data files. Census
data is also utilized, and compared with data obtained from FSA. The chapter
then examines the survey and anecdotal evidence on minority and female
participation in FSA programs.

3The Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA) and Indian tribes are separated out for this analysis because
generally one large payment is made to the BIA or a tribe and then the money is distributed.
Consequently, the BIA and Indian tribes will generally register very large payments.
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PREVIOUS RESEARCH

Inequities in distribution of program benefits apparently go back at least as far as
the Agricultural Adjustment Act (AAA) of 1933. While the AAA called for
acreage reductions in exchange for benefit payments to farm operators, many
tenant farmers bore the brunt of such acreage reductions without equitably
sharing in the benefits. Small landowners also suffered. Abuses documented by
the U.S. government were to be rectified by the 1934 adjustment to AAA,
however, according to the Civil Rights Commission report, the provisions
protecting tenants and sharecroppers were unenforceable. But Black farmers, in
particular, experienced greater difficulty under AAA than did Whites.4

There has been considerable research conducted on the distribution of farm
benefits, primarily focused on the concentration of benefits among large farms.>
However, by and large, previous research did not investigate the distribution of
agricultural subsidies by race and gender. Most of the studies that did look at race
have relied on census data, FmHA data, and/or samples of FSA data. The bulk
of this work has been on Black farmers.

The U.S. Commission on Civil Rights produced two reports on Black farmers
and the USDA in 1965 and 1982. The 1965 report chronicled the segregation
endemic in USDA programs.6 Most of the discussion of minority and USDA
programs in the 1965 U.S. Civil Rights Commission report involved FmHA
loans and the Soil Conservation Service.? The discussion of FSA programs was
restricted to cotton allotments and Agricultural Conservation Program grants.
At the time, FSA kept no record of service by race, so the Civil Rights
Commission relied on a small sample of data collected at the county level. This
research shows dramatic disparities in cotton allotments. However, the Civil
Rights Commission noted that Blacks did receive their proportionate share of
cotton allotment requests.

" The Commission on Civil Rights also sampled FSA farmers with regard to ACP
participation by race. States covered in the study reported proportional Black
participation in ACP. The Commission on Civil Rights conjectured that

4See U. 8. Civil Rights Commission, The Decline of Black Farming in America (1982), at 30-31.
SThe long-run effect of price support programs is price and income stability, which tends to reduce
risk and uncertainty, facilitate adoption of new technology and augment bankers' confidence in cash
flow projections included in farm loan applications. The combined effect of these policies is to
strengthen the competitive position of large farms relative to small farms. See Adell Brown, Jr. et.
al, Structural Changes in U. 5. Agriculture, Review of Black Political Economy (1993), at 61.

6See also V. Christian, Agriculture, in R. Marshal ed., Employment of the Blacks in the South
(1978) (Cooperative Extensive Service completely segregated until 1964).

These issues were not covered by this report.
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proportional Black representation in ACP was due to FSA policy encouraging
state directors to promote participation in ACP by new farmers.

The 1982 Report of the U.S. Commission on Civil Rights reviewed the early
history of USDA inequities in dealing with Black farmers arid provided detailed
discussion of FmHA lending policies. The loan analysis was not conducted,
however, by comparing the number of farmers by ethnic/gender group in the
FmHA database to the number and dollar amount of loans distributed. Nor was
there any attempt to control the impact of different farmer characteristics on
FmHA lending decisions.8 D | ' '

Subsequent research did not significantly expand knowledge of minority and
female program participation in FSA programs. Demisse's text on small and
minority farmers contained no data analysis of program participation. The
works cited in Demisse's text were also modest in scope.?

A special issue of the Review of Black Political Economy devoted to Blacks in
agriculture also only contained a moderate amount of material on program
participation. Hezekia Jones did report disparities in CCC loans and government
payments as reported by the 1987 Census of Agriculture.l0 Jones also reported
the FmHA data included in the 1982 U.S. Commission on Civil Rights report.
Based on the census data, Jones found that Black farmers accounted for 0.6
percent of farmers who received only 0,2 percent of such payments. Jones
attributed Black underparticipation to: poor managerial ability, racial
discrimination, eligibility requirements, higher production costs, and
indifference and lack of information.

There has been virtually no prior research or discussion of FSA program
participation of other minority groups. American Indian farmers, in particular,
have problems due in part to the unique legal status on American Indian trust
land. The Intertribal Agricultural Council has reported that, until recently,
American Indian lands were not enrolled in USDA farm programs, generally,
and conservation programs, in particular.ll The Council contended that because
FSA programs were established at the county level and American Indian trust
lands were outside of state and county jurisdiction, American Indian lands were
excluded from the service population.

BFor a recent discussion of analytical approaches to lending discrimination see W. Hunter and M.
Walker, The Cultural Affinity Hypothesis and Mortgage Lending Decisions, Federal Reserve Bank
of Chicago (July 1995). .

95ee, e.g., V. Christian, supra Chapter I, n. 18,

10H. Jones, Federal Agricultural Policies: Do Black Farm Operators Benefit? Review of Black
Political Economy 23-49 (1993). The data Jones presents is also reported on later in this chapter.
ntertribal Agricultural Council, Position Paper: Recognition of Indian Reservations as Single
Resource Areas (undated).
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There is even less analysis on female participation in FSA programs. A law
review article by Susan Cornelius,!? like the Civil Rights Commission reports,
focused on FmHA lending and the Equal Opportunity in Credit Act.

ARE MINORiTIES AND FEMALES PARTICIPATING IN FSA PROGRAMS?

Reprinted data from FSA reports on minority participation by specific program
indicates levels of minority participation in FSA programs that are relatively
low.13" Specifically, the only significant minority participation is Black farmers in
peanuts (8 percent) and tobacco (5 percent), Hispanic farmers in emergency
conservation (4 percent), and American Indian farmers in mohair (50 percent)
.and wool (9 percent)—the latter two programs are scheduled for termination.
This is consistent with the data discussed in Chapter II indicating that minorities
were less likely to participate in FSA program crops and more likely to be
involved in livestock than White male farmers. Female participation is at a
greater rate than minority participation. Female participation never fell below
nine percent of the total number of farmers participating.

This picture is confirmed in the survey sample. Only nine minority respondents
report receiving benefits from any FSA program. Alternatively, far more White
female respondents generally received more 'program benefifs than did White
male respondents.

ARE MINORITIES AND FEMALES PARTICIPATING IN DISASTER PAYMENT
PROGRAMS?

White males received the bulk of disaster payments, both in numbers and in
dollar value during the period 1990-1995. White males received 68.57 percent of
the total dollars of disaster payment dollars paid, while White females received
4.91 percent of total disaster payments (refer to Figure 3.1). Minority farmers
received approximately two percent of disaster payment dollars over the study

period of 1990-1995. Corporations received 18.8 percent of disaster payment
dollars.14

125ee Susan Cornelius, An Analysis of Federal Initiatives to Assure Economic Independence for
Women, Ohio Northern Law Review 20 (1980). Additional legal analysis was provided in the
article on tax marital dissolution and surviving spouse issues as they relate to agricultural issues.
13FSA, Producer Participation Data (1992). Volume II, Table 3.1.

14¥olume II, Table 3.3A.
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Figure 3.1
Summary Statistics on Disaster Payment Dollars, 1990-95
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Source: FSA; Volume H, Table 2.3.A,

The percentage of Asian farmers who received disaster payments during the
period 1990-1995 is higher than for other ethnic groups (refer to Figure 3.2).15
Nearly 13.9 percent of all Asian males received disaster payments, compared to
‘8.2 percent of all White producers, and an overall average of 6.8 percent of all -
producers receiving disaster payments over the 1990-1995 study period.

Figure 3.2
Percent of Producers Receiving Disaster Payments
by Ethnicity .and Gender, 1990-95
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Source; FSA; Volume I, Table 3.3.A
and Table 2.9,

Comparing the number of disaster payments in 1990 for all individuals (not
considering corporations and other entities), 157,241 of the total 188,768 disaster
payments were made to White males (83.30 percent) while 20,557 White females

15The total number of producers shown in the table is the total number participating in all the FSA
programs, and there is no distinction made between programs or program years. Although the table
reports data for the years 1990 through 1995, the data for the years 1994 and 1995 is only partially
complete.
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received 10.89 percent of the disaster payments.!é Disparities indicated by this
methodology are not necessarily due to racial discrimination. Instead, disparities

may be due to differences in farm size, location, and other factors discussed in
Chapter II.

Disparity Ratios for Disaster Payments

Disparity ratios have been widely utilized and accepted by courts of law.17
Briefly, the disparity ratios presented compare the percentage of payments
distributed to producer groups to the percentage of producers constituted by each
ethnic/gender group. Thus, if for example, Hispanics constitute 10 percent of the
producer population and receive 5 percent of the disaster payments, the disparity
ratio is 0.5. When the disparity ratio is less than one, this implies that a group is
not receiving its proportional share of payments.

In general, disparity ratios can differ from one. This is particularly true for
disaster payments which are made to producers who suffer a loss of production
due to adverse weather conditions. Moreover, disaster payment amounts differ:
among crops; across years in which a disaster occurred; based on whether a
producer purchased crop insurance; and, based on whether a producer
participated in the annual commodity program. Therefore, why there is
disparity creates a need for further analysis. - -

Figure 3.3
Disparity Ratios for Disaster Payments (Individuals), 1990-1995
Disparity Ratio
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Sourca: FSA; Volume ll, Table 3.3.A
and Table 2.8,

Figure 3.3 shows the disparity ratios for disaster payments received by the
various ethnic groups during the period 1990-1995. Because FSA does not have a
complete ethnic identification of corporations in the producer data, disparity
ratio analysis is limited to individuals only.

16yolume II, Table 3.3.A.
173¢e, e.g., Concrete Works v. Denver, 36 F.3d 1513 (10th Cir. 1994).
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The disparity ratios for disaster payments indicate that White males have
somewhat more than their proportionate share of disaster payments, and their
disparity ratios disproportionately improved when corporate data were added to
individual data (refer to Figure 3.3). Hispanics and Asians also received
disparately large disaster payments. '

Average Disaster Payments

There is not a consistent disparity in favor of White males when average disaster
payments are calculated.1® For example, in 1990, Hispanic males received on
average almost double the dollars received by White males ($3,242 for Hispanic
males compared to $1,633 for White males). Similarly, Asian males received
more dollars on average than White males, while Asian females, Blacks,
American Indians and White females received the lowest average dollars in
disaster payments.

For the years 1991 to 1993,1° Asian and Hispanic males received the highest
average disaster payments in dollars of all groups studied. This is a plausible
result given that evidence in Chapter IV suggests relatively high yield levels for
Asian males, in particular. American Indians, both males and females were not
too far behind the White males in terms of average dollars received. Black males
and females and White females received the lowest average dollar disaster
payments. Black females consistently received the lowest disaster payments.

Disaster Payments and Farm Size

Most of the relationships in disaster payments and ethnicity discussed previously
continue when the data is broken into categories by farm size. Summary
statistics and the results of the t-tests used to analyze the differences in disaster
payments, controlling for farm size are summarized as follows: 20

* Most of the large farms are owned by White males; White males have
a greater share of disaster payments going to large farms. For example,
in 1990, White males were found to have received 74 percent of the
total disaster payments for farms of less than 10 acres, while White

18Average disaster payments to each group are calculated as a ratio of total disaster payments

paid to a group over the number of farmers in that group who received disaster payments. The

disparity ratio in contrast compares the proportion of disaster payments received by a demographic
oup to the proportion of farmers belonging to that demographic group.

IThe data for 1994 and 1995 that was provided to DIMA by FSA was incomplete for disaster
payments. Although trends similar to the ones observed for the years 1990-1993 may be seen for 1994
and 1995, due to the incomplete data, no conclusions are drawn from the results obtained on this
data. 1991 and 1992 were “factored” years, however, 1993 was not.
20These results are contained in the group of Tables 3.4 and the group of Tables 3.T.2 in Volume I
The study did not control for eligible acres.
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males received 92.1 percent of all disaster payments for farms great.er
than 500 acres in size. This relationship held over the period 1991
through 1993.21 :

* FPemales received lower average disaster payments than males across
farm sizes.

¢ Asians and Hispanics tended to receive higher average disaster
payments across various farm size categories.

* Minority males received higher average disaster payments than White
males for small farms (defined as ten acres or less).

Matched Pair Analysis

A matched pair analysis was employed fo study differences in disaster payments
between producer groups with similar farm and crop characteristics. . The focus of
the matched pair exercise was on the FSA’s Southeast area for the following
reasons: the U.S. Civil Rights Commission report of 1965 and 1982 found
evidence of disparities in the FSA Southeast area; Asians and Hispanics tended
to receive higher average disaster payments compared to Whites across various
farm size categories; and it is difficult to perform a controlled test on female
farmers because of the difficulty in separating female farmers from husband and
wife teams. This study also found anecdotal evidence of disparities in the FSA
Southeast area. :

White male and Black producers were matched by county, farm size, and crop
over the years 1990 to 1993.22 Between 1,174 and 4,411 producers were matched
in the different years. In 1990 and 1991, White males received statistically
significantly higher disaster payments than Black producers for identical farm
size category, county and crop. It would be useful to conduct other matched pair
exercises with FSA data on other areas.

Distribution of Largest Disaster Payments

For the years 1990 to 1992, White males received approximately 90 percent of the
highest one percentile of disaster payments (although White males represented
approximately 52.5 percent of the producers).22 However, the American Indian
Tribes and the Bureau of Indian Affairs appear to have received the lowest

2tVolume I, Table 3.4.A.

22The same farm size delineation was used for the matched pair as in the t-test analysis. Volume
11, Table 3.4.A. The study did not control for the number of eligible acres.

231t is worth noting that a few large payments, then, does not explain the larger average disaster
payments to Asian and Hispanic farmers.
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average payments (percent of the top percentile of the program benefits for
disaster payments).24

CCCLOANS

In 1993, White males received $2.33 billion of the $4.2 billion total CCC loans to
individuals and corporations (55.5 percent) and White females received
$348.6 million (8.3 percent). Corporations received $1.2 billion (28.7 percent)? of
the total CCC loans. Again, the ethnicity of the corporations is not defined, but
Census data indicates that agricultural corporations are likely to be
predominantly owned by White males. The other ethnic groups received less
than one-half percent of all CCC loans. The remaining loans were received by
other entities. This conclusion is consistent with the census data reports that
White farms receive 96 percent of all CCC loans.

In 1993, White males received $2.3 billion of the $2.7 billion loans made to
individuals (86.3 percent) and White females received $348.6 million
(12.9 percent).26 Thus, White farmers received approximately 97 percent or
greater of the dollar value of CCC loans.2” The remaining ethnicities received
less than one percent of CCC loans that was distributed primarily among Blacks
and Hispanics. These patterns were repeated in 1994.28 Figure 3.4 summarizes
the percentage of CCC loan payments received by the various groups of
individuals by ethnicity/gender and corporations. "

The percentage of White males receiving CCC loans in 1993 and 1994 (as opposed
to the percentage of CCC loans received by White males) appear to be much
higher than the percentage of other ethnic groups receiving CCC loans in the
same period.?? For example in 1994, 2.9 percent of White males received loans
while only 0.2 percent of Black females and 0.06 percent of Hispanic males
received loans.

241t must be noted that the program benefits data for the years 1994 and 1995 is incomplete, and the
results obtained for these years are limited in scope. Volume II, Table 3.6.A and Table 3.6.D.
25Volume II, Table 3.3.B.

26yolume II, Table 3.3.B.

27Volume I, Table 3.3.B.

281994, White males received $5.6 billion of the $9.5 billion total CCC loans made (58 percent) and
White females received $814.2 million (8.5 percent). All other ethnic/gender groups received less
than one percent of the total loan payments. For 1994, White males received $5.6 billion of the $6.5
billion CCC loans made (87.2 percentage of total assigrned for individuals) and White females
received $814.2 million (12.6 percentage of total loans received by individuals). All other
ethnic/gender groups received less than one percent of the total loan payments. '
2%Volume II, Table 3.2.B.
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Figure 3.4
Distribution of CCC Loan Payments, 1990-95
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Source: FSA; Volume 1), Table 3.3.8,

Disparity Ratios for CCC Loans

Figure 3.5 shows the disparity ratios.of CCC loans received by individuals. A
disparity ratio of less than one implies that a group is not receiving its
proportional share of loans. Disparity ratios for CCC Ioans are greater than 1 only
for White males and less than 1 for all other groups. This suggests that White
males received disparately large proportion of the CCC loans compared to
females and minorities. : ‘ ‘

Figure 3.5
Disparity Ratios for CCC Loans (Individuals), 1993-1994
Disparity Ratio
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Source: FSA; Voluma II, Table 3.3.8
and Table 2.9.

Average CCC Loans

The average dollar CCC loans received by White males was larger than that
received by minorities and females (except for American Indians) for the years
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1993. This result is consistent with the results obtained in the earlier section.30
In 1993 and 1994, White males received statistically significantly larger CCC loans
than minority males.31 Males received larger CCC loans than females in 1993.

American Indians (males and females) received the largest average dollar CCC
loans during 1993 and 1994. In 1993, the American Indian Tribes/Bureau of
Indian Affairs received two large payments averaging approximately $1 million.
However, these payments were in turn disbursed among individual tribal
members. Black females received the lowest average loan payments in both
years. :

Distribution of Largest CCC Loans

Minority groups, with the exception of American Indian groups, were not
represented among recipients in the top percentile of CCC loans.32 Also, the
group marked "Other" (containing entities other than individuals and
corporations), received above average loans compared to other groups. In terms
of the number of loans received, corporations received the greatest number
(60 percent in 1993, 44.9 percent in 1994) of large dollar CCC loans.

In 1993, White males and females received all of the top percentile of CCC loans
(with the exception of two that were received by American Indians).33 No other
minorities received any loans that were in the top percentile of the CCC loans
distributed to producers. - ~

FSA PAYMENTS

Again, the highest total dollar amounts of payments were received by White
males ($6.1 billion of $9.8 billion [individuals and entities] or 62.5 percent of total)
while White females received $640.7 million (6.5 percent of total) payments.
Corporations received $2.6 billion (26 percent of total) in payments. The
remaining ethnic/gender groups received less than one percent of the total
dollar payments each.34 Figure 3.6 summarizes the distribution of the payments
made to the various entities.

30Volume 1, Table 3.3.B.

31Volume I, Table 3.3.B..

32With the exception of one Asian male and one Asian female that received loans in 1993, none of
the other minorities received any loans (that were in the highest one percent of the loans
distributed).

33Volume II, Table 3.6.E.

34Volume II, Table 3.3.C.
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Figure 3.6
Distribution of FSA Payments, 1993-95
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Source: FSA; Volume I, Table 3.3.C.

White males received $6.1 billion of $6.9 billion or 89.4 percent of total payments
made to individuals. White females received $640.7 million (9.3 percent of total
payments assigned for individuals) payments.35 The remaining ethnic/gender
groups received less than one percent of the total dollar payments.

While White males received the bulk of payments, a larger percentage of Asian
males received payments in the year 1993 than other ethnic groups.36 Of the
program participants, 39.4 percent of Asian malés received payments in 1993,
compared to 21.8 percent of all White males and 7.5 percent of all Black males
receiving payments in 1993.

FSA Program Benefits

The total number of producers that received program benefits (disaster and

payments/loans) was 50.9 percent (2,900,015 producers received program benefits
compared to 5,697,775 listed).37

The Census data is consistent with these results. White farmers received about
99 percent of all government payments in the Midwest, Northeast and
Northwest Areas.3® White farmers received approximately 96 percent of all
government payments in the Southwest and Southeast Areas. The remaining
percent of government payments were distributed among all of the other races.

35Volume I, Table 3.3.C.

36Volume II, Table 3.2.C.

37As the data contained in the FSA datasets did not provide information on the number of
applications for the different program payments/loans, the Tables 3.2.A, 3.2.B and 3.2.C were
created based on the total number of program participants.

38Volume II, Table 3.C.1.A. :
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In all Areas, males obtained at least 92 percent of the government payments,
with the Midwest male farmers receiving as much as 98 percent of all
government payments. :

Disparity Ratios for Payments
The disparity ratios for payments shown in Figure 3.7 also follow the same

pattern as disaster payments and CCC loans, tilted in favor of White males.
Disparity ratios for payments are greater than 1 for only the White males and less

than 1 for all other groups. This suggests that White males received disparately

larger proportion of the payments compared to the female and the minority
groups. (For a general discussion of disparity ratios see the previous section on
Disparity Ratios for Disaster Payments).

Figure 3.7
Disparity Ratios for Payments (Individuals), 1990-1995
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Average Payments

In terms of average payments received, White males received an average of
$6,977 in payments followed by Hispanic males, who received an average of
$6,887. Average payments for females and minorities as a whole was $3,014.

In 1993, average payments received by White males is statistically significantly
higher than that received by minorities and females. From the results shown, it
should be noted that White males received higher payments than minority
males. The amount of payments received by males is more than three times the
amount received by females.3?

Distribution of the Largest Payments

Minorities were poorly represented among the recipients of the top one
percentile of FSA payments. Over 68 percent of the top percentile of payments

3%olume II, Table 3.3.C.
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went to corporations while 28.8 percent went to White male producers.4? Only
0.5 percent of the top payments went to all minority farmers (excluding
American Indian tribes) combined. In 1993, the American Indian Tribes and
Bureau of Indian Affairs and the group marked "Other" (containing entities
other than individuals, corporations), received above ‘average payments
compared to other groups.l In terms of the number of payments received,
White males and corporations received the greatest number of payments (30.71
percent and 64.18 percent of the total payments in 1993). All minorities appear to
have received the lowest average direct payment in the top percentile of
payments made.

In 1993, in terms of the number of payments received, White males received
most of the total number of payments received for individuals (91.6 percent).42
All minorities appear to have received the lowest average direct payment (that
were in the highest one percentile of the payments made). -

-

WHY THE DISPARITIES IN PROGRAM PARTICIPATION?
Qualitative Evidence

Anecdotal information provided during farmer interviews does not completely
account for the variances in the data previously described. Other factors, such as
those described in Chapter Il and program yield determinations, can impact the
size of a farmer’s payment. The anecdotal comments do reflect problems that
farmers perceive to impede program participation. Minority and female farmers
perceived that several of the issues discussed below had greater impact on them
than on White males. Most of the issues involve FSA administration and
outreach. |

FSA Program Administration and Outreach

The operation and administration of FSA programs is directly related to the
“participation of farmers in these programs. Without adequate education,
ouireach and customer service, farmers will not be aware of the programmatic
benefits available to them. Thus, lower farmer participation in FSA programs
and lower farmer business success rates will result. DJMA found, through
anecdotal interviews, that FSA’s operation and administration of its programs

40yolume 1I, Table 3.6.C.
41Volume 11, Table 3.6.C.
42yolume 11, Table 3.6.F.
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may have a negative impact on farmers’ willingness to participate in FSA
programs.43

Farmers interviewed discussed problems with FSA program administration and
bureaucracy that affect day-to-day business decisions they must make to run their
farming operations. Frequently, the implementation of FSA regulations in the
midst of growing seasons has a negative impact on a farmer’s business
operation.#4 Small farmers, because of limited financial flexibility, are highly
susceptible to continuous changes in program operation, inconsistent delivery of
information on programs, amount of time necessary to fill out paperwork and to
await FSA decision making and the discrepancies and office protocol shown by
FSA staff toward White males.45 Inconsistency in program operations can
extend to large farmers taking advantage of perceived “loopholes” in the FSA
payment limitations definitions.46 Because some farmers create several
corporations with seemingly different ownership, these farmers receive multiple
payments from FSA. These problems often discourage participation in
programs. In two severe cases,¥ farmers reported actually having gone bankrupt
or having nearly gone bankrupt because of their dependency on the timeliness of
FSA service delivery.48

As a result of questioning farmers on this issue, DJMA identified nine issues that
farmers perceive as impacting the effectiveness of the FSA program
administration and outreach process:

* Lack of knowledge regarding FSA ‘progréms
* Limited outreach to farmers

* Impact of minority and female representation and lack of
representation in county offices

* Lack of consistency in application, program administration standards
for females and minority farmers

* Limited information supplied by FSA office regarding decisions made
* Power and discretion of FSA staff

* Information received in timely manner/ untimely manner

* Changes in office hours, office procedures/ programs

* Impact of farm size on program participation

43 Volume IM, §1, Fresno - 17, 18, 19, 20, 40, 44, Hidalgo - 9,10, 12, 13, 14, 16, Big Horn - 23, Lowndes -
60.

“Volume I, § 1-11, 112, J-18, 1-26, 145, VIH4, Fresno - 30, 46, 50, Hidalgo - 24, 34, Pinal - 24, 25,
Big Hom - 8, 9, 41. ’

45Volume IMI, § I-10, 111, 1-25, 1-34, Fresno - 11, Hidalgo - 24,

46Volume II1, § 19, I-13, VI-1. -

470One disaster, one non-disaster.

48Volume I1I, § 14, VI-13.
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These nine issues are consistent with FSA’s own findings reflected in a 1994 FSA
Customer Service Study, led by Leonard V. Covello, Ph.D., FSA Management
Analyst.

The following is a more detailed discussion of farmer views regarding the issues
identified. '

Lack of Knowledge Regarding FSA Programs

Anecdotal evidence suggests that farmer knowledge of FSA programs and how .
they operate was limited because of inadequate information provided by FSA
regarding new programs. According to interviews, farmers sometimes knew
about new FSA programs before FSA staff.4% Limited knowledge of FSA
programs can reduce the number of farmers participating in the programs.

Limited Outreach to Farmers

Anecdotal evidence suggests that farmers believe the function of FSA is to assist
farmers in identifying problems and improving their farm operations.5® Staff is
so busy, farmers say, that FSA personnel has no time to visit farms to see how
they are fairing. Limited outreach appears to be a change in past practice.51

Impact of Minority and Female Representation and Lack of Representation in
County Offices |

Interviews with minority farmers revealed a perception among this group that
greater representation of their racial/ethnic groups in the FSA office would
result in better service and information from FSA staff, increased minority
participation in programs and increased participation in the election process. On
occasion, minorities pressured FSA offices to hire minority program assistants.52

Lack of Consistency in Application, Program Administration Standards for
Females and Minorities

Inconsistency in FSA program administration was perceived as a difficulty for
FSA program participants. These inconsistencies, according to interviews,
resulted in unexpected interference with farmers’ business planning because of
farmer inability to adjust to regulation changes made- in the midst of the growing
season. Another negative impact was against financial planning, created by
unexpected notices from FSA requiring farmers to pay back funds; farmers noted

49Volume I, § I-1-10, VI-1, VI-5, VI-9, VI-10, VI-11.

S0DIMA notes that technical assistance is a function of the County Extension office.

S1yohmme 111, § I-3, 115, I-16, 117, 1-20. ‘

S2Volume I, § 1-8, 120, 1-22, -23, 1-24, 148, VI-1, VI-13, Fresno - 13, 15, Hidalgo ~ 17, Big Homn -
24, Lowndes - 21, 23, 30.
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these requests are often unanticipated by the farmer and are frequently a result of
FSA miscalculations.53

Limited Information Supplied by FSA Office Regarding Decisions Made

According to interviews, there is some lack of clarity as to how FSA determines
program eligibility, calculates payments or decides to grant or deny a request.
This problem is partly a result of the limited information that FSA provides
farmers regarding FSA decisions, and partly from FSA staff explaining the
decisions in non-layman terms.54 :

Power of FSA Staff and Abuse of Power and Discretion

Anecdotal evidence revealed that farmers perceived FSA staff as having
extensive power and discretion. Because of this perception, farmers are wary of
angering FSA staff.>> Specific instances were recounted by a few minority
farmers of sitting for hours in the FSA office as the staff continually passed over
them to service White farmers.5 One farmer complained of being threatened by
the CED if he challenged decisions that the CED had made.5’ Another farmer
expressed frustration with the CED threatening to overturn a ruling made by the
County Committee 58 '

Information Received in Timely/Untimely Manner

A common concern expressed during interviews was the lack of timeliness in
the delivery of FSA program information. ‘In fact, several farmers commented
that they receive information before the FSA staff does. As stated above, this lack
of timeliness can have severe negative impact on farming operations.59

Changes in Office Hours, Office Procedures/Programs

Farmers expressed concern that office hours and scheduling procedures,
particularly for sign-up, were not convenient for farmer schedules.60 Office
hours should be longer, according to farmers, to ensure that they do not spend
long hours away from the fields.

S53Volume M, § 12, I-3, 17, 1-8, 113, 1-21, -22, 1-24, 1-25, 1-26, 1-27, 1-28, I-32, 1-44, 147, VI-1, VI-5,
VI-9, Hidalgo - 24, 33, Fresno - 49-51.

54Volume III, § 1-26, § I-Part 8.

S5Volume I, § 17, 1-29, § I-Part 9, IV-20, VI-6, VI-13, VI-14, VI-16.

S6Volume I, § 1-6, 17, 113, I-14, 1-23, 1-26, 1-32, 1-33, 1-38, 1.40, 1-42, I1I-6, VI-15.

57Volume 111, § I-36.

58Volume 111, § III-3.

5%Volume I, -7, 1-8, 19, I-16, 117, § I- Part 10.

60Volume M, § I-12, I-Part 11, Hidalgo-15.
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Impact of Farm Size on Program Participation

A perception by small farmers is that, because the size of the farm determines the
yield, the programs appear geared mainly toward larger farmers.6!

61Volume I, § I-2, 1-10, I-11, 112, I-18, 1-26, 145, VI-6.
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Chapter IV Program and Nonprogram Yields

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

Purpose

The purpose of this chapter is to examine any statistically significant differences
in yields for program and selected nonprogram crops (peanuts and tobacco)
between White male farmers and minority and female farmers and to provide
recommendations to correct any disparate treatment of minority and female
producers in the methods, procedures, and decision making processes used in
the assignment of program payment yields by the county committees. (During
onsite management evaluations, the FSA EEQO and CR office found indications of
disparities in program yields between White male and minority and female
farmers. However, the FSA EEO and CR conclusions were based on a very small
sample.)

Issues and Findings
Did ‘minority and female farmers have lower program and nonprogram yields?

* White males often had higher program and nonprogram yields than
minority and female farmers. However, in a number of states for a number
of crops the yield differences were not statistically significant.] Where the
differences are statistically significant, it is generally in favor of White males.

* Quite often, Asian farmers had high program and nonprogram yields;
however, typically only a small number of Asian farmers had registered
yields. '

Are the differences in yields between different demographic groups correlated
with farm size? :

* Statistical tests of differences in program and nonprogram yields between
White male farms and minority and female farms indicated that White
males often had higher program and nonprogram yields even after
controlling for farm size. Again, small numbers of Asian farmers often had
higher yields than White male farmers.

1Volume II, Tables grouped 4.1.T through 4.3.T.
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Are there disparities in program and nomprogram yields when other factors are
considered?

* A matched pair sample of producers that controlled for county, farm size, and
crop found that White male producers had higher program yields than Black
producers in the FSA Southeast Area. This difference was statistically
significant. Data on factors such as soil type, cultural influence, farming
practice, and managerial ability was not available for study.

Did the qualitative evidence indicate problems with yield determinations?

e In anecdotal comments, farmers expressed concern about the method of
program yield determination. In the survey sample, 93.6 percent of farmers
reported that program yield determination was a problem. This suggests a

general dissatisfaction with using program yields instead of actual yields to
determine payments. .

RECOMMENDATIONS

Further Research

* The results in this report are from the FSA database which is essentially an
accounting system, not a research database. Further research on a sample of
farms that controlled for farming techniques, soil type, machinery
complements, educational level and financial capability is necessary to
distinguish differences in yields due to race and gender from differences in
yields due to differences in other factors.

* FSA and Congress should consider the impact of the 1985 Program Yield
Determination on minority and female farmers. Because FSA does not
maintain statistical data for years prior to 1990 and the complex policy
implications involved in the Congressional programmatic initiative, DJMA.
was unable to explore the impact of freezing program yields on minority and
female farmers. However, interviews with FSA officials and farmers raise
questions as to whether discriminatory practices that affect a farmer’s yields
were encapsulated into the set yields of 1985.

* All technical assistance programs operated by the County Extension Office or

. other USDA agencies should be reviewed to determine their effectiveness in
improving farm techniques, thereby increasing yields. Because of the impact
that yields can have on program benefits received by farmers through FSA,
there should be increased interdepartmental reporting and communication
between FSA and the technical assistance providers to ensure that FSA is
afforded the detailed farming information that can provide further
explanations or reasons for low minority and female yields.
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Policy and Programmatic Recommendations

Because of the limited data available for determining the reasons for disparities
in program yields, DJMA has not made policy and programmatic
recommendations. These recommendations can only be made upon the
completion of the further research items.

ISSUE STATEMENT

The FSA EEO and CR found indications of ethnic and gender discrepancies in a
small sample of program yields. This chapter begins with background research
on disparities in program yield determination and nonprogram yields. Program
yield determination is a crucial mechanism in determining the level of
government payments. The chapter provides summary data and survey
evidence on program and nonprogram yields and then provides statistical tests
of mean differences in program yields and nonprogram yields by race and
gender.

PROGRAM AND NONPROGRAM YIELD DETERMINATION

For the 1991 to 1995 crop years, the farm proéram payment yield is the yield for
the 1990 crop year or the average yield for the five preceding years. Program
yields were frozen in the 1985 Farm Bill.

For feed grains, rice, upland cotton, and wheat, actual yield data is not required
and proven yields do not apply. For farms with only irrigated or non-irrigated
program payment yields and upland cotton and rice, the current year yield is the
1990 program payment yield. If the non-irrigated program payment yield has not
been established, similar farms are used to establish the 1985 yield.

Yields are established from three similar farms with similar yield characteristics,
in terms of land capability and agricultural practices. Yields may be temporarily
reduced for unworkmanlike behavior by producers.

Nonprogram yields for disaster payments are based on the county yield
determination of the National Agricultural Statistical Service (NASS) for the
five immediately preceding years. The highest and lowest yields over this five-
year period are then excluded from the calculation. The nonprogram yield is
then calculated from the remaining three years in the five-year period.
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BACKGROUND RESEARCH

A limited amount of previous research has been conducted on disparities in
program yields by ethnic and demographic group. Neither the 1965 nor the 1982
U.S. Commission on Civil Rights reports on minorities in farming discussed
statistical disparities in program yields.

A 1993 memorandum from the FSA EEO and CR found the following results
from a small sample on farm yields:

* In a random sample of 20 farms, corn yields for White male

farmers exceeded corn yields for Black male farmers by five
bushels.

* In another random sample (size not stated), the FSA EEO and CR
office found that wheat yields for White males exceeded wheat
yields for Black males by three bushels, and corn yields of White
males exceeded corn yields of Black males by 6.3 bushels.

Apparently the FSA EEO report presented data at the producer level. Program
yields are, however, the same for all producers on the same farm. The FSA EEO
report did not examine farm size or other farmer characteristics as factors in
program yield determination, nor did the F5A 'report nonprogram yield data.2

DID WHITE MALE FARMERS HAVE HIGHER PROGRAM YIELDS?

The national data on average yield (Historical Weighted Yield, irrigated and non-
irrigated) indicates few differences in the average yields across ethnicity and
gender within states.3 Across states, there are differences in yield that are possibly
due to variations in soil, weather, and other farm conditions. A number of
t-tests were conducted to indicate for what states and what crops there were
statistically significant differences in program and selected nonprogram crop
yields across race and gender4 A summary of the number of states comparing
the irrigated yield between White male farms and female and minority farms is
presented in Figures 4.1.1, 4,1.2 and 4.1.3.

2 Additional analysis was undertaken on program yield disparities in a report by the

Environmental Working Group (EWG), see Ken Cook et al, Looks Like America ( 1995). The EWG

report provided a series of anecdotes on disparities on program yields between ethnic and gender
oups.

Volume II, group of Tables 4.1.T thru group of Tables 4.3.T.

4Volume II, group of Tables 4.1.T thru group of Tables 4.3.T.
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Figure 4.1.1
Summary of Number of States with Statistically Significant Differences
in irrigated Yields for Program Crops, 1993
(White Males vs. Females and Minority Males)

Crop

Serghum

0 1 2 3 4
Number of States

I n White Males Iﬂ Females & Minority Males l

Source: FSA, DJMA, Tables 4.1T.1.W-4.1T.1.B

" There are no separate imgated and non-imigated yields generally for rice
and upland cofton. The data sent to DIMA did, however, report multiple
yields for some states.

Figure 4.1.2
Summary of Number of States with Statistically Significant Differences
in Irrigated Yields for Program Crops, 1993
(Males vs. Females and Minority Males)

Crop

Wheat
Qats

Rice

Upland
Cotton

Com

Grain
Sorghum

Barley

¥

0 10 20 a0
Number of States

B White Males B Females & Minority Males

Source: FSA, DJMA, Tables 4 1T2W-4.1T.2.8
* There are no separate irigated arv non-im%ated yields generally for rice and
upland cotton. The data sent to DJMA did, however, report multiple yields for

sOme states,
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Figure 4.1.3
Summary of Number of States with Statistically Significant Differences
in HWY Yields for Program Crops, 1993
(White Males vs. Females and Minority Males)

Crep

0 10 20 k]
Number of States

I M v /hite Males Females & Minority Males I

Source: FSA, DIMA, Tables 4.1T.3.W - 4.1 T3.B

Figures 4.2.1,4.2.2 and 4.2.3, show the number.of states where farms owned by

‘males had significantly different average non-irrigated yield than farms owned
by females. " :

Figure 4.2.1
Summary of Number of States with Statistically Significant Differences
in Irrigated Yields for Program Crops, 1993
(ANl Males vs. All Females)

Crop

Qats

Com

Grain
Sorghum

Barley

Number of States

| W Al Males  [Elan Females—l

Source: FSA, DIMA, Tables 4.2T.1W - 4,27.38
* There are no separate imgated and non irtigated yields generally for ricg and

upland colton. The data sent to DJMA did, however, report multiple yields

for some states.
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: Figure 4.2.2
Summary of Number of States with Statistically Significant Differences
in Non-Irrigated Yields for Program Crops, 1993
(All Males vs. All Females)

Wheat

Cals

Grain

Sorghum
Barley

0
Number of States
[ |

Source: FSA, DIJMA, Tables 4.2T2W-4.2T 28
* There are no separate imigated and non imigated yields generally for rice and upland
cofton. The data sent to DJMA did, however, report multiple yields for some states,

Figure 4.2.3 " i
Summary of Number of States with Statistically Significant Differences
in HWY Yields for Program Crops, 1993
(All Males vs. All'Females)

Crop

0 10 2 D
Number of States

| Bt Mailes  Elal Females |

Source: FSA, DJMA, Tables 4.2T.3.W-4.2T.38

A summary of the number of states where White male farms had significantly

different HWY yield than farms owned by monority males is presented in
Figures 4.3.1, 4.3.2 and 4.3.3.

Producer Participation and EEO Process Study Iv-7 D.J. Miller & Associates, Inc,
for the Farm Service Agency of the March 4, 1996

U.S. Department of Agriculture PartI, Volume I



Figure 4.3.1
Summary of Number of States with Statistically Significant Differences
in Irrigated Yield for Program Crops, 1993 ‘
(White Males vs. Minority Males)

Crop

Oats

Com

Grain
Sorghum

Barley

[4] 1 2 3 4 5
Number of States

e Mates B
Source: FSA, DJMA, Tables 4.3T.1.W-4.3T.1.B

Figure 4.3.2
Summary of Number of States with Statistically Significant Differences
in Non-Irrigated Yield for Program Crops, 1993
(White Males vs. Minority Males)

Crop

Number of States

.

villgleain'aL C

Source: FSA, DJMA. Tables 4.3T.2W-4.3T2B
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Figure 4.3.3
Summary of Number of States with Statistically Significant Differences
in HWY Yields for Program Crops, 1993
(White Males vs. Minority Males)

Crop
Wheat
Qats
Rice
Upland Cotton
Com

Grain Sorghum

Barley

L 1
L] T ) T T

I ;W’hha Males ] Minority Males I

Source: FSA, DIMA Tables 43T.3W-4.3T.3B

Figures 4.4, 4.5, and 4.6 present a summary of the number of states where there
were significant differences in non-program yields for White male farms versus
female and minority males, farms owned by males versus farms owned by
females, and White male farms versus minority owned farms.

. Figure 4.4
Summary of Number of States with Statistically Significant Differences
for Nonprogram Crops
Peanuts, Soybeans and Tobacco, 1993
(White Males vs. Females and Minority Males)
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i

o

5
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Source: FSA,, DIMA, Tables 4.10.1.A,, 4.10.1.E
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Figure 4.5
Summary of Number of States with Statistically Significant Differences
for Nonprogram Crops
Peanuts, Soybeans and Tobacco, 1993
(All Males vs. All Females) '
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Tobaeco
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b T + 1

Number of States

l W A vaos All Femalas |

Source: FSA,, DIMA, Tables 4.10.2.4,, 4102.E
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Figure 4.6
Summary of Number of States with Statistically Significant Ditferences
for Nonprogram Crops
Peanuts, Soybeans and Tobacco, 1993
(White Males vs. Minority Males)

Crop

Tobacco Quota
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L] T 1

Peanuts Quota

Peanuts Yield

0 5 10 15
Number of States

White Males Minority Males
Source: FSA, DIMA. Tables 4103A, 4103E ~

These figures indicate that there were a large number of states for which there
were no significant differences between males and females, or between White
males and minority males in program and nonprogram yields. However, where
there were statistically significantly differences in yields, these differences were
generally in favor of males and White males.

Survey Sample '

Both in the survey sample and in anecdotal interviews, farmers expressed
concerns about the method of program yield determination. Of the farmers in
the survey sample, 69.3 percent believed program yield determination was a
problem. Only two minorities responding to the question in the survey sample
did not believe program yield determination was a problem. Similarly, 73.5

percent of White males farmers felt that program yield determination was a
problem.
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ARE THE DISPARITIES IN YIELDS DUE TO FARM SIZE?
Summary Statistics on Yields and Farm Size

A central question is whether the disparities in yields are due to efficiency or race
and gender. The available data was inadequate to measure the relative efficiency
of the farms studied in this report. Data was available, however, on farm size.
Tables 4.11.A-H provide comparison of program yields by crop, farm size, and
demographic group.5 The pattern still favors White males over minority and
female farmers, except for Asian farmers. However, in the instances when yields
for Asian farmers is higher, the sample of Asian farmers is extremely small,
often less than five farms. As noted in Chapter II, Asian farmers, in particular,
and minority farmers, in general, have low participation rates in program crops.
Consequently, it is not clear from the data whether the higher yields for Asian
farmers are due to individual effort or systemic reasons,

Matched Pair Analysis

Further analysis also provided evidence of disparities in program yields when
other factors were considered. A matched pair exercise was conducted for farms
in the FSA Southeast Area. Chapters II, V, and VI provide evidence that the
Southeast Area is an area where disparities in FSA program outcomes and
procedures have been more significant. . Black farms and White farms were
matched based on the following like characteristics: county, crop, and farm size.
There were between 280 and 17,585 farms that matched in data depending on the
crop. In this sample, White farms had a statistically significant difference in
program yields across all crops. The most striking difference in the data was for
rice yields6,

WHY THE DIFFERENCES IN YIELDS?

There are some differences in yields across states. The question is why? The
EWG's report and the FSA EEO and CR findings reflect similar disparities in
farm sizes. The EWG report comments that the yield disparity may exist simply
because minority and female operators have smaller farms. They note that
farms operated by White males may have farms twice as big as farms operated by
females and minorities. The matched pair analysis suggests, however, that at
least in the Southeast, the problem may be deeper than farm size. Moreover,
farm size is only a rough proxy for farm efficiency. A large farm can still be

poorly managed. The problem with constructing an explanation of demographic -

5 The structure of the data set did not permit a regression analysis of yields on farm size and

demographic group,

6Volume O, Table 4.13,
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variances in program yields, however, is that yields were set in 1985, but there is
neither current nor contemporaneous data available on soil conditions and
farming techniques that would explain variances in yields.

Qualitative Evidence on Yields

- DJMA explored farmer perceptions regarding FSA program yields and the
manner in which yields are determined. Anecdotal testimony suggests that two
issues impact FSA Program Yields.

* Impact of 1985 set yields on farmer operations
* Disparity in yield determinations between White males and females and
minorities

Program yield determinations made by FSA define the amount of payment
farmers will receive from FSA. As such, it is critical that these determinations be
fair and accurate. DJMA, in performing its anecdotal interviews, found a high
level of dissatisfaction among farmers with the current methodology utilized to
determine program yields. Farmers believe that individual factors that affect
farm conditions are not addressed by FSA in its yield calculations, thereby
increasing the disparity in yield determinations in small communities.

Impact of 1985 Yield Determinations on Current Farmer Operations

Two primary perceptions revealed how farmers believe that the 1985 set yields
affect their operations: reduces farmer incentive to increase yields and lowers
yields of farmers who purchase land with low yields. Farmers who consistently
participate in FSA programs stated that the set yields offer them no incentive to
improve their yields. In fact, farmers feel that FSA penalizes them for
improving their farm productivity. Additionally, farmers believed that the set
yields system is unfair to farmers who purchase or lease land from other farmers
with low program yields, especially when those low yields resulted from the
poor farming techniques of previous owners.”

In discussions with farmers, DJMA interviewers identified two types of farmers:
first, the well-educated and/or good business person; the other, less educated,
dependent on traditional farming techniques, and/or limited business savvy.
The type of farmer interviewed often affected the farmer’s perception of the yield
determination and its impact on farm operations. The first group utilized FSA
programs when it was profitable to do so. These farmers did not participate in
FSA programs every year and usually had limited problems with FSA. The
second group tended to be more dependent on the programs, even when it was
not financially advantageous. The disparity between these two groups suggests
the need for outreach and technical assistance to the second group of farmers to
ensure that they have the technology and skills to reduce their dependency on

Volume III, § I-12, 148, § II- Part 1, § VI-1, Hidalgo-37, 46, 47, Holmes - 10-24.
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FSA programs.

Disparity in Yield Determinations between White Males and Females and
Minorities

During interviews, farmers identified several reasons why yields are different in
their communities. Minorities believe that FSA shows some bias toward White

males when making program yield determinations,8

Other farmers identified lack of up-to-date methodologies utilized on small and
family farms as a depressant to small farmer yields. Small farmers acknowledge
the impact of their farming techniques on their yields, stating that frequently,

they follow traditional, but dated, procedures used by their families.?

Yet another reason for the differences in yields was the type of soil on particular
farms. Farms in the same area can have different soil types, thereby producing
lower yields on farms with lower quality soil. We note that DJMA was unable to
obtain statistical information on soil condition and income to determine
whether small farmers and land owned by minorities and females had poorer
soil conditions than White males.

SVolume I, § II-3, -6, 11-7.
Volume III, § II-3, § I-Part 2, VI-4,

Producer Participation and EEO Process Study IV-14 D.J. Miller & Associates, Inc.
for the Farm Service Agency of the March 4, 1996
U.S. Department of Agriculture Part I, Volume I






Chapter V Appeals

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS
Purpose

The purpose of this chapter is to determine whether there are differences in the
appeals behavior and outcomes between White male farmers and minority and
female farmers and to provide recommendations to correct any disparities in the
appeal process.

Issues and Findings

Do minority and female farmers file appeals of FSA decisions in proportion to
their share of producers? '

Minority and female farmers do not submit appeals of FSA decisions in
proportion to their share of producers. Only 2.3 percent of the appeals in the
sample studied were initiated by minorities.! The differences in number of
appeals requested between White male and minority and female farmers was
statistically significant. The survey evidence supported this conclusion.

Why are Appeal Rates Low?

* Slowness of the appeal process—Farmers having to make critical farming
business decisions would quite often forego the time-consuming appeal
process. In the case of disaster payments, challenging a decision or pursuing
an unissued check has created problems for farmers attempting to prepare for
the next growing season.

* Lack of knowledge of appeals rules and regulations—Many farmers avoid the
appeal process because of a lack of knowledge of their rights and of reforms in
the appeal process. County Committee members also exhibited a lack of
familiarity with the appeals rules and regulations, thereby rendering
themselves highly dependent on CEDs for advise and direction.2

* Bureaucracy of the appeal process—Farmers commented that the paperwork
and hearings procedures were too time consuming.

* Perceived abuse of discretion by government officials—A select few farmers
described abuse of discretion in decision making on the part of County
Committee members and CEDs.3

olume oI, Table 5.1.

2DJMA interviewed County Committee members and CEDs in the 30 counties.
3See Chapter I1I at 22.
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* Wariness of appealing to body that made initial decision—A particular
problem was that the body to which the farmer first makes an appeal is the
same body that makes the decision. While it is not legally required that
appeals begin with the County Committees, farmers perceive this to be the
case.

* Lower minority, female, and small farmer program participation—Other
possible reasons for lower rates of appeal include lower minority program
participation (minorities have disproportionately fewer issues to appeal), a-
greater likelihood of some minority and female farmer groups to be owners .
rather than owner-operators, and a greater likelihood that minority and
female farmers are small farmers (resulting in a smaller benefit from a
successful appeal relative to the fixed cost and time of initiating an appeal).

Given the number of appeals, do minority and female farmers face disparities in
the granting of appeals?

White males were granted more appeals than any other group, except American
Indians. However, the differences were not statistically significant, except in a
few states. Black farmers, particularly.in the FSA Southeast Area faced the most
difficulties in winning appeals.

RECOMMENDATIONS
Further Research

* Review Civil Rights complaints regarding County Committee and other FSA
decisions to determine if minorities and females are utilizing this process as
opposed to the appeal process to challenge County Committee decisions they
believe to be racially or gender motivated.

* Categorize appeals by type for further data analysis—The data provided for

analysis did not separate different types of appeals. Given the disparities in

=~ program and nonprogram yields documented in Chapter IV, it would be
especially useful to separate appeals of program yield determinations.

* Track appealable decisions—In order to fully determine whether there is
disparity in the appeals process, FSA should track all appealable decisions.

Policy and Programmatic Recommendations

FSA should provide more information to farmers regarding appeals to ensure
their understanding of the process and awareness of their rights.

* Copies of a farmer handbook should include information on appeals and
civil rights complaints. See Chapter IIl, Producer Participation, for additional
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information that should be included in the farmer handbook. (No handbook
currently exists for distribution to farmers on programs and program
operations.)

* Farmers should be provided a more detailed letter regarding their right to
appeal upon receipt of any decision made by the County Committee or FSA
Staff. The letter should clearly state that farmers can appeal to County
Committee, State or National Appeals Division (NAD). It should state that if
the farmers believe the decision is racially or gender motivated, they can file a
civil rights complaint with the Office of Civil Rights Enforcement.

* Appeals information should be displayed on a bulletin board in the FSA
office so that the information is readily accessible to all farmers. A listing of
legal counsel should be displayed for farmers use on the bulletin board as
well. Instructions and documentation necessary to file an appeal should also
be easily obtainable by farmers. Civil rights complaint information should
also be displayed, along side the appeals information, so that farmers are clear
that these are two different processes.

* FSA should provide training on the appeal process and decision making of
County Committee members to ensure that these individuals have the tools
to make timely, independent, and fair decisions.

* Given that the OCRE handles program complaints of discrimination, FSA
EEO and CR should incorporate farmer interviews on equality in program
operation and outreach sessions on civil rights complaints with the yearly
management reviews performed by the EEO staff. This ensures that farmers
are aware of EEO officers who can assist them with racial or gender issues as
they relate to FSA program operations at the local, state, or national levels.

* FSA should strictly enforce time limitations established in the
Reorganization Act. These standards should apply to County Committee and
State hearings as well:

~ The Secretary must notify the participant in writing of any adverse
decision by NAD, and of any rights of review from such determination
available to the participant under the NAD subtitle or other law, within
10 days of such a determination.4

— NAD hearing must be held within 45 days after receipt of producer’s
request for a hearing.5

~ Hearing officer is required to issue a notice of determination not later than
30 days after the hearing.

4H.R. 4217 § 275, at H10,514.

SHRR. 4217, 103rd Cong,. 2d Sess. § 277(b), 141 Cong, Rec. H10,514 (daily ed. Oct. 3, 1994).
6 H.R. 4217,§ 277(d), at H10,514.
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ISSUE STATEMENT

Chapter V examines appeals by producers and decisions rendered at the county
level of FSA County Committees. Appeals are important because they provide a
tool for administrative relief from FSA County Committée and FSA County
Executive Director (CED) decisions. Consequently, the use of appeals procedures
by minority and female farmers may reduce possible disparities in program
participation, program yields, and other FSA decisions.

The core of the research in this chapter addresses three issues:

* Do minority and female farmers appeal FSA decisions as often as
White male farmers?

* Given the number of appeals, do minority and female farmers
face disparities in the granting of appeals?

* Why are appeal rates low?

The chapter examines these three questions in a similar format as the previous
chapters: summary statistics for appeals are presented, followed by tests for
statistically significant differences in appeals (including Mantel-Haenszel
analysis); and, anecdotal and survey evidence. The impact of County Committee
representatives on appeals is addressed in Chapter VI.

The following data analysis is limited by the .aggregétion of the appeals data—
ideally appeals should be broken out by type (yields, payment limitations,
disaster, etc.). Additionally, the number of appealable actions is not reported in
FSA data.

FSA has given considerable attention recently to the reform of the appeals
process. Legislative history suggests that these reforms were not made because of
particular problems faced. by minority and female farmers.”? Moreover, DIMA
did not uncover previous research on differences in appeals requested or granted
by demographic group. This chapter finds that the FSA appeal process has two
characteristics that may have a disproportionate impact on minority and female
farmers:

* The body to which the farmer first makes an appeal is the same
body that makes the decision. While it is not legally required that
appeals begin with the County Committees, farmers perceive this
to be the case.

* The appeal process is time consuming. This is a particular
problem for small farmers, who are primarily minority and
female.

7See Hearing, Dept. of Agriculture Reorganization Act, Rep 108 - 7b2, 103 Cong. 2d Sess (1994),
Hearing, House, Comm on Agriculture, No 102-17 1992; Dept. of Agriculture Reorganization Act
Report (March 1994),
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DO MINORITY AND FEMALE FARMERS PARTICIPATE IN THE APPEAL
PROCESS?

Statistical Evidence

Summary statistics indicate that White males request far more appeals than any
other demographic group. Of the over 23,000 appeals in the United States, 19,465
(84.5 percent of the total) were requested by White males, 1,284 (5.6 percent of the
total) by White females,8 1,747 (7.6 percent of the total) were requested by White
corporations and the remainder (2.3 percent of the total) by minorities. Black
farmers requested only 204 (0.95 percent of total) appeals. Appeals by minority
females were generally quite low. Whether minority males disproportionately
seek appeals, however, is reserved for the Mantel-Haenszel analysis.?

The more important question, however, is whether White males
disproportionately seek more appeals. These tests document generally lower
appeals behavior by minority and female producers than White males. The tests
are conducted in three variants: actual versus predicted number of appeals
requested by females and minorities, actual versus predicted number of appeals
requested by females, and actual versus predicted number of appeals by minority
males.10

There is a statistically significant difference between the actual and expected
- number of appeals request by females and minorities on a national basis as well .
as in all five areas overallll The Northeast area demonstrates the lowest
number of states with such a statistically significant disparity. California was the
only state where the actual number of appeals granted was less than the expected
number.

8 Volume I, Table 5.1.

9This procedure has become routinely used in equal employment opportunity and other cases. For
detailed discussion of this procedure, see J. L. Gatswirth, Statistical Reasoning in Law and Public
Policy, Vol. 1(1988). The Mantel-Haenszel (MH) technique is used to statistically examine the
significance of the difference between the observed and expected numbers of appeals requested and
granted to females and minorities. Throughout the study “‘observed,’ ‘actual,’ ‘expected,” and
‘predicted’ are interchangeable. The expected number of female and minority appeals requested
(granted) is calculated based on the gender and ethnic composition of producers and the total
number of appeals requested (granted) by them. Formally, expected numbers of appeals requested
(granted) by females and minorities are defined as the proportion of females and minorities among
all producers multiplied by the total number of appeals requested (granted) by all producers. The
calculation of expected number of appeals is essentially a ‘benchmark’ for the analysis. In its
calculation, an inherent assumption is that all producers have an equal number of appealable
actions,

10volume II, Table 5.3, Table 5.4, Table 5.5.

11yolume II, Table 5.3.
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The results of the analysis on differences in actual number of appeals requested
and the expected number of appeals requested by females are summarized in
Table 54. Statistically significant disparity was found in favor of females between
the actual and expected number of appeals requested by females. New Mexico
was the only state where, statistically significant disparity was found against
females in the actual and expected number of appeals requested by females.

When the actual number of appeals requested by minority males and expected
number of appeals requested was analyzed, no statistically significant differences
were found for many of the states. However, for New Jersey, Arkansas, Florida,
Georgia, South Carolina and California, there is significant disparity in the actual
number of appeals requested by minority males and the expected number of such
requested appeals.12 '

Survey Evidence

The survey results also do not indicate a great deal of appeal activity by any racial
or gender group. Only 8 out of 753 respondents to the survey (1.1 percent)
initiated an appeal at any level over the past three years.  Of the total
391 producers who answered the appeals questions on the written survey, only
two percent had appealed. Due to the low percentage of appeals, the race and
gender distribution of this group does not provide any substantive
generalization. ' :

WHY ARE APPEAL RATES LOW

While the survey and statistical evidence shows that minorities and females
appeal less than is expected, it is difficult to predict theoretically whether or not
minority and female producers should be expected to appeal more or less than
White male producers. Theoretically, at least five factors could contribute to
lower appeals by minority and female farmers:

¢ First, in light of the extreme deference given to local committees, and
since it is the initial decision of that same committee that is the basis of a
dispute,!? many minority and female producers may feel discouraged by
the system in seeking redress for their grievances. Moreover, Chapter VI
documents the underrepresentation of minority and female farmers on
FSA County Committees.

¢ Second, small farmers could appeal less because, on average, their
expected return from an appeal is smaller. The expected return to a

2volume II, Table 5.5.

13 ¥SA rules currently allow producers to appeal to the state committee without having to request a
reconsideration from the local committee. See supra Chapter I, n. 19.
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small farmer could be less because the cost of an appeal could be roughly
the same for large and small farmers. However, large farmers could
have more instances of large dollar issues than small farmers.
Consequently, large farmers could generate more issues for which the
expected benefit of an appeal would exceed its expected cost. Tables 2.4A
and 2.4B provide data confirming that minority and female farmers are
more likely than White males to be small farmers.

* Third, owners could appeal less than operators or owner-operators
because operators or owner-operators are more directly involved with
the farming business. Table 2.10 provides data indicating that minority
and female farmers are more likely than White male farmers to be
owners, rather than owner-operators; thus minority and female farmers
are likely to appeal less than White male farmers.

* Fourth, lower levels of participation in farming could be related to a
lower interest in the appeal process. Census data suggests minority
farmers, with the exception of American Indians, are slightly less likely
to be involved in off-farm activity, as measured by the percentage of
farmers spending 200 days or more off the farm. Female farmers are less
likely than male farmers to work 200 days or more off the farm.14

* Fifth, female and minority farmers may appeal less because they are
more satisfied with FSA programs:and suffer from fewer adverse
determinations from FSA.

On the other hand, the disparities in program benefits and program and non
program yields, documented in Chapters III and IV of this report, should incline
minority and female farmers to appeal more often than White male farmers
insofar as minority and female farmers feel disadvantaged relative to White
male farmers.

Qualitative Evidence

In the course of anecdotal research, DJMA identified four issues that farmers
perceive as impacts on their willingness to initiate appeals:

Timeliness in appeals determination

Lack of knowledge of appeals rules and regulations
Bureaucracy of appeal process

Discretion of government officials in decision making

Timeliness in Appeals Determination

Anecdotal evidence suggested that awareness of the léngthy process of an appeal
discouraged farmers from appealing decisions. The process described below by

4volume iI, Table 2.15.
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farmers identifies problems that contribute to delays in the appeal process:

* First, the farmer had to obtain a meeting with the County Committee. In
some cases, because of County Committee backlog, these meetings were
delayed for lengthy periods. Some minority farmers complained that
they were not scheduled until White male concerns had been addressed.

* Second, the County Committee then had to make a determination.
Again, due to backlogs, if the County Committee decision was not made
on the day of the hearing, then, in some cases, a determination would -
not be made until, at minimum, the next monthly County Committee
meeting.

* Third, if the farmer was not satisfied with the County Committee
decision, the farmer would then appeal to the State Committee. Many
farmers perceived an appeal to the State Committee as a futile effort
because the State Committee often took considerable time to make a
decision; or, the State Office representative had often already given
advice to the County Committee during the County Committee’s
consideration of the appeal.

* FPourth, if the farmer was not satisfied with the State decision, the farmer
would then appeal to Washington.15

According to the farmers interviewed, the most critical problem created by the
lack of timeliness is the impact on business decisions that the farmer must make
in anticipation of payment. This is especially critical in disaster payment cases,
whereby farmers who have suffered a disaster must decide whether to wait for
the disaster payment to purchase grain and fertilizer for the next growing period.
Farmers complained of their inability to plan because of County Committee
backlogs in appeals decisions regarding disaster payments, or simply waiting for
receipt of a disaster payment.16

Lack of Knowledge of Appeal Rules and Regulations
Interviews suggested that farmers did not feel the impact of the reforms of the -
appeal process which allow them to appeal to the County Committee, State
office, or NAD. Most farmers knew that they could appeal a decision to the
County Committee and acknowledged that the CED had informed them of their
right to appeal if they were not satisfied with the decision. However, farmers
had little familiarity with the regulations beyond this very basic information
creating a wariness of utilizing the process.” Farmers also assumed that the

151f the farmer wanted to avoid the bureaucracy, the farmer would address his or her

Congressperson directly. In most cases, the Congressperson redirected the farmer to the appeals
{)rocess.

6Volume 1M, § ITI-3, 10I-4, III-6, VI—S, Fresno - 33.
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CED/County Committee/State Offices made discretionary, subjective decisions,
thus appealing was a futile effort.1”

In the course of the anecdotal research, County Committee members themselves
also exhibited limited familiarity with the rules and regulations regarding
appeals or the number and type of appeals ruled on in their county. Handbooks
detailing practices and procedures of the new appeal process have not yet been
distributed. As such, County Committee members are greatly dependent on
CEDs for guidance in making appropriate appeals determinations.18

At first glance, lack of knowledge of the appeal process appears to be race neutral.
However, insofar as minorities are placed at the back end of the appeals queue by
White male dominated County Committees, failure to understand alternative
routes to appeal disproportionately impacts minority farmers. This, in turn,
disproportionately discourages minority farmers from appealing,

FSA does have a separate appeal process to handle complaints of discrimination.
These complaints are handled by the Office of Civil Rights Enforcement. Within
FSA offices, a “1-800” number is listed for farmers to call with complaints of
discrimination. If the County Committees have been inadequate as a
mechanism of redressing grievances of particular interest to minority and female
farmers, this, arguably, should be reflected in the volume of discrimination
complaints.

Bureaticracy of Appeal Process

Another reason cited by farmers for not appealing decisions is the bureaucracy of
the appeal process. Most farmers stated that they simply did not have the time
nor patience to complete the paperwork or attend hearings.1?

Discretion of Government Officials in Decision Making

A select few farmers described problems they encountered that they believed
were an abuse the of decision making authority by County Committee or CEDs.20
One Black farmer reported being coerced into not appealing.2l This is a case
where lack of minority and female representation in FSA county committees
may be important.

17y olume 11, § II-2, TI-Part 5, Fresno - 27-29.
18Volume 111, § 1-39, VI-15, Holmes - 44-45,
19volume III, § INI-3, III-4, HII-5.

20Volume III, § IT-2, I1I-3, I11-6, VI-2, VI-5.
21Volume TII, § III-6.
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DO MINORITY AND FEMALE FARMERS FACE DISPARITY IN GRANTING
APPEALS

Another reason that minority and female farmers might appeal less is that their
appeals are not granted at the same rate as White male farmers. Generally,
minorities were granted appeals at a lower rate with the exception of American
Indians (Figure 5.1). Blacks have the lowest percent of appeals granted by county
committees (47.1 percent), compared to the Asian (64.3 percent), Hispanic (64.4
percent) and the White farmers (68.3 percent). American Indians were granted
the maximum number (90.04 percent) of appeals of those requested.22

Figure 5.1

Appeals Data: Percent Granted of Percent Requested, by Ethnicity, 1893
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A review of the appeals data did indicate regional problems for certain groups.
In particular, the summary statistics indicate low rates of successful appeals by
Black farmers in the Southeast. Black appeals were largest in the Southeast Area
States of Georgia, Mississippi, Tennessee, Arkansas, Alabama, and Louisiana.
However, with the exception of Alabama (100 percent) and Tennessee (83.3
percent), the percentage of appeals granted to Blacks was low in the Southeastern
states where Black farmers are concentrated (Florida, 40 percent; Georgia, 19.2
percent; South Carolina, 28.6 percent; Louisiana, 54.5 percent; Mississippi, 44
percent; Arkansas, 50 percent; North Carolina, 50 percent; and Virginia, 50
percent). Georgia, in particular, had by far the most appeals by Blacks, but the
lowest ratio of successful appeals.23

22volume II, Table 5.1.
23Volume II, Tables 5.1and 5.2.
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In general, however, there was considerable regional variation in successful
appeals by ethnic and gender group. Appeals by American Indian males were
concentrated in New Mexico, where 100 percent of their appeals were granted in
1993. In Montana and South Dakota, 46 percent and 33.3 percent of the appeals by
American Indian males were granted, respectively. In 1993, one of two appeals
by American Indian males in California was granted, and the only American
Indian appeal requested in Colorado was granted.

The percentage of appeals granted to White females was found to be comparable
to that granted to White males overall. However, in Arkansas (12.5 percent) and
Wisconsin (22.4 percent) there appears to be a major disparity in the number of
appeals granted to White females. The states of Nebraska (88.9 percent), Texas
(66.7 percent) and Kansas (81 percent) showed the most favorable appeals granted
to requested ratio for White females.

DJMA, quantitatively and qualitatively, could not draw conclusions as to why
minorities have lower grant rates.

Statistical Evidence

Two sets of statistical tests were run to examine disparities in appeals: t-tests and
Mantel-Haenszel tests.?* Again, the Mantel-Haenszel test compared: (1) actual
versus predicted appeals granted to females-and minorities, (2) actual versus
predicted appeals granted to females, and (3) actual versus predicted appeals
granted to females and minorities.2® It is important to note that the Mantel-
Haenszel test statistic for appeals granted is calculated based on the pool of all
producers, not just those who requested appeals. This analysis is based on the
assumption that all producers had an equal probability of having an appeal
granted.

Based on the results of the t-tests, while minorities had a generally lower success
rate at winning appeals than White males, these differences were typically not
statistically significant. In the few instances, the differences were significant in
favor of females and minorities.26 The percentage of appeals granted was
significantly higher for females than for males in the states of Florida, Iowa, and
Montana. For Kentucky the percentage of appeals granted for males was found
to be significantly higher than females.?’ The percentage of appeals granted was
significantly higher for minority males than for White males in Alabama and

24The purpose of the t-tests was to examine whether there was any statistically significant
disparity in the percentage of appeals granted between the race and gender groups. The purpose of
the MH tests is to examine whether there is any statistically significant difference between the
actual number of females and non-white males who were granted appeals and those who are
expected to be granted appeals based on their representation among producers.

25Volume I, Table 5.6, Table 5.7, Table 5.8 .

26y olume IT, Tables 5.9.
27Yolume II, Table 5.10,
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Louisiana. For Georgia and Kansas, the percentage of appeals granted to White
males was found to be significantly higher than minority males.28

The Mantel-Haenszel results, however, do indicate overall that numbers of
appeals granted to females and minorities was significantly lower than expected.
All five regions support this result.2?

With respect to number of appeals granted to females only39, it may be observed
that in all five areas and nationally, significant differences are observed between

the actual and expected number of appeals granted. However, in considering -

individual states, while the number of appeals granted is less than the expected
number of appeals granted in most of the states, only Massachusetts and New
Mexico demonstrate this disparity to be statistically significant.

For minority males, nationally, the number of appeals granted is statistically
significantly lower than the expected number of appeals granted.3! However, in
considering individual states, differences from this result may be observed.
None of the states in the Midwest or the Northeast Areas show any significant
disparities in the actual and expected number of appeals granted to minorities.
South Dakota in the Northwest, Arizona and California, in the Southwest
observe statistically significant disparity between the actual and expected number
of appeals granted to minorities. However, in the case of California the actual
number of appeals granted to minorities exceeds the expected number of granted
appeals. In the Southeast Area states, Alabama, Arkansas, Florida, and
Tennessee observe results similar to California with the number of appeals
granted exceeding the expected number of appeals granted to minorities. North
Carolina shows a lower number of appeals granted to minorities than expected
and this difference is found to be statistically significant.

28V olume II, Table 5.11.
29 olume II, Table 5.6.
30Volume II, Table 5.7.
31lVolume II, Table 5.8.
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Chapter VI ' County Committee Process

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

Purpose

The purpose of this chapter is to determine why minorities and females are not
being elected to FSA Community and County Committees and to provide
recommendations on how to increase minority and female participation in FSA
election process.l ‘

Issues and Findings

Are minority and female producers adequately represented in FSA Community
and County Committees?

* Minority and female producers were not generally represented on
Community and County Committees proportionate to their share of eligible
voters. '

* Minority producers were 4.7 percent of eligible voters, but 2.4 percent of
Community Committee representatives, and 2.9 percent of County
Committee representatives. ’ :

* Female producers were 28.8 percent of eligible voters, but 18.3 percent of
Community Committee representatives, and 1.5 percent of County
Committee representatives.

* This underrepresentation was generally found to be statistically significant.
Minority underrepresentation was particularly evident in the Southeast and
Southwest Area states.

Why the Underrepresentation on County Committees

* Indirect election process (County Convention)—Statistical evidence indicates
that overall the Community and County Committee election process inhibits
minority and female participation at the County Committee level. In the
Southeast Area states, in particular, minorities were overrepresented at the
Community Committee level and underrepresented at the County
Committee level, illustrating the inability of minorities to get elected to the

County Committee because of dilution of their voting strength in the County
Convention process.

IDuring the course of this study, FSA made changes to the election process. DIMA’s analysis focuses
primarily on the previous election process.
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* Lack of interest in serving—Several farmers, including minority and female
farmers, were not interested in or did not have the time to serve on the
County Committee. This lack of interest, in part, accounts for the seemingly
small groups of farmers who repeatedly serve on the County Committees.

. Lack of familiarity with the candidates—A primary reason given in
anecdotal interviews for not participating in the election process was lack of
familiarity with the candidates. Many farmers stated that they voted for friends
or not at all. There is no requirement under FSA regulations that candidates
campaign or provide information to voters. This may also account for the small
number of minority farmers actually serving on the County Committee.

Does County Committee representation affect appeals of minority producers?

The level of minority appeals is in correlation to the minority representation on
the County Committee.

Is there an adequate number of Minority Advisors to the County Committees?
Has the minority advisor position been effective?

A number of states lacked the mandated number of Minority Advisors. Where
Minority Advisors did exist, some minority farmers perceived them as
ineffective.2 : '

Possible Causes for the Lack of Minority Advisors

* County Committee members may not be selecting Minority Advisors.

* Minorities and females may be refusing County Committee offers of
nomination. Minority Advisors are nominated by County Committee
members and approved by the State office. These predominantly White male
bodies are viewed with skepticism by minority and female farmers, as
indicated in anecdotal and survey results. As such, Minority Advisors chosen
by these same bodies are viewed with similar skepticism.

RECOMMENDATIONS
Policy and Programmatic Recommendations

* Consider the elimination of the indirect election process for direct elections.3

2See discussion at Chapter VI-18.

3DIMA acknowledges the new election system. This recommendation may suggest further
refinement.
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The two-tiered election process and the county convention reduce the voting
strength of the minority and female communities and distance the farmers from
their elected representatives. As part of the convention process, minority and
female delegates must rely on White delegates to elect them to the County
Committee. The influence of the minority and female communities is not a
factor at this level.

Under a single-tiered system, the LAAs and Community Committees (LAA
bodies) could continue to exist. The responsibilities of the County Committee
would be transferred to the LAA body. Given the larger number of Committee
members, the duties and responsibilities could be divided among various
subcommittees.  Currently, County Committee members carry out
administrative, judicial, and legislative functions. Relieving the County
Committee of administrative functions would further increase the effectiveness
of the County Committee in carrying out its functions.

* Increase County Committee outreach function

Under this new scenario, the outreach function of the LAA body could be
significantly increased—given the larger size of the LAA body—by providing
farmers with information on the benefits of becoming a County Committee
member; and, increasing contact between County Committee members, Minority
Advisors, Congressional Agricultural Committee, and USDA policy makers as a
mechanism for communicating farmer community needs and policy initiatives.

LAAs should select a diverse body to represent their communities’ interest at
state and national conventions. State and national conventions would provide
minority and female representatives with an opportunity to interface with key
decision makers and learn new farmer techniques needed in the minority and
female farming communities. '

— These conventions should include a series of workshops for the
participants on the latest farming technology and conditions of farming in
the United States and abroad. This information increases the ability of the
County Committee to access the needs of farmers in their area and
communicate those needs to the County Extension Office.

- At the state convention, LAA delegates should determine the slate of
needs and recommendations to be rendered to Congress and USDA
officials at the national convention.

* Farmers should be allowed to individually decide to run for office—currently,
the only way to get on the ballot is to be nominated by another farmer. This
may reduce the incentive of minority and female farmers that are truly
interested in running. As such, FSA should eliminate nominating positions
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and require farmers to place their own names on the ballot to increase farmer
ownership of the County Committee position, if elected.

* Through legislation, candidates should be encouraged to campaign to
familiarize farmers with the candidates and their positions on farming issues.

— This will encourage the County Committee members to fulfill their
statutory obligation to suggest ways of improving FSA program operation.

- FSA County offices should mail biographies and statements about each
candidate. : . o .

- Each candidate should provide a campaign platform in the FSA
newsletter.

A more ambitious recommendation would be for the FSA to consider
alternative voting mechanisms. DJMA discusses three basic possibilities below:

* Cumulative Voting. This system allows a voter to cast more than one vote
for a particular candidate of their choice. To work, there must be more than a
single representative to be elected, which is true of the FSA County
Committees. The ability to cast more than one vote for a candidate allows
voters to express the intensity of their preferences. Winning candidates are
selected by a plurality rule; thus, for“the three member FSA county
committee, the top three vote getters would win the election. Cumulative
voting allows minority candidates to elect representatives without being the
majority of voters. '

Cumulative voting is widespread in corporate board elections, and has also
been employed to a limited degree in the American political system. The
Illinois state legislature, for example, employed the following cumulative
voting system from 1870 to 1970: voters vote for as many candidates as they
like, and the votes are divided equally between them.

More pertinent to FSA issues is the resolution of the Chalton County
Commission case in Alabama. While Blacks were about 10 percent of the
voting population, they had never elected a Black member to the County
Commission. A Black member was elected in 1988, following the institution
of a cumulative voting system. Exit polls indicated that Blacks used the
system to elect a representative. Cumulative voting has resolved voting
rights disputes in over 40 jurisdictions.4

* Limited Voting. In this system voters cast fewer votes than the number of
seats. The greater the difference between the number of seats and the number
of votes, the easier it is for a minority group to elect a representative. Limited

4]. Kelsey, R. Engstrum and E. Still, Shew v. Reno and the New Election Systems: The Cumulative
Voting Alternative, Voting Rights Review 10 (Spring 1995).
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voting systems have been employed to resolve a voting rights dispute in
Anson County, North Carolina.5 :

* Preference Voting. In this system voters rank the candidates.6 This system
has been used in school board elections in New York, local elections in
Cambridge, Massachusetts, and historically in 21 other jurisdictions.

The Minority Advisor should be selected by minority farmers.

* Minority Advisors should be selected by minority farmers or a Minority
Advisory Board to increase farmer confidence and trust in the positions.
Minority Advisors, as true advocates of the minority farming community,
should be able to correspond directly with the National office on critical issues
that impact the minority communities that are not being addressed by their
County Committees.

* There has been discussion of providing Minority Advisors with voting rights.
It is important to note that this would be a race conscious measure utilized to
eliminate disparity and/or discrimination. As such, FSA would need to
determine if the two-prong test of Adarand v. Pena is applicable to this
remedy. If so, FSA would also need to determine if the findings of this study
satisfy the two-prong test of Adarand.”

To establish the minority advisory board, the FSA office should send petitions to
the minority farmers in a county or area asking them to submit the names of
three minority farmers whom they would like to act as the Minority Advisory
Board. The Minority Advisory member that obtained the most votes would act
as the Minority Advisor to the County Committee, thereby communicating the

needs of the minority community as determined by the Minority Advisory
Board.

While the Minority Advisor would not be needed if a minority candidate is
elected to the County Committee, the Minority Advisory Board would still be
selected to encourage the minority community to express their concerns and
become more actively involved in the FSA process. |

Once the initial Minority Advisory Board is selected, the incumbent board would
then be responsible for the election process of new minority boards. FSA would

5]. Kelsey, R. Engstrum and E. Still, More on Alternative Voting Systems, Voting Rights Review 12
(Spring 1995).

Determining the winner is somewhat complicated in this system. Generally, there is a winning
threshold defined as the total number of votes divided by the total number of seats.
7The two-prong test requires that a federal, state or local authority must first establish a factual
predicate, and, that the program the authority establishes must be “narrowly tailored.”
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provide the Minority Advisory Boards with contact information to encourage
the boards to communicate and coordinate their efforts.

Further Research

To complete the analysis of the FSA elections process and fully determine
possible reasons for minority and female underrepresentation in the elections
process, the following areas require further analysis:

Racial Voting Behavior

* Racial bloc voting—determine if racial bloc voting is eliminating the
ability of minority and female farmers to get elected.

* LAA gerrymandering—determine if gerrymandering of LAA district
lines dilute minority and female voting strength. Attempting to
create minority communities within LAAs may increase minority
participation at the Community Committee level while reducing
participation at the County Committee level; gerrymandering can also
further entrench racial bloc voting:

* New direct elections process—closely monitor new elections process to
ensure that more diverse representation is created. DJMA notes that
under the new system, it may be even more difficult for minorities to
get elected. ' 2

— If there is no cross over voting, i.e., White males voting for
minority candidates, then the new rule stating that County
Comimittee members are the community committee members
within an LAA that get the most votes may eliminate the ability of
minorities to get elected to the County Committee. It would appear
that to have minority representation, all minority farmers would
have to vote for the minority candidate and hope that the White
vote is split across several White candidates, thereby allowing the
minority candidate the possibility of having more votes than any of
his/her White counterparts.

— With the elimination of the multiple community committees,
predominantly minority Community Committees within LAAs
may also be eliminated, as the new LAAs will encompass greater
areas. This elimination may lead to the desire to forcibly create
minority LAAs to address the lack of minority representation
issues. This can evoke gerrymandering issues recently decided
upon by the Supreme Court. -

852FR 48512 § 7.6(3) provides instructions for establishing LAAs—"The boundaries of the
communities and local administrative areas shall be determined by the State Committee after
considering recommendations by the County Committee."”

Producer Participation and EEQ Process Study VI-6 D.j. Miller & Associates, Inc.
for the Farm Service Agency of the March 4, 1996
U.S. Department of Agriculture Part I, Volume I



SN

PROBLEM STATEMENT

Chapter VI explores whether minorities and females are adequately represented
on local FSA Community and County Committees, and identifies contributin
factors to any underrepresentation. Under the most recent system, FSA eligible
voters elect FSA Community Committee members who, in turn, elect members
of the FSA County Committees.9 Under federal regulations, County Committees
have significant powers over the distribution of program benefits and resolution
of disputes.10 ‘

 The County Committees, with the County Executive Director (CED), have been

described by some observers as more important than the Mayor and County
Commissioner in some counties. Chapters III, IV, and V document certain
disparities in the distribution of program benefits and assignment of program
and nonprogram yields and in appeals behavior. Given the importance of the
FSA County Committee in overseeing farmer participation and payment in FSA
programs, an analysis of minority and female representation on FSA County
Committees is vital.

DJMA'’s research is based on data collected regarding the previous elections
process. This election process was changed in 1995 and the first elections under
the new regulations occurred in November 1995,

Previous Research

Previous research on FSA County Committees indicated that, for decades, there
were racial problems in the County Committee process. The 1965 report of the
U.S. Commission on Civil Rights (CCR) reported disturbing findings on Black
participation on FSA County Committees. The 1965 report cited evidence from a
1962 USDA report that “not a single Negro had been elected to a County
Committee in the South.”11 By 1964, the CCR found that “out of 37,000
Community Committeemen and alternates elected to 7,400 Community
Committees in the Deep South States, only 75 were Negroes.”12 The 1965 report
went on to discuss widespread intimidation in the County Committee process.
In Mississippi, intensive activity by civil rights organizations was required to

9This is only true in a multi-community county; some counties are single community.
mAccording to 52 FR48512 § 7.21, “the County Committee, subject to the general direction and
supervision of the State Committee, and acting through Community Committee members and other
personnel, shall be generally responsible for carrying out in the County the agricultural
conservation program, the production adjustment, and price support programs, the acreage
allotment and marketing program, and any other program or function assigned by the Secretary of a
designee of the Secretary. However, CEDs, as program directors, may be the pivotal power since
they are the staff resource and executive responsible for distribution of program benefits.
EU.S. Civil Rights Commission, Equal Opportunity in Farm Programs (1965), at 91.

Id. at 92. :
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make the County Committee election process accessible. The 1965 CCR report
also reported a segregationist pattern in the FmHA County Committee system.13

A more extensive investigation of minority and female representation in the
FSA County Committees is found in a 1995 GAO report to the Senate Committee
on Agriculture, Nutrition and Forestry.l4 The GAO report presented the
following findings based on 1993 data:

* Minority males accounted for 5 percent of all eligible voters nationally, but

only 2.1 percent of County Committee membership.

* Females accounted for 28 percent of eligible voters nationally, but only
5.7 percent of County Committee membership.

* North Carolina, with the largest number of minority producers
(10.9 percent), elected only one County Committee member out of 297
positions.

* Some counties had striking instances of underrepresentation—for
example, 70 percent minority voters with no minority representative.

* Minorities and females are generally represented as alternates in
proportion fo their percentage of eligible voters.

DIMA'’s analysis goes further than the GAO report by analyzing minority and
female participation on the Community Committees; number of Minority
Advisors; and, qualitative evidence on farmers’ reasons for not participating in
the election process.

In recent years, FSA has attempted to alleviate the impact of low minority
representation by appointing Minority Advisors. In counties with five percent
or more minority eligible voters and no minority representation on the County
Committee, the County Committee shall recommend the appointment of a
minority advisor.l5 These advisors do not have voting power nor are they
selected by the minority community.

13The FmHA County Committee is similar to the CESA Committee both in terms of oversight by
program beneficiaries and a history of poor minority representation. There was not a single Black
FmHA committee member in the south in 1961. In response to this problem the FmHA created the
position of alternate under 7 USCA § 1982. However, according to the 1965 report, “Negro alternate
committee members proved for the most part to be superfluous and inoperative,” Id. at 62, The 1982
CRC Report on Black farming also briefly discusses Black participation in FmHA county
committees. The Commission reported a 39.8 percent decline in Black F;mHA committee
membership from 1979 to 1980, a one year petiod in which total FmHA committee membership rose
1.7 percent. In some southern states this decline was dramatic. See U.S, Civil Rights Commission,
The Decline of Black Farming in America (1982), at 92-94.

14GAO, Minorities and Women on Farm Committees, RCED-95-113R (March 1995).

1516-A0, § 22.
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MINORITY AND FEMALE REPRESENTATION IN THE FSA COMMITTEE
SYSTEM :

Distribution Of Eligible Voters

The first issue in evaluating minority and female representation is the number
of minority and female farmers to be représented. It is important to note that the
pool of eligible voters is not limited to owner-operators. Instead, eligible voters
in the county and community elections are those with an interest in farming as
either an owner, operator, tenant or sharecropper; who are of legal voting age;
and, who are eligible to participate in any program administered by a County
Committee.16 |

According to 1993 national FSA data, 95.3 percent of all eligible voters were
White—71.2 percent were White male, and 28.8 percent were White female.1?
Minority voters comprise about 4.7 percent of the total eligible voters. This is a
significant increase in the proportion of eligible minority voters over the
proportions reported in the 1965 and 1982 Civil Rights Commission report.

In all ethnicities, with the exception of American Indians,18 eligible male voters
are far more numerous than eligible female voters. In 1993, eligible female
voters were 94.1 percent White, 3.5 percent Black, 0.6 percent Hispanic,
1.9 percent American Indian, and 0.01 percent Asian.

As shown in Table 2.1, the percentage of eligible minority voters listed in the
FSA files is generally higher than the percentage of minority farmers counted by
the Bureau of the Census.l® However, the percentage and absolute number of -
Asian farmers who are FSA eligible voters is much lower than other counts
(Census, Census EEQO) of Asian farms, except the count of Asian FSA farms. This
suggests a somewhat lower involvement and/or interest in FSA programs and
elections among Asian farmers.

While American Indians are a greater percentage of FSA eligible voters than they
are of FSA producers, the number of eligible American Indian voters may be
undercounted in the data made available to DJMA. Previous practice indicated
that Indian reservations often received one ballot for all farmers residing on the

1652 CFR 48512 § 7.5(b) Ifa person is under the legal voting age for the state but is in charge of a
farm or supervises and conducts farming activities he or she is eligible to vote. Also in any state
having a community property law, the spouse of an eligible voter is also eligible to vote.
17Volume I, Table 6.1,
18In particular, the states of Arizona and Montana have a larger percentage of female American
Indian eligible voters than male eligible voters. DJMA found no reason for this difference in gender
Yroportions for American Indian voters.

Volwme 11, Table 2.1.
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reservation.20 On February 1, 1994, FSA issued provisions that required county
offices to update the eligible voters list to include American Indian reservation
landowners, operators, sharecroppers, and tenants for the 1994 FSA community
and county elections.

Are Minorities and Females Adequately Represented On Community
Committees?2L

Minority membership on Community Committees nationally did not reflect the
national percentage of eligible minority voters, indicating an overall
underrepresentation on Community Committees (Figure 6.1).22 While there
were 1,717,017 female eligible voters (28.8 percent of total voters), there were
3,340 (18.3 percent) female Community Committee members. Additionally, of
280,747 eligible minority voters (4.7 percent of total voters), 441 (2.4 percent) were
Community Committee members.23 Twenty-two states reported no minority
representation on Community Committees.2¢ Yet, in several Southeast Area
states (Florida, Georgia, Louisiana, Mississippi, South Carolina, and Virginia)
minorities were overrepresented on Community Committees. The survey and
anecdotal research for this report did not explain this overrepresentation.

Almost all states had female representatives on Community Committees.
Nevertheless, female farmers were underrepresented in Community
Committees, as measured by the percentage of females on Community
Committees relative to the percentage of eligible female voters. The available
data on eligible female voters does not, however, clarify whether or not female
voters are part of a husband and wife team.

20DJMA did not verify whether this task has been completed.

21The minority and female representation on community committees is compared with the minority
and female eligible voters in the county. This analysis is done at the state level.

225ee also Volume II, Table 6.9. )

23Volume II, Table 6.2, Figure 6.1.

24Alaska, Hawaii and Nevada reported no community committee data on the raw data
fransmitted to DJMA. These states are all "single commumity" counties.
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Figure 6.1
Minority and Female Representation on FSA Community Committees
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Are Minorities and Females Adequately Represented On County Committees?

Summary statistics indicate underrepresentation of minorities and females on
County Committees. Overall, 94.7 percent of the counties in the United States
had no minority representation on the County Committee, while 98.6 percent of
the counties had no female representation on the County Committee.25 While
there were 1,717,017 eligible female voters (28.8 percent of total voters), there
were about 756 (11.5 percent of the County Committee members) female
members on the County Committees. While there are 280,747 eligible minority
voters (4.7 percent of total voters), there are only 189 (2.9 percent of the Coun
Committee members) minorities on County Committees (Table 6.3 and
Figure 6.2.) In particular, according to Table 6.3, 20 states had no minority or
female representation in any of the counties.6 The only exception was Hawaii
with a female or minority representative in every county. In the Southeast Area
states which had overrepresentation of minorities at the Community Committee
level, there was underrepresentation at the County Committee level.

25Volume II, Table 6.4.A and Table 6.4.B
26Volume II, Table 6.3 , Table 6.4.A and Table 6.4.B
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Figure 6.2
Minority and Female Representation on FSA County Committees
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Females accounted for 28.8 percent of eligible voters nationally, but only
11.5 percent of females are represented on County Committees. Similarly,
minorities constituted only 2.9 percent of County Committee representation
nationally, while constituting 4.7 percent of eligible voters in the nation.?’

In over 90 percent of the U.S. counties (where minorities represented over 5
percent of the eligible voters), no minorities were nominated for County
Committee positions. ~ Eighteen states had no minority nominations to the
County Committees. FSA does not require such nominations of minorities in
counties where less than five percent of the eligible voters are minorities.
Arizona, Florida, Georgia, Hawaii, Louisiana, Massachusetts, Nevada, New
Mexico, and Oklahoma had a significantly larger percentage of minorities
nominated to the County Committees.28

Similarly, over 90 percent of the counties in the United States (where females

represented over 5 percent of the eligible voters) did not have female

nominations to the County Committee positions. Twenty-seven states had no

female nominations to the County Committees. FSA does not require female

nominations in counties where less than five percent of the eligible voters are
- female.2?

Statistical Tests

The systematic underrepresentation of minorities and females on County
Committees is confirmed by further statistical analysis. The Mantel-Haenszel
(MH) technique is used to test whether the actual number of minority and

27V olume II, Table 6.3.
28volume II, Table 6.4.A.
29Volume II, Table 6.4.B.
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female representatives on County Committees is statistically significantly
different than the number of minorities and females expected to be on County
Committees.30

The results reveal that nationally, as well as in all five geographic areas, the
expected number of minorities and females on County Committees was
statistically significantly greater than the actual number of minorities and
females on County Committees in 1993.31 Twenty-seven states have statistically
significantly Jower numbers of minority and female County Committee |
representatives than expected. Five states—Minnesota, Connecticut, Maine,
New York, and Arkansas—have a significantly larger number of minorities and
females on County Committees than expected.32

Nationally, there are 1,205 fewer females on County Committees than expected,
if females were represented on Committees proportionate to their representation
in the farming community.3® The five geographical areas identified reveal
similar results with a lower number of females on County Committees than
expected. Twenty-eight states in the five geographic areas demonstrate the same
significance and directionality of this result, showing lower numbers of females
on County Committees than predicted by the MH analysis. Two states—
Connecticut and New York—show a greater number of females on County
Committees than expected; this result is a ‘statistically significant difference
between actual and expected numbers of females on County Committees.

While on the national level, the expected number of minority males on County
Committees is statistically significantly greater than the actual number of
- minority males on County Committees, this result is only true in three of the
five geographic areas.3¢ In contrast, the Midwest and Northeast report a larger
number of minorities on County Committees than expected. On the state level,
16 states reveal that the expected number of minorities represented on County
Committees is statistically significantly larger than the actual number of
minorities on County Committees. Thirteen states reveal the opposite result.
The other states showed no statistically significant results.

30Based on the proportion of female and minority eligible voters the MH technique obtains the
number of female and minority eligible voters expected to be on the County Committees and
compares it to the actual number of female and minority eligible voters on County Committees. For
2 discussion of the MH technique see Chapter V on appeals.

3lyolume II, Table 6.4.A and Table 6.4.B. There were no FSA elections in 1994 or early 1995.
Consequently, the most recent election data was available for 1993,

32"Bxpected" essentially means the proportion of eligible voters. See Chapter I for a more
extended discussion of the Mantel-Haenszel technique.

33Volume 11, Table 6.6.
34Volume 11, Table 6.7.
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WHY THE UNDERREPRESENTATION?
Qualitative Evidence

DIMA, during interviews, identified five issues that farmers perceive to affect
their decision or ability to participate in the County Committee process:

* The Indirect Elections Process (County Convention) and
minority representation—this issue is directly supported by
quantitative evidence

* Lack of familiarity with the candidate
* Voter apathy
* Lack of interest in serving
* Control of County Committee
A more detailed discussion of these issues follows.

The Indirect Elections Process (County Convention) and Minority
Representation :

According to qualitative and quantitative evidence, FSA’s indirect elections
process serves to discourage minority and female representation—voting
strength can be negated during the convention process. In many cases minority
and female voting strength may be significant enough to elect a Community
Committee member, however, in the convention process, their voting strength

is diluted. Consequently, direct elections to County Committees might result in
better minority representation.

As would be expected, DJMA found that the ability of minorities and females to
win County Committee seats was directly related to their ability to get nominated
to the County Committee. There is significant correlation between the
percentage of minorities nominated to County Committees and the percentage of
minorities elected to County Committees (correlation coefficient of 0.794,
significant at the one percent level of significance).3> More importantly, there is

35In Volume II, Table 6.8 Presents the results of the correlation analysis performed on the
percentage of minority appeals granted by the County Committee, the percentage of minority
nominations to the County Committee, the percentage of minorities elected to the County
Comumittee, the percentage of minority nominations to the Community Committee, and the
percentage of minorities elected to the County Committee. Table 6.9 contains information on the
percentage of minority appeals granted by the County Committee, the percentage of minority
nominations to the County Committee (percentage calculated as the ratio of total number of
minority nominations to the total number of nominations to the County Committee and multiplied
by 100), the percentage of minorities elected to the County Comumittee, the percentage of minority
nominations to the Community Committee (percentage calculated as the ratio of total number of

minority nominations to the total number of nominations to the Community Committee and
(continued on next page) - :
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a significant correlation between the percentage of minorities nominated and/or
elected to the County Committees and the percentage of minorities nominated
and elected to Community Committees (all correlations were found to be
significant at the one percent level of significance).36 This implies that the
percentage of minorities nominated (and subsequently elected) to County
Committees is closely related to the percentage of minorities nominated (and
subsequently elected) to Community Committees.

- While a larger absolute number of minorities and females have been elected to
Community Committees, the regulations reflect, and interviews confirmed, that
these Community Committees are delegated little power or responsibility, other
than electing County Committee members. Instead, the power and responsibility
rest in the hands of the County Committee.

Lack of Familiarity with the Candidate

From the survey, lack of interest and lack of information were found to be the
top two reasons for not voting in FSA elections. Similarly, from anecdotal
interviews, lack of familiarity with the candidates was the main reason cited by
farmers as their reason for not voting. In turn, many farmers who did vote
stated that they voted to support a farmer that they knew in their community
who was on the slate of nominees. The problem of lack of familiarity was, in
some cases, exacerbated when race and gender was factored in. In many cases,
minorities also had no familiarity with the candidates.3”

With the main criteria of voting being familiarity with the candidate, this leads
to the possibility and actuality of a small group of farmers consistently serving on
the County Committee for long periods of time. FSA term limit rules do
provide that FSA County Committee members may not serve more than three
consecutive three-year tetms.38 However, there were reports of some County
Committee members having held their posts, on and off, for up to twenty-seven
years. This reflects a pattern of rotation among a small controlling group,
stopping for a period of time and then starting again.3?

multiplied by 100), and the percentage of minorities elected to the County Committee by state for
the year 1993, In Arizona, Hawaii, Nevada, New Mexico and Oklahoma, the percentage of
minorities nominated and/or elected to County Committee/ Community Committee is higher than
for other states (Table 6.9).

36Volume II, Table 6.5,

37Volume III, § IV-2, IV-3, IV-4, IV-5, TV-6, V-7, IV-8, IV-9, IV-10.

38CFR Subtitle A § 7.15(11).

39C.hapter LI, § VI-6, IV-12, IV-13, IV-14, IV-14, VI-6. A White male farmer comments, “I've been
a chairman of the ASCS and a member of it, you know, for like 27 years. Not presently because I
went off, I had too many consecutive terms and stuff...”
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Because the candidates do not campaign or provide written information on their
positions on farming issues, the only criteria farmers have for voting for a
particular individual is personal knowledge of the farmers listed on the slate of
nominees. Some farmers stated that having information on the candidate and
the candidate’s positions on issues would affect their decision to vote.40

Voter Apathy

A general apathy reflects the farmers’ opinions that voting for County
Committee members has little impact on their day-to-day lives.4l This view is
consistent with the perception County Committee members have of themselves.
County Committee members expressed frustration with their lack of power
caused by their inability to master the volumes of regulations governing their
decisions; their lack of power to create any rules or regulations responsive to
their community issues; and, the ability of the state office and Washington to
overturn their decisions.4?

Lack of Interest in Serving

The same group may remain on the County Committees because many farmers,
across all demographic groups, are not interested in serving. Many farmers did
nhot want the burden of the County Committee workload; they simply do not
have time to leave their farms. Farmers saw these positions as highly intrusive
on their private lives with little to no return to thém 43

Control of County Committee

A few minorities suggested that they do not run because White farmers in their
areas will only support minority farmers who share their interest to serve.44

40volume 11, § IV-6, IV-7.

41volume 11, § 1-20, IV-1, IV-6, IV-7.

42yolume 111, § IV-18, IV-20, IV-Part 5.

43Volume IM, § IV-Part 4.

“Volume I, § V-2, IV-3, IV-6, IV-7, IV-8, IV-11, IV-12, IV-16, IV-17, VIO,
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ASSESSMENT OF COUNTY COMMITTEE PERFORMANCE

As previously noted, the powers of the County Committees provide an
opportunity for possible abuse. Recently, the Environment Working Group
(EWG) published a study criticizing the participation of FSA County Committees
in the distribution of federal agricultural subsidies 45 The EWG report also cited
a number of reported cases of corruption and malfeasance by County Committee
members. (Many of the reported problems have since been corrected by FSA).
The EWG did not, however, provide a ethnic/gender breakdown of the data in
its report.

The anecdotal evidence collected for this study suggests that a combination of
three factors can lead to abuse by FSA County Committee Members and CEDs:
concentration of power among a small group; County Committee members
overburdened;% and overly powerful4? County Executive Directors. However,
survey data suggested opposite findings. In fact, approximately 78 percent of
producers surveyed by DIMA believe that FSA County Committee members do a
good job in representing their interests. White males and females and Black
male producers concurred in this result.

A majority of farmers surveyed (82.3 percent of White males, 72.2 percent of
White females, and 60 percent of Black males), stated that, for farmers in their
area, it was important to have representation on the County Committee, 48

Regarding farmer confidence in the Committee, White and Black farmers in the
survey sample differed in their evaluation of the County Committee system.

* Greater than 90 percent of all White producers stated that the interests
of their racial group are represented on the County Committee;
56 percent of Black male producers supported this statement.

* With regard to program participation, 68.2 percent of Whites reported
that they were encouraged by County Committees to participate, while
46.1 percent of Black males in the survey sample held this view.

45Ken Cook, et al, Fox in the Henhouse - Courts, Crime and Conflict of Interest in Federal Farm
Subsidy Program (1995).
46Massive regulations and expansive responsibilities render County Committee members, in their
opinions, unable to execute their functions effectively. To serve on the County Committee, the a
farmer need only be eligible to vote in the LAA in which the election will be held. No threshold
level of understanding of program operations is required. See 52 FR 48512 § 7.15.
Ycoc overdependence on CED reduces the County Committee’s ability to control the actions of
CEDs. Volume III, § I-30, I-31, III-3, IV-19, IV-20, VI-16, VI-17.

8Two caveats are in order here. First, a very small number of Hispanic, Asian and American
Indian farmers responded to this survey question. Second, representation is not equivalent to
membership. Due to cost, survey methodology, and statement of work, DJMA only obtained
fesponses necessary to reach the target respornse rate of 750.
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Approximately 45.4 percent of White females reported that the
interests of their gender are represented on the County Committee,

* Of the groups in the survey sample, 66.8 percent of White males,
44.6 percent of White females, and 35.0 percent of Black males feel that
the interests of low income farmers are represented on the County
Committee.49

MINORITY ADVISORS
Is There an Adequate Number of Minority Advisors to the County Committees?

To address the low minority representation on County Committees, FSA
established Minority Advisors. It is required that counties with at least five
percent of the eligible voters as minority have either a minority representative
on the County Committee or a Minority Advisor. This position was not
established by statute or regulation, but is a provision of the FSA Handbook.50

The problem of maintaining a Minority Advisor in those cases where significant
populations of minority eligible voters are underrepresented was an issue in
some counties in 1993 and 1994. From the 1993 data analyzed, it can be inferred
that 34 counties that should have had a Minority ‘Advisor did not have one
(Table 6.4). In 1993, this problem was concentrated in New Mexico (10),
Montana (5), Louisiana (5), and Arizona (5). Table 6.10 presents a 1994 FSA
report of 67 counties with five percent minority population and no minority
representation. On this list, the states with the greatest representation gaps were
Georgia (26), New Mexico (20), Texas (25), and Virginia (15). In conversations
with FSA officials, DJMA was informed that all of these instances of a missing
Minority Advisor have been resolved.

Why the Underrepresentation?

- County Committee members are responsible for recommending Minority
Advisors to the State Committee for appointment. If is reasonable to conclude
that the lack of Minority Advisors is either due to failure of the County
Committee to make a selection, or failure of a selectee to accept the position.

Minority Advisors were not viewed by most minority farmers interviewed as
representatives of the minority community. Because of the minorities’
skepticism of their ability to be effective if chosen by a predominantly White

49 very small pool of Hispanics and Asians responded to the survey; as such, DJMA cannot draw
conclusions from the survey as it relates to these two racial groups.
S0FSA Handbook, 16-A0, Part I, Sec 3,1 22(4)(2). '
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8roup, as opposed to their peers, minorities may choose to refuse the Minority
Advisor position if offered by the County Committee.51

Has the Minority Advisor Position Been Effective?
Minority Representation and Appeals

As noted in Chapter V, if any eligible voter is dissatisfied with the outcome of an
election, he or she may appeal or contest to the County Committee based on the

* following: * the eligibility or ineligibility of a person to vote; the eligibility of a7~ 7

person to hold office; the validity of the Community Committee elections; and,
the eligibility of a candidate nominated by petition.52

Given the statistical evidence of minority underrepresentation previously
mentioned, it is useful to evaluate evidence of the interrelationship between
underrepresentation and appeals. Again, the appeals data are not decomposed by
type of appeal. It is, nevertheless, interesting to note that the number of appeals
requested by minorities correlated with the presence of a minority representative
or advisor. While this is not conclusive, it does suggest thaf minorities are
discouraged from appealing in cases where they are not participating in the
system.53 At the same time, it is important to report that there is no significant
correlation between the percentage of appeals granted to minorities and the
percentage of minorities nominated and/ or elected to the County Committee4
(Table 6.8). Consequently, low minority representation did not affect appeals
outcomes.

'VVhy the Lack of Effectiveness?

Many minority farmers place little confidence or trust in Minority Advisors as
they do not choose the Minority Advisor, and, therefore, do not beljeve that
Minority Advisors reflect their concerns regarding FSA program administration
with these individuals.55

Slolume II, § IV-2, IV-3, IV-9, IV-12, IV-16, IV-17, VI-6, VI-14, Fresno - 21, Lowndes - 86,

527 CFR Subtitle A § 7.14. Also see Chapter V on Appeals in this report for a more detailed
discussion of the appeals process. COC determines eligibility of nominee. Nominee may appeal if
found to be ineligible within seven days of letter.

33Correlation coefficients of 0,112, significant at the 10 percent level of significance.

54Correlation coefficients of -0.021 and 0,075, neither significant at 10 percent level of significance.
55Volume 111, § IV-17, IV-21, VI-15..
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Glossary

ACP (Agricultural Conservation Program) —FSA
Program that assists farmers and ranchers in
carrying out conservation and environmental
practices; the program is designed to help
alleviate soil, water, and related resource
problems through cost-sharing; ACP assistance
is available to install soil-saving practices
including terraces, grass cover, sod waterways,
and other erosion control measures.

Administrative Appeal Process —an independent
process for the disposition of appeals resulting
from the changes in the Farm Bill of 1992 and
the Department of Agriculture Reorganization
Act of 1994; allows producess to initiate
appeals at the state, county, or national level
with the creation of the National Appeals
Division (NAD).

Administrative Relief—non-judicial remedy

provided by an agency, board, commission, etc.;
usually all administrative remedies must
have been exhausted before a court will take
jurisdiction of a case.

Appeal—(1-APP, Amend. 1, Exhibit 2) “...a

written request by a participant asking the
next level reviewing authority to review an
adverse determination because the participant
believes he or she is entitled to benefits and
has complied with applicable program.”

Appellant —party who takes an appeal from one

court or jurisdiction to’ anothér,

ASCS (Agricultural Stabilization and

Conservation Service)—former name of the
Farm Service Agency (FSA).

BIA (Bureau of Indian Affajrs)—federal agency
charged with administering most of the
federal government’s Native American
prograrms.

CCC (Commodity Credit Corporation}—
organization that provides financing for farm
programs, and the purchase, storage, and
disposal of commodities in federal stocks,
administered by FSA employees.

CED (County Executive Director)—chief official

(hired by the COC) responsible for

administration and implementation of FSA
programs in the county.

Civil Rights Complaint Process—a mechanism
utilized by farmers to exercise their right to
file a discrimination complaint if they believe
that FSA-administered programs or functions
have resulted, directly or indirectly, in
differences in treatment based on age, color,
disability, marital status, national origin,
race, religion, or sex.

CMC (Community Committee)—(16-A0, Rev. 1,
Amend. 16, Exhibit 2) “The body made up of
persons elected within a community as CMC
according to the regulations governing the
selection and functions of ASCS, COCs and
CMCs under Section 8(b) of the Soil
Conservation and Domestic Allotment Act, as
amended.”

COC (County Committee}—three members and
two alternates, elected at annual convention of
delegates from each of the Local
Administrative Areas in a county; County
Committee’s functions are to determine

. producer eligibility for program benefits and

those who qualify as a “person” for the
purpose of payment limitations. The County
Committee is also charged with the
responsibility of hiring a County Executive
Director; directing the activities of local
committees elected in the county; reviewing,
approving, and certifying forms, reports and
documents; recommending needed changes to
community boundary lines or existing
programs; and, making information available
to the public and farmers about programs
administered in the county and County
Committee activities.

CRP (Conservation Reserve Program)-—(2-CRP,
Rev. 2, Amend. 1, Paragraph 3) ... a natural
resource program that protects the nation’s
cropland base, improves and preserves water
quality, and enhances fish and wildlife
habitat. Sources of authority for CRP are: the
Food Security Act of 1985, as amended by the
Food, Agriculture, Conservation, and Trade
Act of 1990; 7 CFR §704 for pre-1990
enrollment; 7 CFR §1410 for post-enrollment;
and, annual appropriations acts.
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DASCO (Deputy Administrator for State and
County Operations)—in the former
Agricultural Stabilization and Conservation
Service, the official responsible for the
development and implementation of
regulations relating to production adjustment,
price support, and land conservation programs,
and the delivery of these programs to
producers. The DASCO position was
abolished under reorganization and the new
agency (FSA) has divided DASCO’s former
duties between the Deputy Administrator for
Farm Programs—responsible for development
of regulations, and the Deputy Administrator
for Program Delivery an Field Operations—
responsible for the administration and
delivery of programs to producers through the
county office system.

Deficiency Payment—CCC payment made to
producers for program crops based on the
difference between target price and higher of
the loan rate (price support rate) or average.
market price.

Disaster Payment-—payments made to producers
after a natural disaster prevents planting or
lower crop yields because of adverse weather
conditions. Disaster payments have been °
replaced with Federal Crop Insurance.

Disparity—the condition or fact of being unequal
in age, rank, degree or some other
characteristic that allows quantitative or
qualitative comparison.

Disparity Analysis—a statistical comparison of
the percentage of program dollars received by
a racial, ethnic, or gender group of producers,
and the percentage of the total farmer or
producer group made up of the particular race,
ethnicity, or gender.

ECP (Emergency Conservation Progtam)—FSA
program designed to assist farmers with cost-
sharing to carry out emergency conservation
practices in the rehabilitation of farmland
damaged by natural disasters.

EEO and CR {Equal Employment Opportunity and
Civil Rights)}—programs and policies of
employers designed to ensure employment
opportunities and delivery of services and

benefits to all persons qualified and eligible
without regard to age, color, disability,
national origin, marital status, race, religion, -
or sex, as provided for in various Federal laws
and Executive Orders.

Eligible Acreage—Iland that meets FSA program
requirements for participation in a price
support or other FSA program, i.e., cropland
that has been planted annually with specified
crops for a specified period of time; have the
physical capability to produce specified crops;
and consist of soils that are highly erodible,
as defined in program regulations.

Eligible Voters—(15-A0, Rev. 3, Amend. 1,
175)—individuals who are eligible to
participate in any FSA program that is
provided for by law, regardless of the status of
funding; and who are of legal voting age and
have an interest in farming as an owner,
operator, tenant, sharecropper, or as a partner
of a partmership or member of a joint venture
that has an interest in a farm as an owner,
operator, tenant, or sharecropper, or are not of
legal voting age, but who supervise and
conduct the farming operations on an entire
farm. .

FCIC (Federal Crop Insurance Corporation)}—
insurance provided by the federal government
and paid for by insured farmers to cover
unavoidable production losses due to adverse
weather conditions including drought,
excessive rain, hail, wind, hurricanes,
tornadoes and lightning; also covers insect
infestation, plant disease, floods, fires, and
earthquakes; all FSA program participants
must now purchase federal crop insurance,

FmHA (Farmers Home Administration)—federal
loan program that provides loans for the
acquisition of land, equipment, or supplies for
farmers.

FSA (Farm Service Agency)—agency that
administers farm commaodity, crop insurarce,
farm credit, and conservation programs for
farmers through a network of State and county
offices. FSA programs are primarily directed
at agricultural producers or, in the case of
loans, at those with farming experience.
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Incentive Payments—payments made to wool and
mohair producers; provided to producers when
the marketing year is over, if the average
market price received is less than the support
level; the support level is determined by a
cost-of-production formula specified in
legislation.

Income Support Programs—farm programs
designed to supplement the incomes of
producers, using, for example, deficiency
payments (based on target prices), incentive
payments, marketing loans, loan deficiency
payments, and disaster payments.

Indemnity Payments—any payment madeto a
producer to offset a loss incurred as aresult of a
natural disaster or other event causing a loss of
crop (e.g., loss of bees incurred by honey
producers due to a farmer’s insecticide).

LAA (Local Administrative Area)—smallest
FSA administrative area in a county, normally
containing a community committee (with the
exception of certain counties and the state of
Alaska).

Loan Deficiency Payment (LDP)—the difference
between loan rate (price support rate) and loan
repayment rate paid to producers that are
eligible to obtain a marketing loan and agree
not to.

Loan Rate—the per unit price at which the CCC
will extend loans to producers to enable them
to hold production for sale at a later time (also
known as price support rate). :

Mantel-Haenszel (MH) Test—technique used to
statistically examine the significance of the
difference between the observed and expected
numbers of appeals requested and granted to
females and minorities.

Marketing Loans—allows producers to repay
nonrecourse price support loans at less than the
announced loan ratés whenever the world price
for the commodity is less than the loan rate.

Minority Advisor—County Committee
recommends the appointment of a Minority
Advisor to attend Comumittee meetings in a
non-voting capacity, if more than five percent

of eligible voters are minority group members,
and a minority candidate is not elected to the
Committee.

Minority-—for this report, includes Blacks,
Asian /Pacific Islanders, American
Indians/Alaskan Natives and Hispanics; note
that Hispanics are not uniformly non-white
for purposes of Census data—the definition
used in this report corresponds instead to FSA
definitions and concerns. (FSA uses the

category American Indian/Alaskan Native, ="~ *

while Census uses the category American
Indian.)

NAD (National Appeals Division)—a division
within USDA that hears appeals from
farmers contesting county or state decisions
pertaining to their involvement in FSA
programs.

Non Pragram Yield—per acre crop preduction for
nOnprogram crops.

Nonprogram Crop—any crop other than a
program crop, ELS (extra long staple), cotton,
oilseed, or IOC (Industrial or Other Crops) as
determined in accordance with instructions

" issued by the Deputy Administrator.

Nonrecourse Loan—(7-LP, Amend. 1, Exhibit 2)
“A loan for which the commodity offered as
collateral for the loan meets the quality
eligibility requirements, according to the
applicable 2-LP and may, therefore, be
delivered or forfeited to the Commodity
Credit Corporation, at loan maturity, in
satisfaction of the loan indebtedness.”

OAE (Office of Advocacy and Enterprise)—
former name of the OCRE (Office of Civil
Rights Enforcement).

OCRE (Office of Civil Rights Enforcement
{within USDA])—enforces rules and
regulations regarding the prohibition of
discrimination against FSA program
participants and USDA employees; reviews
and investigates claims of discrimination by
farmers and employees. :
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Overrepresentation—the condition in which a
class of entities (e.g., persons, farmers, farms,
or businesses) is relatively more likely to be
members of another class exhibiting a
particular characteristic, than they are to be
members of the original population—e.g.,
census data shows that males comprised over
92 percent of farm operators in 1992. Thus,
males are overrepresented in the sub-
population of farm operators, relative to their
percentage of the population of persons.

Payments—indemnity payments to producers for
- losses, production incentive payments, and
disaster payments in special circumstances
where Congress authorizes assistance.

Price Support Programs—farm programs designed
to support farm prices of designated
commodities, using, for example, nonrecourse
loans, commeodity purchases, and farmer-
owned grain reserves.

Producer—FSA recognizes four types of
“producer” status—farm operator; owner/
operator; owner; and, not owner/operator, but
shares in the crop on the farm. Generally, a
producer must be one who shares the risk of
producing the program crop in the current year,
shares in its proceeds, or would have shared in
the crop had it been produced on the farm in
the current year.

Program Crops-—wheat, oats, rice, cotton, corn,
barley, sorghum, etc., included in price support
programs.

Program Yield—per acre crop production for
program crops.

State and Local Committee System—three
committees established by Congress comprised
of state —members appointed by the
Secretary; and, county and community—
menbers elected by farmers.

Statistical Significance—the likelihood that a
statistic will vary from a given value by more
than a given amount due to chance.

Sunshine Laws—any law that provides for public
notice of official meetings of public bodies, as
well as public access to these meetings.

Underrepresentaiton—the condition under which
a class of entities (e.g., persons, farmers, farms,
or businesses) is relatively less likely to be

- members of a class exhibiting particular

- characteristics, than they are to be members of
the original population—e.g., Blacks comprise
about 13 percent of the U.S. population. In
contrast, Blacks who are farm operators
account for less than one percent of all farm
operators. Thus, Blacks are underrepresented
in the sub-population of farm operators,
relative to their percentage of the population
of persons.
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