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There is not a truth existing which | fear or would wish unknown to the whole world.
—Fhomas Jefferson
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Who Wants to be a Black Millionaire?

The untold story of how
USDA is handing out bil-
lions because of “racism.”

ver the past three years, the me-

dia have been covering an on-

going class-action lawsuit a
gainst the U.S. Department of Agricul-
ture (USDA) by black farmers. Accord
ing to the press, the department has ad
mitted discriminating for years against
thousands of honest black farmers, and
is now paying the price. To date, no press
report has fully explained the lawsuit
and the way it was settled. This means
no press report has told the truth abou
what amounts to a deliberate decision
by USDA to write checks to virtually
any black who steps forward with
claim of “racism.” This article, relying
exclusively on knowledgeable sources
within the government, is the first in
depth look at this sad affair, which is ousted in the 1994 Republican landsli
likely to cost taxpayers at least $2 bil- from a House seat he had held for !
lion and perhaps as much as $4 billion. years, was quick to comply.
The story is an involved one butis sadly  Within days, Mr. Glickman an-
instructive of the self-abasement now nounced the sudden discovery of ran

plaining blacks “out of my back yard.’
Mr. Glickman, who had been given
cabinet post by Mr. Clinton after bein

Agriculture Secretary Dan Glickman.
Why is this man smiling?

Secretary Dan Glickman to keep com- deputy secretary, the black leader of a

newly created Civil Rights Action Team
a (CRAT), and a hand-picked group of 11
g other government officials. The CRAT
had originally numbered ten, but an
eleventh was hurriedly added when it
was discovered Mr. Glickman had for-
gotten to include a Hispanic.

The “listening” tour had much to lis-
ten to (see sidebar on page 3). Plenty of
people, many of whom had been com-
plaining for decades about alleged
USDA racism, were happy to repeat
well-practiced accounts of mistreat-
ment. Among the aggrieved was a small
group of black farmers whose attempt
to file a class-action suit had been dis-
missed a few years earlier. They did not
claim USDA had refused them money—
all had received farm loans—but that
white bureaucrats had not done enough
to help make them successful farmers.

After hearing a variety of accusations,

JeMr. Glickman’s CRAT concluded that
18USDA’s civil rights apparatus had not
been doing its job. It blamed the Reagan
Administration for this, although Demo-
n-crats had been in charge for the preced-

common in the name of race. It likewise pant discrimination within the depart- ing five years. The CRAT declared that

provides blacks yet more encourage-ment he had headed for nearly two yeaz

ment in their belief that they are beset -

by bigotry at every turn. USDA essentlally

5 The Storxigbgeeaganhsimply eﬂough i fdecided to write a checko
ecember, , when a small group ;

black farmers demonstrated in front of Vlrtua”y any black WhO

the White House, complaining about Stepp_ed fOI’WaI‘_d with a

alleged USDA discrimination in its vas claim of “racism.”

farm lending program. Blacks are less

than one percent of the farming popula- (and which had been run before him I

tion but account for three times that pro- a black former congressman, Mik

portion of USDA lending (3.2 percent), Espy). He offered no evidence of ra

which suggests the very opposite of d

liberate exclusion, but no one pointed sessions” around the country to look fi

this out at the time. The press gave thesome.

arsthe Civil Rights Division was in a “per-
sistent state of chaos,” largely because
of constant “reorganization” (which usu-
ally resulted in higher pay for the
mostly-black staff). CRAT also discov-
ered that the general impression of the
Civil Rights Division was true: It was a
“dumping ground” for obstreperous or
unproductive employees who were
yy transferred there to undemanding jobs,
e as away of resolving conflicts with pre-
C- VIOUS supervisors.

-ism, but scheduled a series of “listening Needless to say, CRAT also found

or that lax supervision by the civil rights
division had permitted racism to run riot

demonstration more coverage than its At a probable cost of a million dol; through the department, and Mr. Glick-
small numbers and unsubstantiatedlars or more, the January, 1997, USDA man accepted all CRAT recommenda-

claims merited, and shortly afterwards, “listening” tour made stops in 11 citie
according to sources within the govern- from California to Washington, D.C
ment, William Clinton told Agriculture| The entourage included Mr. Glickman’
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s tions on how to correct this. As part of
this process, he ordered an immediate
S Continued on page 3
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the sturdy few, and please have many
sons and daughters—as many, that is, as
you can raise according to the standards
of our people.

Marian Kester Coombs, Crofton, Md.

Sir — In your December issue you
mocked South African president Thabo
Mbeki’s remarks about AIDS and AIDS
treatment. In fact, his “eccentric view”
that the harmless retrovirus, HIV, does
not cause AIDS may be one of the few
things he has got right. | suggest you
review the literature.

In Africa, the main cause of AIDS is
economic AIDS generates far more
money from Western countries than any

. other infectious disease. As an example,
in Uganda in 1992 WHO allotted

Women, especially, will bolt if Repub
licans start sounding like Sam Franci
,as | wish Mr. Francis’ theory were cor

licans can get more white votes if th
make overtly racial appeals. There arel’'m not convinced he would get any tors diagnose almost everything as
. AIDS, including TB, malaria, hepatitis,

from: people who vote Democrat, Sam Harrell, Royal Oak, Ml malnutrition, herpes, diabetes, even car

people who vote third party, and people accidents. These diagnoses bring wealth
who don'’t vote at all. Obviously, people to themselves and their countries.
who vote Democrat are not going to re-  Sir — In the December, 2000, issue, Alfred Ratz, Bend, Or.
spond to racial appeals. Neither are theletter-writer Susan Endicott says the e
lefties who voted for Ralph Nader. That white race is to blame for its low birt — T
leaves Buchanan supporters—a pitifully rate, concluding, “Whatever the causes, Sir — Eric Owens’ November article
small number that doesn’t count—and thewhen a society cannot even be botherecbn the new nationalist music was well
non-voters, who are therefore the only to reproduce itself it is a symptom of done, but | found his most fascinating
people we are talking about. profound sickness.” point to be the effect this music is sup-
Would whites who now stay home¢  For the most part, whites are having posed to be having on young whites:
vote for Republicans if only they would the number of children wdesireand | “[O]ne can already distinguish the rise
oppose affirmative action and immigra- feel we can provide for in a way that of an intellectual and successful youth
tion? Where’s the evidence for that? Are reproduces our civilization. Whites do elite in the racial movement in
there millions of potentially racialist not like crowded societies, and Amerij- America.” | don’t see much sign of this
voters looking for race-related differt cans would not have to live in crowds If elite. Perhaps another cover story could
ences between the candidates but can’our government kept out Third-World tell us what it is doing and where to look
find enough between Democrats andinvaders. Without them, we would have for it.
Republicans? I'm not convinced. Dig a low-crime nation with a stable popu-  Name Withheld
George Wallace get a lot of support from lation, more soul-restoring wildernes
whites who didn’t usually vote? Did and workable programs to transfor
Strom Thurmond when he ran as |apollutants into products and sources of Sir — Thomas Jackson, who usually
Dixiecrat? Did David Duke? It would energy. Would Miss Endicott instead keeps his cool no matter how stupid the
be useful to know, but | don’t know an [
| don’t think Mr. Francis knows.
At the same time, we mustn'’t forg
that an explicitly racial appeal will drive
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Jackson to ease off on the outrage and
- just let the reds and the goofs speak for

and who think being nice to minorities
is thesine qua norof human decency.

within and without—-have waged against enough to detect gibberish on their own.
us. Count yourself lucky to be among  Susan Endicott, Waynesboro, Va.
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Continued from page 1 missedwith prejudice which means he
review of 956 backlogged discrimina- should not have been allowed to file
tion complaints. The department paid another suit making the same charges
millions of dollars to bring field office| Both he and Mr. Brewington enliste
workers to Washington to review these high-powered professional civil right
complaints, with the result thpbssible | lawyers who recruited hundreds
discrimination was found to have oc- plaintiffs. At least partly because USD
curred in onlyfive of 956 cases. refused to challenge Mr. Pigford’s right

The department suppressed these into sue, and made only token defenses
convenient findings. After these e
ployees had spent months poring over U.S. District Judge Paul Friedman,|a
case files a Glickman assistant con- Clinton appointee, got both cases. Judgd
demned them to their faces as liars in-Friedman often presided over sensitive
tent on covering up the misdeeds of fel- Clinton-related cases, which he appears
low employees. He also told them to de- to have received outside the normal
stroy their notes. signment process. His cases included
those of Chinese bagman Charlie Trie,
Democrat fund-raiser Pauline Kanchan-
alak, and Maria Hsia of the notorious

There had to be a better solution, andBuddhist temple fund-raiser. In each
Mr. Glickman set out to find it. In 1995, case, Judge Friedman dismissed thq
five USDA borrowers had filed a law: charges against Mr. Clinton’s associates
suit (Williams v. Glickmaj charging | and in each case, a higher court promptly
discrimination against black and His- reinstated the charges, leading to the
panic farmers. District of Columbia suspicion that Judge Friedman might be
Judge Thomas Flannery denied class-answering to a higher authority than
action status, citing the amorphous na-mere law. (Judge Friedman also got the
ture of the proposed class and noting thatslander suit filed by White House aide
the claims of the named plaintiffs were Sidney Blumenthal against Internet re-
not representative of the claims of po- porter Matt Drudge. Under Judg
tential class members. Friedman’s supervision, that case hag

However, with the legal climate im: dragged on for years, sapping Mr.
proved by Mr. Glickman charging his Drudge’s finances and energy. No trial
own employees with bigotry, two black date is set.)
farmers in North Carolina filed separate  Judge Friedman combined the cases
but similar suits in 1997, this time on and they are today known Bgyford v.
behalf of blacks only. One plaintiff was Glickman.Amazingly, the complaint
Timothy Pigford and the other was Cecil citesabsolutely no evidence of discrimi-
Brewington. The Pigford suit is particu- nationby USDA other than Mr. Glick-
larly notable because USDA had inves- man'’s statement that discrimination was
tigated his claims at least three times andrampant in his department. Judge Fried-
found no discrimination. man certified class-action status for the

What's more, a previous suit by Mr. suit in October, 1998, and the jugger-

Let's Make a Deal

Pigford against USDA had been dis- naut was ready to launch.

Proven Discrimination

t least one of the complain-
Aants at the “listening” ses

sions had already won a
official USDA determination that he
had, indeed, suffered discriminatiop.
The word around USDA is that this
finding was reached at the specific
instruction of former Secretary Mike
Espy, who was later forced to resi
amid charges of corruption but w.
found not guilty by a District of Co
lumbia jury in 1998. The finding o
discrimination ignored numeroup
previous investigations of the sanje
charges that had found no wrongdo-
ing. According to USDA sourceq,
the text of the final determinatio

>

S

sense of irony, the decision thgn
went on to fault the government fq
approving loans when the borrower
did not meet minimum cash flow and
repayment requirements—which |s
not discrimination, but a violation o
federal law that prohibits lending
money to uncreditworthy borrowers
and the very opposite of denying
assistance. The department fouhd
that this same black borrower failgd
as a farmer because the governmgnt
did not provide sufficient “closg

supervision.” The official finding
neglected to mention that this farmgr
had been d@eacher of vocationa
agriculturefor nearly 20 years.

This and other individual casgs
were settled prior to the current blagk
farmer class-action lawsuit, result-
ing in payouts of millions of dollars
and the forgiveness of more millions
in USDA loans that should havg
been paid back to the government.
Some farmers even got additiongl
loans from USDA and some of the
have refused to repay them. The cur-
rent “civil rights” climate makes it
hard to try to collect on them.s}
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There was just one obstacle: the fed-believe that application was denied be-ant has been discriminated against.”
eral statute of limitations on discrimit cause of race, and (3) have “filed a dis- (There need be no corroboration or ac-
nation complaints is two years from the crimination complaint on or before July knowledgment from any of these offi-
date of discrimination, and had already 1, 1997, regarding USDA's treatment of cials. The claimant need only affirm that
expired for almost all the complainants. such farm credit or benefit application)” he mailed the letter of which he has a
The Congressional Black Caucus cameThese sound like reasonable criteria hutcopy, and there are no standards for
to the rescue and drafted legislatignin practice none is a real obstacle. Forjudging the authenticity of such a copy.)
waiving the statute of limitations. Here- example, no claimant need ever have set As a practical matter, therefore, any-
tofore, all such waivers extended the foot on a farm—a claim to have applied one who feels like writing a back-dated
deadline before the original statute of unsuccessfully for a loan qualifies as letter or can persuade someone to lie can
having “attempted to farm.” Nor is any be a member of the class. The only genu-
claimant required t@rove he actually | inely limiting qualification for class
applied for any USDA benefit. He need membership is that the claimant be
only say he did. black. What is more, under the consent

The third condition—that a claimant decree, the statement of any complain-
show he detected discrimination at the ant is accepted as trualess USDA can
time of the loan application and filed g refute it with documentation, but the
complaint—has been watered down todepartment’s document retention poli-
essentially nothing. The claimant need cies make it impossible to refute most
only “demonstrate” that he “has actively claims It keeps records of unsuccessful
limitations had expired. Some would ar- pursued judicial remedies” (this violates loan applications for only three years,
gue that a waiveafter expiration is an| the federal requirement that all admin- so there is no paper trail for applications
unconstitutionakex post factdaw, be- | istrative remedies must be exhaustedmade any earlier than 1994—especially
cause it recriminalizes an action after the before taking judicial action), “was in; for “farmers” who never applied for a
statute of limitations has decriminalized duced or tricked by USDA's miscon+ loan at all! Thereforethe government
it. duct” into missing the filing deadline, knew when it consented to the decree

Nevertheless, the waiver was addedor “was prevented by other extraordj- that it could not disprove any claim con-
as an amendment to the Agriculture ap-nary circumstances beyond his contral” cerning a loan allegedly denied between
propriations bill for fiscal year 1999, and from filing a complaint on time. And| 1981 and 1994Even the most obviously
authorized consideration of discrimina- once again, the “proof” required of a fraudulent claimant is accepted by de-
tion claims from January 1, 1981, claimant that he actually “pursued judj- fault if he says he was turned down for
through December 31, 1996. Republi- cial remedies” for discrimination is a loan before 1994.
cans happily helped pass the bill. Had laughable. If he can't show a copy ofla  Any class of plaintiffs that is easy to
USDA raised the Constitutional ques- complaint and there are no USDA docu- join and that promises a handsome pay-
tion, it is possible the entire suit could ments that refer to a complaint—which off is going to find a lot of takers. As
have been derailed, but it was clearly is the case for the vast majority of claim- soon as Judge Friedman approved the
Mr. Glickman’s wish to cooperate with ants—the court will accept any of the consent decree, the class attorneys
the plaintiffs rather than defend his de- following: started promoting it, promising that any
partment. (1) A declaration from a non-family black who joined the class had a good

In April, 1999, the government and member that the claimant filed a dis- chance of getting $50,000. To publicize
the plaintiffs entered into a consent de- crimination complaint with USDA. (No
cree approved by Judge Friedman (thecorroboration from USDA is required
text of the decree and other related in-and it is not likely to be difficult to find
formation is available on the Internet at someone to make such a declaration,)
http://www.usda.gov/da/consent.htm).  (2) A declaration by a non-famil
Although the department accepted nomember with “first-hand knowledg
blame, the document was hailed in thethat, while attending a USDA listenin
press as an admission of wrongdoing pysession, or other meeting with a USD
USDA. The consent decree set up a two-official or officials, the claimant wa
stage process for securing compensatiorspecifically told by a USDA official that
for alleged acts of racism. The first was the official would investigate the spe-
to join the class of claimants and the cific claimants oral complaint of dis

The government knew

from the beginning it
could not disprove any
claim of discrimination
that allegedly took place
between 1981 and 1994.

.

the terms of the decree, USDA had to

r  When the plaintiff's attorneys first

to USDA for a loan or crop payment and federal official “averring that the claim: sought to have the case certified as a
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class action, they estimated perhapsthe forgiving atmosphere created by the chase of one farm property foreclosed
2,500 people would file claims. By the Pigford case, the black delinquency rateupon by the government.
decree’s official closing date of Octo- has been as high as 48 percent. Track B is for people unwilling to
ber, 1999, over 20,000 had joined the settle for $50,000. All Track B claim-
suit—-more than the total number of black  Take the Money, Please ants are demanding millions and one
farmers in the United States (18,451 ambitious farmer says it will take no less
according to the 1997 Census of Agri-  Joining the class, however, does notthan $70 million to make him whole.
culture). This number, representing |a automatically mean money. The decreeThese cases are decided by an arbitra-
potential liability of at least $1 billion| provides for two “tracks” for resolving tor, Michael K. Lewis of ADR Associ-
(not counting debt forgiveness, “Track complaints and determining whether|a ates, who is black. Under his supervi-
B” cases explained below, and heavy payment is due. USDA rather candidly sion, claimants must demonstrate dis-
expenses to be paid by the government)describes Track A as “the easier, marecrimination by a “preponderance of the
was not enough for Judge Friedman. Hestreamlined track for class members whoevidence,” a somewhat higher standard
let hundreds apply after the closing date.do not have as muchy; any, direct proof | of proof than Track A. Track B cases
Today, more than a year after the “dead-of discrimination.” [Italics added] involve rules of evidence, discovery,
line,” the final number of claimants can-  For those who choose Track A, ja witnesses, sworn testimony and other
not be determined because these “bo-‘contract adjudicator” decides the case. legalisms that will increase the amount
nus” claimants are still being certified, Federal rules of evidence and other le-owed to class attorneys. Even if the gov-
but as of Dec. 21, 2000, 21,105 blacksgal standards do not apply. To win, |a ernment wins a Track B case, the arbi-
had been accepted as members of thelaimant need only give “substantial trator receives a fee that can exceed
class. Judge Friedman is now consider-evidence,” the lowest standard of proof $10,000 and is paid from tax dollars. If
ing loosening the deadline once again,required in any judicial proceeding, af a Track B claimant wins, he gets actual
in a procedure that could bring in as the following: damages, discharge of debt, return of
many as0,000new claimants. (1) He “owned or leased, or attempted property, and the same advantages in
A private firm, Poorman-Douglas of to own or lease, farm land.” future dealings with USDA as claimants
Portland, Oregon, was hired to mail out  (2) He “applied for a specific credit in Track A. By Dec., 2000, only about
claim packages, receive claims, and pro-transaction at a USDA county office 196 (fewer than one percent) of the first
cess them. Fraud surfaced immediately.during the specified period. 21,000 plaintiffs had chosen this option,
Some prospective claimants tried to (3) The loan was “denied, provided which actually requires some proof of
have children as young as two years oldlate, approved for a lesser amount thandiscrimination.
certified as class members. A few whites requested, encumbered by restrictive By last December, 19,770 Track A
tried to “pass,” but were rooted out. conditions, or USDA failed to provide cases had been decided, and the govern-
Husbands and wives, who may have appropriate loan service, and such treat-ment had won about 40 percent of them.
applied for one loan, tried to get sepa- ment was less favorable than that ac-It has managed to win most of the cases
rate certification, hoping to be paid twice corded specifically identified similarly in which the claimant was actually a
for a single act of discrimination. situated white farmers.” borrower, because the department keeps
number of dead people have joined the (4) “USDA's treatment of the loan the complete case file for the entire life
suit, since USDA agreed to let surviy- application led to economic damage to of a loan (usually 30 years), and there-
ing relatives argue on their behalf. the class member.” fore has all the necessary documenta-
For claimants who have actually donle  Once again, since USDA no longer tion to refute charges of discrimination.
business with USDA there are immedi- has any records of loans denied befarelt is highly significant that of the 11,932
ate benefits simply to joining the class. 1994, any claim from that period is vir- claimants who had won so far, there
The department must stop all efforts to tually impossible to refute. If a Track A were actual records of USDA loans for
foreclose on their delinquent loans. claimant wins, he gets a flat $50,000, only 1,140 or 9.5 percent of them. This
Also, if the government owns prope regardless of the form means only a tiny minority of success-
it obtained in foreclosure on a claim:i : the discrimination is| ful claimants had some kind of docu-
it must not sell the land but must hol alleged to have takenl mented borrowing relationship with
until the claim is decided. If the clai If he is an actual| USDA. It is impossible to know what
ant wins he gets the property back USDA borrower, and| proportion of the other 90.5 percent ever
and clear, even if there was not is claiming he got a| had contact with the department at all,
slightest hint of discrimination in tl loan on unfavorable, much less suffered anything that could
proceedings that led to the foreclos terms because of racial be described as discrimination. It is in
In practice, the suit has become == discrimination, he also| these very dubious circumstances that
across-the-board ban on foreclosur gets complete loan for{ the department has paid out nearly half
black delinquent borrowers because giveness, plus 25 percent of this amount,a billion dollars in $50,000 payments
they are all potential parties to the sujt. which goes to the IRS for taxes. If the (see sidebar, next page).
As might be expected, defaults have government owns any foreclosed prop- Of the 1,140 successful claimants
soared. USDA regularly calculates the erty that used to belong to a successfuiwho had actually borrowed money from
percentage of borrowers of each raceclaimant he gets it back. He also jumps USDA, only 131 had loan balances that
that are delinquent, and in late 2000, theto the head of the line for consideration could be forgiven; most of the rest had
rate for blacks was 36 percent as op-for future USDA loans, and for the pur- defaulted and the department had al-
posed to a white rate of 14 percent. |n ready taken losses on the loans. This
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means USDA not only never got it
money back, it had to hand over anoth
$50,000 because of alleged racismin
way the loans were made.

USDA has managed to win some ¢
the cases for which it does not even ha
documentation. This is a tribute to
group of about 250 dedicated gover
ment workers who analyze the unsu
stantiated claims and are able to discre
some solely on the basis of statemer
made by claimants. Some of theg
claims are literally photocopies of eac
other, alleging discrimination in the
same manner, by the same USDA off
cial in the same county office. When
can be proven that the official was n
working in that office at the time, or if
there are other obvious contradiction
the claim can be denied. There appe
to be no plans to prosecute claimar
who committed perjury by making fals
claims.

Track B cases take longer, so the
have been fewer results. The record
distinctly mixed. As of December, 2000
only 14 of 196 cases had been dispos
of, with seven dismissed outright. Tw
had been settled, and the arbitrator h
issued five rulings, three in favor of th
complainant. If the settlements arn
counted as draws, the government h

I Pigford claims can be se€

from one Track A adjudi-

cator’s decisiolPAmerican Renais-
sancewas able to obtain. The claimn
ant stated that he applied for a sha
term loan in January, 1981, and th
it was not funded until “late May o
early June,” which resulted in a laj
crop and low yields. According t
the adjudicator, “USDA record
showed a $20,000 operating loan
claimant on April 14, 1981,” which
proved the claim false. The cIair;L;
ant lost. USDA was able to refu

this claimonly because the borroweg
failed to repaythe 1981 loan. Docu
ment retention times are longer
when the government loses mongy,
so USDA still had proof it made it
loan on time. If the borrower ha|
repaid the 1981 loan, USDA woul

no longer have the files, it woul
have no way to refute the claim, and

How You Can
Actually Lose

he dubious nature of man

S5 <

of for the complainants.
ve Backin the field, where USDA loans
a are still being made, some nonwhi
n- farmers have been quick to take adv.
b- tage of the current “civil rights” climate

ntdegal action if they don't get loans. N

S won nine, lost three, and drawn two. The Congressman Thompson may not un-

erbigger cases are proving more difficult derstand the significance of what he is

heto win, even against a department thatsaying: If USDA treated all of its bor-

syrowers equally (badly), regardless of
race, then it didn't discriminate against
anyone. If the congressman is right, all
te the lawsuits are equally fraudulent.

n_

has bent every rule to make things e

ditopenly threatening credit officers wit

ecoincidentally, the latest figures sho

could add hundreds of additional plain-
ed The publicity surrounding the thout tiffs. The class is now frozen at approxi-
0 sands of payouts to black farmers hasmately 100 claimants, and despite Con-
adprompted a flurry of imitators. Not con: gressman Thompson's enthusiasm for it,
e tent with $50,000, American Indians the case is likely to be dismissed.
e have filed a similar suit, demanding $1 = The black case, though, is typical of
agmillion each. Curiously, Judge Friedman everything that is wrong about “dis-
refused a motion that this suit be “pig- crimination” lawsuits. Like most defen-
gybacked” on the Pigford case, claim- dants, the department admitted no guilt,
ing there is not enough “similarity” in but agreed to huge payouts because it is
the cases. In fact, the Indian case is aso time-consuming and expensive to
virtual carbon copy of the black case| fight a discrimination case all the way
In October, 2000, a group of three to a “not guilty” verdict. In this case,
Hispanics filed suit on behalf of an al- though, the department alsooperated
leged 20,000 of their brethren, making with the plaintiffs, making it ridicu-
identical claims. Later that month, just lously easy to take its money, rather than
before the final expiration of the stat- mount the many defenses available to
ute-of-limitations waiver, Asian-Ameri-| it. The larger effect, of course, is to cre-
cans and women filed similar suits. At ate and publicize yet another example
this point, virtually every “protected” of systemic “racial discrimination.”
group except homosexuals and theEvery black crank and agitator has yet
handicapped now alleges mistreatmentanother scalp to nail to the wall, yet more
by USDA. proof that even the United States gov-
Even more remarkable is yet another ernment is seething with racism.
lawsuit Green v. Glickmanfiled on Furthermore, as in almost all major
May 12, 2000, on behalf of “non-Afri- “discrimination” cases, the press has
can-American” farmers (mostly whites), reported next to nothing about the ac-
which claims USDA treated them the tual workings of the case or about what
same way it treated blacks. Congress-specific wrongs were done the plain-
man Bennie Thompson (D-MS), who is tiffs—only that thousands of blacks are
black and an ardent partisan of black finally being compensated for years of
causes says, “I can see little differencediscrimination. One reason for the si-
in the way black farmers were treated lence is that, as we have seen, the case
in Pigfordand what has happened to the is complicated. But another is that close
farmers in this suit,” adding, “I believe examination shows that virtually all the
it has the potential to be larger than the“discrimination” for which blacks are

, him a success.

would have had to pay $50,0891

American Renaissance
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more than pure assertion by claimants.TX), chairman of the House Agriculture could very well establish that there had
USDA put itself in the absurd position Committee, it would be studying the been no discrimination at all. On the
of agreeing to give money to thousandsPigford case, as well as the individual other hand, most department employees
of blacks simply because they say theysettlements agreed to by the departmentannot afford the huge legal fees it
deserve it. This is, in fact, a very juicy outside the case. Something it is report-would take to clear their names, so the
story for an enterprising young reporter, edly keen to understand is why so few threat of retribution has created an at-
but the media are vastly more interestedof the people who got $50,000 paymentsmosphere of quiet terror in USDA.

in trumpeting even dubious claims of under the lawsuit appear to have had any In fact, the department refuses to say
discrimination than in showing them tp connection with American agriculture~ whether or how many USDA employ-
be false—even when falsehoods lead|toa very good question. ees have been disciplined in connection
huge drains on the public purse. There is other disturbing question with Pigford. It will certainly not divulge

Was there discrimination against about this case. When racists are discovhames, though it might be quite inter-
black farmers? Perhaps there was. Butered they usually face quick and severeesting to hear what someone punished
Track A is hardly a procedure that punishment, and there have already beerin this connection might have to say. So
proves it. Track B, with its more formal 11,932 official Track A findings of ra-| for the time being a strange and trou-
rules of evidence may yet uncover somecial discrimination. There must have bling contradiction hangs over this case:
kind of wrongdoing, but these proceed- been an awful lot of racists in the de- The department has compensated nearly
ings are closed to the public and their partment practicing a great deal of rac- 12,000 black farmers for what could
records are sealed. The public will prob- ism—aren’t they going to be brought to only have been entrenched racism, but
ably never know the basis for the mil- book? The black claimants and their will not confirm it has fired a single rac-
lion-dollar judgments that could ensue. lawyers keep pushing this, insisting that ist.

There is, however, a faint stirring of heads must roll. Mr. Glickman oblige
interest in the case in certain quarters.by repeatedly threatening to fire or oth-
In December, 2000, the General Ac- erwise discipline the “racists,” but this who cannot be thanked openly for their
counting Office notified USDA that at is mostly bluff. Any civil service or court help, contributed immensely to this re-
the request of Rep. Larry Combest (R- action resulting from such a dismissal port.

The Mind of the Chinese

Steven Moshetiegemon: China’s Plan to Dominate Asia and the World
Encounter Books, 2000, $24.95, 193 pp.

Department of Agriculture employees

Chinese that the role of Hegemon prop-  Tradition of Despotism

erly belongs to China and its rulers.” He

also frets about “the ongoing certainty ~ There are, of course, important dif-
of the Chinese that they are culturally ferences between Chinese and Europe-
superior to other people,” and fears thatans, and in these multi-culti times it
China thinks of itself “not as a nation- takes backbone to point them out. Mr.

Our rival in the new cen-
tury?

reviewed by Thomas Jackson

ar the most dangerous foreigp chronicle of almost pure tyranny, and

China, says Steven Mosher, is hy state . . . but an all-encompassing civili- Mosher notes that Chinese history is a
f

power we face. It is a militarist
expansionist dictatorship that resen
America, and makes no secret of its d
sire to be the dominant power in Asia
not the world. It aspires, in short, to b
a hegemon, to exercise the far-flurg =

authority it took for granted for severg .
thousand years. Mr. Mosher, who i
president of something called the Pop s
lation Institute, makes a good case fiige
this view and may even be right abou
how the US should deal with China, but zation.” But is any of this different fro

the book’s tone of outrage borders onthe way the British felt up until the Firs
the hypocritical and naive. China is sim- World War or the way all European

that Chinese have submitted to nearly
4,000 years of it with hardly a murmur.
“China’s ‘oriental despotism’,” he
writes, “gave an emperor far more au-
thority than any Western monarch, how-
ever absolute. There is nothing resem-
bling a Magna Charta to be found any-
where in the long stretch of Chinese his-
tory . ...” Nor, he points out, can there
be found anywhere in Chinese thinking
the idea that government derives its
powers from the consent of the gov-
erned.

Mr. Mosher regales us with vivid
accounts of the mass murders, mutila-

ply a great power not yet shorn of the used to view the rest of the world? M.
vigorous racial nationalism that charac- Mosher’s analysis of the Chinese mep-tions, book burnings, and enslavements
terized Western nations until only a few tality is doubtless correct, but it is only that were for the emperors mere tools
generations ago. to Westerners who no longer understandof good government. Confucianism,
Mr. Mosher worries, for example, that what it means to have a sense of nationaith its emphasis on submission to au-
“racial pride, an innate sense of cultural destiny that China is incomprehensible thority, was the perfect imperial creed,
superiority, and a long history all tell the or seems abnormal. and helped embed despotism in “China’s

American Renaissance February 2001



