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In 2018, Canada, China, the European Union, India, 
Mexico, and Turkey implemented retaliatory tariffs on 
many products, including almost all U.S. agricultural 
exports (Hopkinson 2018). U.S. agricultural exports 
targeted for retaliation were valued at $29.7 billion in 
2017, with individual product lines experiencing tariff 
increases of 5%–140% (Regmi, 2019). Retaliatory tariffs 
reduced the value and volume of U.S. agricultural 
exports (Carter and Steinbach, 2020; Grant et al., 2021) 
with estimated annualized losses of $13.5–$18.7 billion 
(Grant et al., 2021). Trade losses were primarily 
concentrated in the Midwest, with Iowa, Illinois, and 
Kansas experiencing the highest losses (Morgan et al., 
2022); tariffs were associated with declines in U.S. farm 
income of 16% in 2018 (Regmi, 2019). To mitigate the 
effects of retaliatory tariffs on U.S. farmers, the U.S. 
Department of Agriculture (USDA) developed a trade aid 
package comprised of three main parts: (i) the Market 
Facilitation Program (MFP) to provide direct payments to 
farmers; (ii) the Food Purchase and Distribution Program 
(FPDP) to purchase commodities targeted by tariffs and 
distribute them through nutrition assistance programs; 
and (iii) the Agricultural Trade Promotion Program 
(ATP), which develops alternative foreign markets for 
U.S. commodities (Schnepf, 2019). 
 
While the MFP intended to provide relief from retaliatory 
tariffs, some studies have found that MFP payments 
were not equitably distributed according to the severity 
of trade damages (Janzen and Hendricks, 2020; 
Adjemian, Smith, and He, 2021; GAO, 2021; Choi and 
Lim, 2023). For example, Janzen and Hendricks (2020) 
find that payments for some commodities exceeded 
estimated price impacts (e.g., cotton, sorghum), while 
payments initially appeared to undercompensate other 
commodities (e.g., corn) relative to price impacts. 
Further, total payments were primarily destined toward 
large operations instead of smaller farms (GAO, 2022). 
In 2022, the U.S. Government Accountability Office 
(GAO) examined the distribution of MFP payments and 
found that historically underserved farmers received 
3.6% of payments. In addition, Hendricks et al. (2024)  

 
examined the distribution of payments that farms were 
eligible to receive by producer race, based on the 
formulas used to calculate MFP payments using 2017 
Census of Agriculture data. The authors find that 
differences in payments among White and Black farm 
operators can be largely attributed to differences in farm 
size. 
 
Building on previous research related to the distribution 
of MFP and the concerns about disparities in 
government payments (GAO, 2021, 2022; Hendricks et 
al., 2024), this article analyzes reported MFP payments 
using the USDA Agricultural Resource Management 
Survey (ARMS) Phase III dataset from 2018–2020. 
Hendricks et al. (2024) uses estimated receipts using the 
MFP formulas and reported crop production from the 
2017 Census of Agriculture, while our analysis uses 
ARMS data that provides information on farmers’ self-
reported MFP receipts. Additionally, we summarize 
payments by race and ethnicity, sex, and farming status 
(beginning farmer and limited resource) to better 
understand how payments varied across different farmer 
characteristics. We find differences in reported payments 
across farmer characteristics (e.g., average payments to 
White-only farms were higher than those for any other 
minority-only farm for all years in the dataset). These 
differences are potentially driven by several factors, 
including farm size and specialization. 
 

Background on the Market Facilitation 
Program (MFP) 
The MFP provided two rounds of payments to farmers, 
with payments totaling $8.6 billion in 2018 and $14.4 
billion in 2019 (GAO, 2022). In 2018, MFP payments 
were allocated using a crop-specific rate and the 
payment formula was based on actual production 
values. The payments were intended for producers of 
specific commodities that were significantly affected by 
retaliatory tariffs, including cotton, corn, sorghum, 
soybeans, wheat, dairy, and hogs (Paulson, 
Featherstone, and Hadrich, 2020). In contrast, MFP 
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payments in 2019 were estimated using a county 
payment rate, and the payment formula was based on 
acres planted of eligible crops instead of actual 
production values. The 2019 MFP payments expanded 
the number of commodities eligible for payment (from 9 
to 41) to include more nonspecialty and specialty crops, 
increased the payment limits, and had higher payment 
rates per acre (Schnepf, 2019; Schnitkey et al., 2019). 
 
To qualify for a market facilitation payment, individuals 
had to have ownership interest in the commodity, have 
an USDA-FAS farm number, and comply with wetland 
conservation regulations. In addition, operators needed 
to have an average adjusted gross income (AGI) of less 
than $900,000 in 2013, 2014, and 2015 to quality for 
MFP 2018 (USDA, 2019). Last, farmers received 
payments in tranches, with some MFP 2018 payments 
disbursed in 2019 and MFP 2019 payments disbursed in 
2020. As such, we include data on reported MFP 
payments for 2018, 2019, and 2020. 
 

Agricultural Resource Management Survey 
(ARMS) Data 
The ARMS is a three-phase survey jointly conducted by 
the USDA’s National Agricultural Statistics Survey 
(NASS) and the Economic Research Service (ERS). 
Phase I of the survey is the screening phase, used to 
collect general farm data such as the types of crops 
grown and livestock inventory. Phase II collects data on 
production practices and costs for specific commodities. 
Phase III collects data on operator characteristics, farm 
household information, government payments, and farm 
finance data (U.S. Department of Agriculture-NASS, 
2024). 
 
In this study, we rely on the ARMS Phase III survey from 
2018–2020 for information on farm operators and 

 
1 Farm sales are adjusted for inflation each year. 

reported MFP payments. ARMS collects information on 
up to four operators per farm, and we use the 
race/ethnicity and sex of each operator to classify farms. 
In this context, a White-only farm refers to a farm in 
which all operators are White. Similarly, a Black-, Asian-, 
and American Indian or Alaska Native-only farm has 
operators of only the corresponding race. These race 
and ethnicity categorizations are not mutually exclusive, 
as some operators identify as multiracial. For example, if 
a farm with a single operator identifies as Black and 
Asian, the farm would be classified as both a Black-only 
and Asian-only farm. If the farm has multiple operators 
including a mixed-race operator, the farm would be 
classified as a certain type if the race of other operators 
matches one of the races of a mixed-race operator. For 
example, if a farm has two operators, one who identifies 
as Black and Asian and another who identifies as Black, 
the farm would be counted as Black-only. Similarly, the 
Hispanic-only categorization refers a farm in which all 
operators identify as Hispanic, irrespective of their race. 
For example, a Hispanic-only farm could have operators 
who identify as Hispanic-White and Hispanic-Black. 
Approximately, 91%–95% of farms have White-only 
operators; in contrast, 1.20%–1.60% of farms have 
Black-only operators. This percentage declined slightly 
between 2018 and 2020. 
 
A limited resource (LR) farm is defined as having gross 
farm sales under $180,300 (2020 dollars) and whose 
principal operator’s total household income was below 
the poverty level for a family of four or less than half of 
the county median income for 2 consecutive years (Todd 
et al., 2024).1 Approximately 8%–10% of farms qualify 
as limited resource for each year of the data. Finally, 
beginning farms are operated by producers who have no 
more than 10 years of farming experience, and this 
group makes up 16%–20% of farms in the data (Table 
1). 

Table 1. Summary Statistics, Operator Characteristics, 2018-2020 

Variable 

2018 2019 2020 

Mean St. Err. Mean St. Err. Mean St. Err. 

White-only farms (%) 94.5 0.45 91.4 0.64 94.7 0.57 

Black-only farms (%) 1.57 0.27 1.30 0.25 1.20 0.22 

Asian-only farms (%) 0.38 0.08 0.40 0.09 0.39 0.09 

American Indian or Alaska Native farms-
only (%) 

1.38 0.27 1.42 0.22 1.34 0.27 

Hispanic-only farms (%) 2.85 0.27 2.36 0.33 2.52 0.35 

Women-only operated farms (%) 7.23 0.64 8.80 0.51 7.10 0.63 

Limited resource farms (%) 9.86 0.70 8.09 0.71 8.87 0.94 

Farms with only beginning farmers (%) 19.27 0.94 20.01 0.90 16.98 0.97 

Notes: These estimates are weighted using survey weights, and standard errors were computed using the jackknife 
resampling method. 
Source: Agricultural Resource Management Survey (ARMS) Phase III. 
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Reported Market Facilitation Program 
Payments by Race 
Figure 1 shows the reported average payments that 
farms received, including those that received zero 
payments, for each race and ethnicity across the 3 years 
of ARMS data. Because MFP payments had eligibility 
requirements, such as the production of certain 
commodities and an AGI threshold, some farms did not 
receive payment. 
 
In 2018, farms with White-only operators received an 
average of $1,750 in MFP payments, 6.7 times more 
than farms with Black-only operators, which received 
$263 on average. In 2019 and 2020, payments for 
White-only farms are 7.5 and 4.6 times higher, 
respectively, than payments to Black-only farms (Figure 
1). These differences in payment amount are 
comparable with Hendricks et al. (2024), who finds that 
farms with a White operator are eligible to receive 
payments 4.7 times higher than farms with a black 
operator. 
 
Payments for farms with either only American 
Indian/Alaska Native operators or Asian operators were 
lower compared to those made to farms with only White 
operators and Black operators. American Indian/Alaska  
Native-only farms reported average payments of $229 in  
 

2018, $327 in 2019, and $34 in 2020, while Asian-only 
farms received $141 in 2018, $335 in 2019, and $827 in 
2020. Last, farms with only Hispanic operators reported 
higher average MFP payments than Black-only, 
American Indian/Alaska Native-only, and Asian-only 
farms but had payments 1.4–2.9 times lower than White-
only farms. We also note that, with the exception of  
Asian-only farms, we see a peak in reported average 
MFP payments in 2019. This is likely due to some 
producers receiving both 2018 and 2019 payments 
during the 2019 calendar year as well as the expansion 
of crops covered for MFP payment. The deadline for 
applications for the second round of MFP payments was 
in December 2019 (U.S. Department of Agriculture, 
2019). 
 

Reported Payments by Women- and Men-
Only Operations 
Figure 2 shows the reported average payment by men- 
and women-only farms for each year of the data. A 
women-only farm refers to a farm where all operators 
are women. Similarly, men-only farms refer to farms 
operated by men. We do not include farms that have 
both women and men operators in this analysis. Panel A 
includes all farms, including those that did not receive an 
MFP payment, while Panel B is the conditional reported 
payment by year. 

 

Figure 1. Reported MFP Payments by Race and Ethnicity, 2018–2020 
 

 
Notes: These averages are weighted using survey weights and standard errors were computed using the jackknife 
resampling method. The “average” group refers to the average MFP payment across the 3 years of data (2018–2020). We 
omit Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander group because of small sample size. Last, we omit results that are 
conditional on receiving payments because of small sample sizes for some groups. 
 

Source: Agricultural Resource Management Survey (ARMS) Phase III. 
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Including farms that did not report a payment, men-only 
farms report payments 7–10 times higher than women-
only farms. The difference is largest in 2018; men-only 
farms had an average payment of $2,079, while women-
only farms report an average payment of $206, a 
payment 10 times smaller than that of men-only farms 
(Figure 2, Panel A). In contrast, when looking at positive 
MFP payments, the difference in payments between 
men- and women-only farms is much smaller. From 
2018 to 2020, average payments of farms with only men 
operators were $17,280–$31,817, while women-
operated farms reported payments of $9,846–$19,537 
(Figure 2, Panel B). The disparity in payments is 
smallest in 2019, with payments to men-only farms 1.6 
times larger than payments to women-only farms. 
 

Reported MFP Payments to Limited 
Resource and Beginning Farmers 
Limited resource (LR) farms had lower average MFP 
payments than non-LR farms. Figure 3, Panel A shows 
all farms, including those that did not receive an MFP 
payment, and the disparity between both groups is large. 
Compared with their LR counterparts, MFP payments to 
non-LR farms are 12 times higher in 2018, 13 times 
higher in 2019, and 33 times higher in 2020. Looking 
exclusively at positive MFP reported payments, the 
difference between these two groups is attenuated 
compared to the unconditional averages, with payments 
5–6.5 times higher for farms not classified as limited  

 
resource. In 2019, LR farms received an average MFP 
payment of $5,834, while the average payment to non-
LR farms was $32,304. 
 
Finally, Figure 4 highlights the unconditional and 
conditional average payments to farms operated by 
beginning farmers. Overall, beginning farmers reported 
smaller MFP payments compared to more experienced 
farmers. Panel A shows a large difference across all 3 
years of the dataset when including farmers who did not 
receive a payment in the average calculation. Similar to 
other groups, payments were highest in 2019. Panel B 
shows a smaller difference in conditional payments 
between beginner and non-beginner farmers. In both 
2018 and 2019, payments to non-beginning farmers 
were higher. However, in 2020, farms operated by 
beginning farmers reported an average MFP payment of 
$24,979, 49% higher than the reported average payment 
to other farmers (Figure 4, Panel B). 
 

Differences in Farm Size by Race and 
Ethnicity 
Our descriptive analysis shows a similar result to 
Hendricks et al. (2024) in that there are differences in 
the size of MFP payments across racial groups in the 
ARMS data. While comparing mean reported payment 
receipts cannot identify the sources of these differences, 
in their analysis Hendricks et al. (2024) decomposed  
 

 

Figure 2. Reported MFP Payments by Sex, 2018–2020 
 

 
 

Notes: These averages are weighted using survey weights and standard errors were computed using the jackknife 
resampling method. The “average” group refers to the average MFP payment across the three years of data (2018-2020). 
We do not include farms that have both women and men operators in this analysis. 
 
Source: Agricultural Resource Management Survey (ARMS) Phase III. 
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expected payments, finding that these differences can 
be attributed to farm size and the mix of crops produced. 
 
Figure 5 presents the average harvested acres by race 
and ethnicity between 2018 and 2020. White-only farms 
on average harvested 162 acres in 2018, 157 acres in 
2019, and 154 acres in 2020. Conversely, farms with  
 

 
only Black operators harvested 27–38 acres during the 
study period. 
 
Similar to Black-only farms, Asian-, American Indian-, 
and Hispanic-only farms harvested fewer acres than 
White-only farms between 2018 and 2020. Harvested 
acres by Asian-only farms increased from 26 acres in  
 

 

Figure 3. Reported MFP Payments by Limited Resource (LR) Status, 2018–2020 
 

 
 

Notes: These averages are weighted using survey weights, and standard errors were computed using the jackknife 
resampling method. The “average” group refers to the average MFP payment across the 3 years of data (2018–2020). 
 
Source: Agricultural Resource Management Survey (ARMS) Phase III. 

 

Figure 4. Reported MFP Payments by Beginning Farmer Status, 2018–2020 
 

 
 

Notes: These averages are weighted using survey weights, and standard errors were computed using the jackknife 
resampling method. The “average” group refers to the average MFP payment across the 3 years of data (2018–2020). 
 
Source: Agricultural Resource Management Survey (ARMS) Phase III. 
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2018 to 80 acres in 2020, while Hispanic-only farms 
trended downward in the 3-year period, with average 
harvested acres of 42–83 acres. 
 
While the payment formulas for MFP relied on 
production values in previous years or planted acres, the 
differences in harvested acres across racial groups in 
the ARMS survey suggests that White-only farms tend to 
be much larger than farms operated by minorities. The 
correlation coefficient between harvested acreage and 
reported MFP payments (ρ = 0.60) supports the 
theorized results in Hendricks et al. (2024) that farm size 
is an important factor in determining payment amount. 
 

Conclusion 
The MFP was an ad hoc program that supported farmers 
when retaliatorily tariffs affecting U.S. agricultural 
exports were imposed in 2018 and 2019. MFP payments 
varied across farms based on production levels, 
acreage, geography, and crop mix. Using ARMS survey 
data, this study evaluates differences in reported 
payments across diverse groups of farms and farmers 
including different racial and ethnic groups, farms 
operated by women only, LR farms, and farms operated 
by beginning farms. 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Overall, farms with only White operators reported  
receiving MFP payments 4.6–6.7 times higher than 
farms with only Black operators; similar differences exist  
when focusing on farms with only Asian, American 
Indian/Alaska Native, or Hispanic producers. Like  
Hendricks et al. (2024), we find evidence using the self-
reported receipts that this difference in MFP payments 
may be driven in part by larger farm sizes among White 
farmers. We find a positive correlation between acreage 
and MFP payments in ARMS suggesting that as farm 
size increases, so do MFP payments. Throughout the 
sample period the average farm size is higher for White 
farms than other groups. 
 
This article highlights the important differences in 
reported ad hoc support across several dimensions of 
diversity in U.S. farms and farmers. For example, 
women-only farms, limited resource operators, and 
beginning farmers all received lower levels of MFP 
payments compared with their counterparts. More 
research is needed to better understand the drivers of 
these disparities, the interaction of effects across 
different diverse groups, and how U.S. farms participate 
in and benefit from ad hoc support programs. 
 
 
 
 
  
 

 

Figure 5. Average Harvested Acres by Race and Ethnicity, 2018–2020 
 

 
 

Notes: These averages are weighted using survey weights, and standard errors were computed using the jackknife 
resampling method. 
 

Source: Agricultural Resource Management Survey (ARMS) Phase III. 
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