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Abstract

In 1988, the Atlanta Journal-Constitution published ‘‘The Color of Money,’’ an in-
fluential series examining mortgage redlining in Atlanta. The articles documented
wide lending disparities between white and black neighborhoods of similar income
levels. Given sweeping changes in housing finance since 1988, we seek to deter-
mine whether Atlanta’s racial geographic disparities in mortgage lending have
changed.

Analysis of 1992 to 1996 Home Mortgage Disclosure Act data reveals slight im-
provement. Atlanta’s depository lenders made 4.2 times as many conventional
home purchase loans per owner-occupied unit to middle-income white neighbor-
hoods as they did to middle-income black neighborhoods; a decade earlier, this ra-
tio was 5.2. Nondepositories post lower ratios, particularly for Federal Housing
Administration–insured loans, but this market segment raises concerns because of
potential abuses. By the indicator of most enduring theoretical and policy inter-
est—conventional home purchase lending by depositories—the patterns that
aroused concern a decade ago are still evident today.
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Introduction

‘‘The Color of Money,’’ a four-part series of articles, was published
in the Atlanta Journal-Constitution in May 1988 (Dedman 1988).
The series won a Pulitzer Prize for investigative reporting in 1989
and attracted widespread attention from the public, scholars, and
policy makers. The study documented severe racial geographic dis-
parities in mortgage lending in Atlanta. These disparities were
widely interpreted as evidence of lender discrimination against
African-American borrowers and neighborhoods. The study revealed
that in 1982, Atlanta’s lending institutions made more than twice
as many home purchase loans per owner-occupied housing unit in
predominantly white census tracts as in predominantly black
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tracts.1 The white/black lending ratio widened to 5.9 in 1983, nar-
rowed slightly to 4.7 in 1984 and 1985, and jumped to 6.0 in 1986.
Of the Atlanta region’s 10 most active lenders, 9 made fewer than
half as many loans per owner-occupied structure in predominantly
black areas as in predominantly white neighborhoods.

Within weeks of the publication of ‘‘The Color of Money,’’ a group
of a dozen local lenders pledged a total of $65 million for below-
market-rate mortgages in low- and moderate-income (LMI) and
minority neighborhoods in Atlanta. The institutional framework
through which these loans were made—the Atlanta Mortgage Con-
sortium (AMC)—became a nationally recognized example of suc-
cessful attempts to foster community reinvestment (Keating, Bra-
zen, and Fitterman 1992). By 1997, AMC had originated 1,815
loans with a total value of nearly $95 million (Keating 1998, 12).
Seventy percent of these loans were made to minority households
earning less than 80 percent of the median household income for
the metropolitan area (Keating 1998, 13).

In the years since the publication of ‘‘The Color of Money,’’ sweeping
changes in the mortgage finance industry have led to substantial
reinvestment in many of America’s urban neighborhoods, and hold
significant potential to narrow racial disparities in access to home-
ownership. Nevertheless, many structural and institutional factors
impede efforts to increase lending to underserved borrowers and
neighborhoods. The purpose of this article is to determine whether
and to what extent Atlanta’s racial geographic patterns of mortgage
lending have changed over the past decade. We draw on the most
recently available data and undertake several methodological re-
finements to determine whether neighborhood change and shifts in
housing finance have eliminated the patterns deemed problematic
in the 1980s. This article is part of a broader study, and a forthcom-
ing article will examine the interaction between individual- and
neighborhood-level factors in lending decisions.

We begin with a brief overview of reasons to expect significant
changes in lending patterns in the years since the original ‘‘Color of
Money’’ study. Attention then turns to the data and methods used.
Drawing on Home Mortgage Disclosure Act (HMDA) records, we

1 This disparity was based on the total number of conventional and Federal Hous-
ing Administration (FHA)/Veterans Administration (VA) home purchase origina-
tions made by 88 institutions in metropolitan Atlanta, reporting under Home Mort-
gage Disclosure Act (HMDA) requirements in force at the time. The figures cited
were restricted to comparisons between middle-income census tracts; predictably,
the white/black lending ratio was wider when lower-income minority neighbor-
hoods were compared with higher-income white areas.
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replicate the original analysis of race- and place-based disparities in
lending from 1992 to 1996, a period in which Atlanta’s economy and
housing markets enjoyed particularly vibrant activity. Atlanta is a
particularly valuable case study of racial geographic lending pat-
terns: An extremely polarized housing market and a stark division
between native-born whites and blacks implies that the local lend-
ing industry may remain geared toward the traditional market of
middle-income white home buyers (in contrast with lenders in poly-
ethnic immigrant gateway cities), yet Atlanta’s rapid growth repre-
sents a “best-case” scenario for expanding homeownership opportu-
nities among underserved borrowers and neighborhoods. We find
evidence of some improvement in overall access to mortgage capital
among residents of black neighborhoods. Substantial disparities
persist, however, and inequalities remain surprisingly stable among
depository lending institutions.

Changes since ‘‘The Color of Money’’

Barriers to fair lending

The past decade has brought sweeping changes to the mortgage
lending industry. Many of these developments have heightened con-
cerns about the persistence of barriers to minority homeownership.
Even after considerable regulatory and market-driven intervention,
quantitative and qualitative studies continue to reveal severe racial
differences in access to mortgage finance (Holloway 1998; Hunter
and Walker 1995; Munnell et al. 1996). With the consolidation and
branch closings associated with recent waves of bank mergers and
acquisitions, some observers foresee a broader retrenchment from
low- and moderate-income urban neighborhoods and affirmative
lending initiatives (see Goering and Wienk 1996; Schwartz 1998;
Squires 1992). For some consumer advocates, the expansion of elec-
tronic commerce and other technology-driven changes signal a more
turbulent financial sector that may prove less responsive to the
needs of low- and moderate-income residents and neighborhoods.

Even such developments as automated credit scoring, initially
viewed as a means of increasing both efficiency and objectivity in
the underwriting process, have raised concerns among activists,
regulators, and scholars. As Ladd (1998) notes, the proprietary na-
ture of credit scoring systems removes them from public scrutiny,
and they may incorporate criteria and definitions not demonstrably
linked with repayment ability that disproportionately lower the ap-
parent creditworthiness of minorities. Further research is needed to
ensure that scores “are not simply substituting discrimination in
the form of adverse impact for discrimination in the form of dispa-
rate treatment” (Ladd 1998, 60).
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From “fair lending” to “underserved markets”

Still, many changes in the lending industry provide reason for con-
siderable optimism. Regulatory and industry efforts to increase
lending to borrowers traditionally excluded from mortgage credit
have dramatically expanded and matured in recent years. ‘‘The
Color of Money’’ was written at a time when HMDA- and Commu-
nity Reinvestment Act (CRA)–related research and community
activism had garnered few successes, and when regulators and
lending institutions remained cautious and hesitant toward the fi-
duciary prudence of targeted lending initiatives. In the mid-1980s,
community activists in Atlanta focused their efforts on Trust Com-
pany Bank, and the reluctant response of this institution impeded
progress on affirmative lending for several years. Plans for a con-
sortium of lenders languished until a concrete proposal in early
1987 envisioned a total commitment of $50 million by 10 area lend-
ers. By the end of the year, however, these institutions had reduced
the proposal to only $10 million (Keating, Brazen, and Fitterman
1992). Within two weeks of the high-profile coverage of ‘‘The Color
of Money,’’ lenders announced a commitment of $65 million.

Since the late 1980s, however, several broad trends have inter-
sected to transform the nation’s housing finance system. The
federal government strengthened fair housing enforcement, ex-
panded research on housing discrimination, augmented reporting
requirements, and instituted performance-based assessments under
the CRA of 1977 and other legislation (Vartanian et al. 1995). As
part of the savings and loan legislation, Congress required the
government-sponsored enterprises (GSEs)—Fannie Mae and Fred-
die Mac—to increase their acquisitions of primary-market loans to
minority and LMI borrowers and neighborhoods, accelerating the
long-term trend toward securitization of an ever-broader array of
mortgages (Federal Housing Enterprises Financial Safety and
Soundness Act, 1992 [U.S.C. 4543 and 4546]; U.S. Department of
Housing and Urban Development 1995). Simultaneously, in a move-
ment that increasingly has been regarded as a form of “regulation
from below” (Fishbein 1992) compatible with the political realities
of devolution and privatization, community-based organizations
have negotiated more than 300 reinvestment agreements valued at
more than $350 billion in the past 20 years (Schwartz 1998).

The lending industry itself played a prominent role in the transfor-
mation of the nation’s housing finance system. During the past de-
cade, the industry has made a subtle yet pronounced shift from the
language of “fair lending requirements” toward widespread discus-
sion of how to reach “untapped” or “underserved” markets. Lenders
and others increasingly view mortgage lending as an arena in
which the goals of public policy readily adapt to the imperatives of
profitability in an intensely competitive industry. Most lenders, par-
ticularly those in the nation’s polyethnic, high-immigration regions,
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recognize that the traditional market of middle- and upper-income
white families is shrinking in relative, if not absolute, terms. Fu-
ture profit potential lies in the emergent middle classes of minori-
ties and immigrants.

Together, these broad trends have produced a dizzying proliferation
of CRA agreements, dedicated loan pools, and affordable mortgage
products targeted to underserved borrowers and/or neighborhoods
(Listokin and Wyly 1998; Schwartz 1998; Squires 1992). An aggres-
sive and profit-driven culture continues to dominate the lending in-
dustry in the late 1990s. In many quarters, however, there is less
suspicion about the prudence or profitability of affirmative lending,
or over the conflicting interests of lenders vis-à-vis community
groups and nonprofit institutions. A small but growing body of re-
search confirms that affordable lending portfolios can be as safe as
conventional lending (Mills and Lubuele 1994); many lenders per-
ceive significant profit potential in the latent demand of LMI and
minority markets (Listokin and Wyly 1998); and the growth of com-
munity development corporations (CDCs) and public-private part-
nerships has created a constituency for business development, hous-
ing provision, and investments in social capital in urban
neighborhoods (Glickman and Servon 1997).

Updating ‘‘The Color of Money’’

To update the original ‘‘Color of Money’’ we draw on the detailed
methods reported by Stan Fitterman, who assisted on the Atlanta
Journal-Constitution study and used the data in a graduate thesis
in city planning at the Georgia Institute of Technology (Fitterman
1988; see also Keating, Brazen, and Fitterman 1992). As in the
original study, our analysis focuses on the variation of simple indi-
cators of primary mortgage market activity across different neigh-
borhood types. Clearly, this approach does not control for variations
in underlying demand for mortgage credit; rather, we seek to com-
pare precisely the geographic distribution of aggregate capital flows
in the 1990s with those observed in the mid-1980s. While the At-
lanta metropolitan statistical area (MSA) has expanded to encom-
pass 20 counties, we restrict our attention to the 7 counties immedi-
ately surrounding the city of Atlanta: Clayton, Cobb, DeKalb,
Douglas, Fulton, Gwinnett, and Rockdale.2 Narrowing the analysis
to the most heavily urbanized portion of the region provides a con-
servative assessment of geographic disparities in lending by exclud-
ing virtually all of the all-white commuter exurbs and semirural ar-

2 This study area accounts for three-quarters of the total 1997 population of the full
20-county MSA. The seven counties account for 69.1 percent of all non-Hispanic
whites and 87.5 percent of all blacks in the MSA. Together, DeKalb and Fulton
counties account for 70.3 percent of all blacks in the MSA. (See U.S. Bureau of the
Census 1999.)
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eas beyond the seven-county area that have high growth rates and
likely experience high lending volumes.3

Fitterman’s neighborhood classification

The centerpiece of the original ‘‘Color of Money’’ study was a neigh-
borhood taxonomy that classified census tracts on the basis of in-
come and racial composition (see table 1). First, tracts were classi-
fied as ‘‘predominantly black’’ if African Americans comprised more
than four-fifths of all residents; ‘‘predominantly white’’ if whites
made up more than four-fifths of the total population; and ‘‘inte-
grated’’ if the proportion of blacks was between 20 and 80 percent.
Second, tracts were separated into five categories on the basis of
median household income in relation to the metropolitan level. The
study’s central conclusions and interpretations were based on three
income categories with incomes between 70 and 122 percent of area
median income (AMI). The “moderate” category, which included
tracts with incomes between 70 and 86 percent of AMI, was defined
by the estimated annual income required to qualify for an afford-
able single-family home under market conditions prevailing in the
mid-1980s.4 Finally, tracts were excluded if they exhibited rapid
growth or absolute decline, or if they contained fewer than 500
owner-occupied housing units. The flow of mortgage funds into the
excluded neighborhoods is sensitive to the effects of land use
changes (conversion to commercial use, new housing developments)
and high rates of residential turnover, and should be distinguished
from analyses of credit supply to established urban neighborhoods
(see Kaplan 1996). Taken together, these criteria yielded a total of
72 tracts grouped into nine categories (table 1).

3 Fitterman’s study area was defined in a different fashion: He included all tracts
in Fulton and DeKalb counties, and a random sample of tracts from the remaining
counties in the MSA (which at that time included a total of 18 counties). All of the
neighborhoods with heavy concentrations of minorities, however, remain confined
to Fulton and DeKalb counties; thus our use of a broader study area does not affect
the results for lending to minority neighborhoods.

4 Fitterman estimated that an annual income of $11,563 (63 percent of the 1980
metropolitan AMI) was required to qualify for a moderately priced home. This esti-
mate was based on a home price of approximately $35,000 in Atlanta’s low- and
moderate-income neighborhoods, a 20-percent down payment, an interest rate of
9.5 percent for a 30-year fixed-rate mortgage, and a reduction of the income figure
by 12 percent for taxes. Fitterman increased the moderate-income threshold from
63 to 70 percent “to give greater benefit of the doubt to the lenders involved” (Fit-
terman 1988, 15). Clearly, all the elements of Fitterman’s calculations (particularly
interest rates and down payment requirements) have changed considerably since
the late 1980s (Listokin and Wyly 1998). Moreover, Fitterman’s income thresholds
were based on interest rates in 1988, but were applied to the MSA median income
as reported in the 1980 census.
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Table 1. Fitterman’s Census Tract Classification

Category Name

Income
(Median Household
Income as Percent
of MSA Median)

Racial
Composition

(Minorities as
Percent of Total)

Number
of Tractsa

1 Moderate-income black 70–86 80–100 10
2 Middle-income black 87–102 80–100 2
3 Higher-income black 103–122 80–100 2
4 Moderate-income white 70–86 0–20 9
5 Middle-income white 87–102 0–20 19
6 Higher-income white 103–122 0–20 19
7 Moderate-income integrated 70–86 20–80 4
8 Middle-income integrated 87–102 20–80 4
9 Higher-income integrated 103–122 20–80 3

Categories Excluded from Analysis
10 Low-income black ,70 80–100 55
11 Low-income white ,70 0–20 8
12 Low-income integrated ,70 20–80 13
13 Highest-income black .122 80–100 0
14 Highest-income white .122 0–20 50
15 Highest-income integrated .122 20–80 3

2016 Rental/nonresidential (fewer than 500 owner-occupied housing units)
17 Rapid growth (growth rate of more than 10 percent in single-family/

duplex units, 1980–87) 69
18 Housing loss (absolute decline in number of single-family/duplex

units, 1980–87) 6
19 Outside seven-county study area.b 33

Source: Fitterman (1988, 16–17).
Note: Analysis included all tracts in Fulton and DeKalb counties and a random sample from
Clayton, Cobb, Douglas, Gwinnett, and Rockdale counties.
a Number of tracts used in Fitterman’s (1988) analysis.
b Excluded from Fitterman’s aggregate analysis; a random sample of these tracts was
included in tabulations for a set of 17 individual lending institutions. See Fitterman
(1988, 22).

It is important to recognize the geographical implications of these
decisions. By excluding high-growth neighborhoods, Fitterman
sought to offer a cautious interpretation of observed differences in
mortgage lending. Yet eliminating rapidly growing areas excludes
most of the suburban ring from the analysis, and captures only a
narrow slice of a dynamic metropolitan housing market during a
period of unparalleled growth and capital investment. We con-
structed a series of tract-level maps of Fitterman’s thresholds ap-
plied to 1996 race and income data; these figures reveal the ex-
tremely partial and limited view of the metropolitan fabric gained
by excluding high-growth tracts.5 Moreover, all of the two dozen

5 These maps are available on request from the authors.
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predominantly black tracts meeting the specified thresholds are lo-
cated in Fulton and DeKalb counties.

Our approach

Replicating the original analysis of mortgage flows is complicated
by two factors. First, changes in reporting requirements brought a
broader spectrum of lending institutions under the purview of
HMDA, such that a simple tabulation of lending totals cannot be
compared directly with the original figures. At the time of the origi-
nal study, HMDA required the disclosure of summary totals for
loans approved and originated, and only covered federally chartered
or insured depository institutions with assets of at least $10 mil-
lion. Since the late 1980s, however, amendments and procedural
changes have altered HMDA coverage in several important ways.
In response to the problems documented by ‘‘The Color of Money,’’
the Financial Institutions Reform, Recovery, and Enforcement Act
(FIRREA) of 1989 amended HMDA to require the disclosure of
individual-level data on the race, gender, and income characteristics
of all individuals applying for mortgages with covered institutions.
FIRREA also expanded HMDA reporting requirements to nondepos-
itory lenders that were not subject to oversight by the five banking
regulatory agencies,6 and required these mortgage companies to re-
port to the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development
(HUD). In 1991, Congress subsequently directed the Federal Re-
serve Board to work in consultation with HUD to develop exemp-
tion standards that were comparable to those in place for depository
lenders; the effect was to expand further the reporting coverage of
independent mortgage companies beginning in 1993. (For further
background on changes in data collection and reporting require-
ments, see Federal Financial Institutions Examination Council
1999; Fishbein 1992; Vartanian et al. 1995, 7-3–7-33.)

The second factor complicating a replication of the original study is
the more favorable economic environment of home mortgage lend-
ing, which has altered the income thresholds on which the study’s
neighborhood classification was based. Since the mid-1980s, conven-
tional interest rates have continued their long-term decline, re-
maining well below 10 percent since 1990. The growth of secondary
market capital flows, along with a sustained economic expansion,
has propelled a dramatic increase in total mortgage debt outstand-
ing (from less than $1.5 trillion in 1985 to $3.6 trillion a decade
later) (Simmons 1997). Moreover, primary-market lenders and the
GSEs have introduced an increasing number of flexible and afford-

6 The five U.S. banking regulatory agencies are the Office of the Comptroller of the
Currency, the Federal Reserve Board, the Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation,
the Office of Thrift Supervision, and the National Credit Union Administration.
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Table 2. Neighborhood Taxonomies Used in Analysis

Identical Fitterman’s Thresholds Updated Thresholds
Census Tracts Applied to 1996 Data Applied to 1996 Data

Depository
institutions 1 2 3

Independent
mortgage
companies 4 5 6

Note: See Table 1 for Fitterman’s thresholds. Updated income thresholds are ,51 percent for
low-income areas; 51 to 77 percent (moderate); 78 to 103 percent (middle); 104 to 129 percent
(higher); and 130 percent or more (highest).

able conventional loan products. The net effect of these changes has
been to broaden access to mortgage credit across the board, reduc-
ing the income required to qualify for conventional financing. This,
in turn, implies that the income figures incorporated into the origi-
nal neighborhood taxonomy may not be appropriate for analyzing
lending patterns in the 1990s.

To control for these confounding factors, we develop a set of comple-
mentary neighborhood taxonomies (see table 2). First, we identify
the same census tracts used in the original study, as a means of
providing a precise baseline comparison of current lending patterns
with capital flows documented in the 1980s. Next, we develop two
revised taxonomies to classify tracts according to income and racial
composition. One replicates the original race and income thresh-
olds, using updated population, racial composition, and income esti-
mates for 1996. A second retains the race thresholds, but alters the
income criteria in order to capture changes in interest rates, under-
writing requirements, and housing costs. We estimate that an an-
nual gross income of $41,540 (103 percent of the estimated MSA
median in 1995) is required to qualify for conventional market-rate
financing for the median-priced existing home on the market in
1995; an income of $20,710 (51 percent of the MSA median) is re-
quired for a home priced at half the median.7 We use these esti-

7 These thresholds are based on detailed estimates for separate components of the
housing budget. We assume a conventional, fixed-rate 30-year conforming mort-
gage at 7.93 percent (the prevailing regional average for 1995) with a 95 percent
loan-to-value (LTV) ratio with mortgage insurance. These terms correspond to a
standard product salable to the GSEs (see Listokin and Wyly 1998). We assume an
effective property tax rate of 2.00 percent (the product of a nominal tax burden of
4.99 percent and a 40 percent assessment level for the city of Atlanta; see District
of Columbia 1996); an annual mortgage insurance premium of 0.67 percent of the
outstanding balance for loans with LTVs between 90 and 95 percent (see Bunce et
al. 1996, 8–9); and a homeowner’s insurance policy with an annual premium cost-
ing 0.50 percent of the replacement value of the house. These assumptions yield an
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mates to define revised categories for moderate-income (51 to 77
percent of MSA median) and middle-income (78 to 103 percent of
MSA median) neighborhoods (see table 2).

For each of these classifications, we include two separate tabula-
tions for the years between 1992 and 1996. One analyzes lending
patterns for all reporting depository institutions; a second focuses
solely on independent mortgage companies. Taken together, these
classifications provide complementary insights into the relative ef-
fects of economic conditions, reporting requirements, and lender
specialization on observed lending disparities. Analyzing the same
tracts as those used in the original study allows a strict comparison
of how lending disparities have changed in particular places over
the past decade.8 The revised and updated taxonomies, however,
distinguish mortgage lending in stable middle-class neighborhoods
from the expansion of poverty areas or new growth corridors on the
urban fringe since the mid-1980s.

Our research explores four central questions. First, how have lend-
ing patterns changed in the neighborhoods highlighted in ‘‘The
Color of Money’’? Second, are geographical variations in lending re-
duced when the neighborhood taxonomy incorporates the relaxed
borrowing constraints prevalent in the 1990s? Third, how do lend-
ing disparities differ between depositories and independent mort-
gage companies? Finally, how sensitive are lending inequalities to
annual fluctuations in housing and mortgage market activity?

Results

In the early 1980s, the combination of economic stagnation and
high interest rates suppressed housing market activity across the
nation. Atlanta proved no exception. In 1982, origination activity
remained low across all Atlanta neighborhoods, regardless of racial
composition or income level. Nevertheless, pronounced racial dis-
parities were apparent even under these circumstances. Consider-
ing the moderate-, middle-, and higher-income categories together,
the number of loans per owner-occupied housing unit in predomi-
nantly white tracts was 2.2 times that observed in predominantly

estimated annual payment, interest, taxes, and insurance (PITI) cost of $11,631 for
a home priced at the median sales price of existing homes in the Atlanta MSA in
1995 ($97,500; U.S. Bureau of the Census 1996, 717). For a house priced at half
the median, the annual PITI cost is $5,799. Underwriting criteria on a GSE stan-
dard mortgage stipulate a front-end debt ratio of 28 percent, yielding respective
gross incomes of $41,540 and $20,710.

8 It is important to note, however, that many of these tracts no longer fall into the
same racial and income categories that they did at the time of the original study.
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black tracts. The ratio widened between 1982 and 1986 because of
increased lending in white areas as the local housing market re-
vived and interest rates stabilized. Yet lending activity showed only
negligible gains in black areas. By 1986, the white/black ratio had
widened to a staggering 6.0 (see Fitterman 1988, appendix).

What is the new ‘‘color of money’’?

Industrywide changes and a decade of urban development have dra-
matically altered the context of mortgage lending in Atlanta and
across the nation. The net effect of these contextual changes on the
racial disparities in lending is unclear. Whereas affirmative lend-
ing, community activism, and regulatory scrutiny might have re-
duced lending disparities between black and white neighborhoods,
urban restructuring and industry consolidation might have magni-
fied disparities.

At first glance, our results suggest that these countervailing forces
have been a wash: Lending to the original neighborhoods docu-
mented in ‘‘The Color of Money’’ is virtually unchanged, despite a
decade of macroeconomic and neighborhood restructuring. Consider
first a baseline comparison of conventional home purchase lending
from 1982 to 1986 and 1992 to 1996; here we exclude independent
mortgage companies in an effort to maintain comparability with
HMDA reporting requirements in the 1980s, and we examine the
identical census tracts used in Fitterman’s study (see table 3).
Between 1982 and 1986, the number of conventional home pur-
chase originations was equivalent to only 2.3 percent of all owner-
occupied homes in predominantly black tracts. This figure increased
during the 1992–96 period (to 3.1 percent), but lending to the tracts
classified in the original study as predominantly white also posted
substantial growth (from 12.1 percent of all owner-occupied units to
14.6 percent). Thus, if we can assume that the tracts in the original
study remained in the same income and race categories, the white/
black ratio dropped only slightly. During the vigorous housing boom
of the 1990s, the white middle-class neighborhoods identified in
‘‘The Color of Money’’ received 4.7 times as many conventional loans
as comparable black areas. This ratio stood at 5.2 a decade earlier.
When measured by dollar volume, lending patterns are even more
stable, with the white/black ratio remaining at 7.6.

It is impossible to disentangle the complex interactions between
demand- and supply-side processes responsible for these findings.
Yet the stability of observed lending patterns is remarkable. When
measured in terms of the crucial indicator of conventional home
purchase loans by depositories, race-based geographic disparities
have declined by less than 10 percent. Inequalities have not
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declined by any significant margin when measured in terms of loan
amount.

These results are disappointing in light of the sweeping changes
that have taken place in the national housing finance system over
the past decade. It is entirely possible, however, that the relative
stability of lending patterns is nothing more than an artifact of the
methodology used. The results may be sensitive to changes in the
racial compositions or incomes of the census tracts examined in the
original study, the income thresholds used to classify neighbor-
hoods, the types of loans or institutions examined, and the years
chosen for analysis. To address each of these issues in turn, we con-
structed separate cross-tabulations by lender type, loan type and
purpose, and year. We also use updated population, racial composi-
tion, and income estimates for all census tracts included in the
analysis. Comprehensive tables are included in the appendix. To
simplify the presentation of key findings, in the following sections
we summarize our results in figures showing the contrasts in lend-
ing to white and black neighborhoods in the moderate-, middle-,
and higher-income categories.

The effect of alternative taxonomies

Neighborhoods change as new households move in while others
leave, and as the circumstances of long-term residents change. Thus
it is necessary to look beyond the identical census tracts included in
Fitterman’s analysis, and to evaluate the effects of current neigh-
borhood racial and income characteristics and different income
thresholds on the classification of neighborhoods. For example, it is
possible that the reduced income required to qualify for conven-
tional financing has disproportionately benefited moderate-income
minority neighborhoods. Indeed, one rationale for relaxed under-
writing standards is that rigid financial criteria often induce dispro-
portionate rejection rates among minority applicants (Galster 1992;
Ladd 1998). If the income required to qualify for conventional fi-
nancing has declined over the past decade, then the response of
mortgage credit flows to latent demand should disproportionately
benefit minority neighborhoods.

To evaluate this argument, we aggregated conventional home pur-
chase loans made by depositories between 1992 and 1996, compar-
ing the results obtained under Fitterman’s original thresholds (ap-
plied to 1996 race and income data) with those incorporating the
updated cutoffs (see figure 1). We find some evidence that using up-
dated income thresholds and census tract race and income esti-
mates affects the results, but the changes are not sufficient to alter
the fundamental pattern. Between 1982 and 1986, the number of
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conventional home purchase loans made by depositories was equiv-
alent to 12.1 percent of all owner-occupied units in white neighbor-
hoods, compared with only 2.3 percent in black neighborhoods. The
resulting white/black ratio (5.2) drops only slightly in the same
neighborhoods a decade later (4.7) or when Fitterman’s thresholds
are applied to updated tract race and income estimates (4.7). When
the moderate-, middle-, and higher-income categories are redefined
according to contemporary mortgage market conditions, however,
the ratio drops to 4.2.9 Measuring the pattern in terms of loan
amount per owner-occupied housing unit reveals even greater im-
provement. The standardized white/black ratio remains unchanged
in the same census tracts used in Fitterman’s study (7.6), but drops
to 6.2 when the same cutoffs are applied to 1996 race and income
estimates, and drops further to 5.6 when the income thresholds are
revised.

These findings suggest some improvement in racial disparities in
lending by depository institutions. Nevertheless, substantial racial
geographic disparities persist. In the 1990s economic expansion, the
amount of conventional home purchase capital channeled by deposi-
tory lenders into white neighborhoods was equivalent to more than
$14,100 for every owner-occupied housing unit; comparable black
areas attracted just over one-sixth of this amount.

The role of product and lender specialization

Independent mortgage companies account for a large share of resi-
dential lending.10 In comparison with depositories and subsidiary

9 The use of contemporary mortgage qualification criteria substantially extends the
lower end of the moderate-income category. In the original study, the moderate-,
middle-, and higher-income categories ranged from 70 to 122 percent of metropoli-
tan area median household income. When the thresholds are redefined to reflect
contemporary mortgage market conditions, these income categories range from 51
to 129 percent of the metropolitan median household income. Nevertheless, the ef-
fects of these categories differ for black and white neighborhoods. Under the re-
vised taxonomy, 7 of the 14 black tracts in the 3 middle-income ranges fall into the
“moderate” category, compared with only 1 of the 24 white tracts (see appendix ta-
ble A.1).

10 Mortgage companies account for 46 percent of total originations in Atlanta in
1996. Measured by dollar volume, these lenders account for only 36.7 percent of all
lending on one- to four-family dwellings, substantially below the national figure of
56.9 percent (see Simmons 1997, 238–9). The market share of independent mort-
gage companies varies widely by loan type and purpose, however. Mortgage compa-
nies account for only 34 percent of conventional home purchase loans and 37 per-
cent of conventional refinancings in Atlanta, but they garner the majority of
government-backed purchase loans (53 percent) and FHA/VA refinancing (66 per-
cent). Fewer than 900 government-insured loans were originated for home im-
provement in 1996, but mortgage companies accounted for nearly all of them (98
percent).
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mortgage banks, these firms typically operate with lower overhead
costs and do not hold loans in portfolio. They also usually target
particular segments of the mortgage market—defined either in
terms of the products offered (such as jumbo loans, mobile home
loans, or adjustable-rate products) or in terms of the types of bor-
rowers served (first-time buyers, applicants with poor or nontradi-
tional credit histories) (see Canner, Passmore, and Surette 1996).
Many of these lenders also specialize heavily in loans insured by
the Federal Housing Administration (FHA). These products allow
smaller down payments and higher housing expense-to-income ra-
tios than most conventional loans, in keeping with the FHA’s stated
mission of providing mortgage credit to low-income borrowers who
are excluded from the conventional market (Bunce et al. 1996; Can-
ner, Passmore, and Surette 1996). To the degree that the reduced
income and wealth of minority borrowers and neighborhoods ex-
cludes them from conventional lending, the market specialization of
independent mortgage companies may help to narrow racial dispar-
ities in loan origination. To test this argument, we constructed
separate tabulations of single-family lending between 1992 and
1996 for depositories and independent mortgage companies, with
separate totals for conventional and FHA/Department of Veterans’
Affairs (VA) products (see figure 2; tables A.4, A.5, and A.6 provide
further detail for loans made in 1996).11

In comparison with other lenders, independent mortgage companies
devote a far higher share of their lending to predominantly black
neighborhoods (figure 2). Between 1992 and 1996, depositories
made more than four times as many conventional home purchase
loans per owner-occupied housing unit to white neighborhoods as
they did to black neighborhoods; the comparable ratio for indepen-
dent mortgage companies falls to 2.4 or 2.5, depending on the
neighborhood taxonomy used. Similar contrasts are apparent for
government-backed loans, although these mortgages are split more

11 Several methodological details should be noted at this point. Different segments
of the lending industry are most easily identified in HMDA records according to
the regulatory agency to which they report. The loan application/register includes
codes for six separate regulatory bodies. National banks and their subsidiaries re-
port to the Office of the Comptroller of the Currency; state member banks of the
Federal Reserve system, their subsidiaries, and subsidiaries of bank holding com-
panies report to the Federal Reserve Board; banks and certain other depositories
that are not members of the Reserve report to the Federal Deposit Insurance Cor-
poration; savings banks and their subsidiaries report to the Office of Thrift Super-
vision; credit unions report to the National Credit Union Administration; and,
finally, all other mortgage lending institutions subject to disclosure requirements—
primarily nondepository mortgage companies that are not subsidiaries of banks—
report to HUD. Our tabulations distinguish between institutions reporting to HUD
and all other reporting lenders; thus our figures for “depositories” also include
loans made by nondepository mortgage banks that are affiliates or subsidiaries of
covered depositories.
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evenly between white and black neighborhoods regardless of the
type of lending institution. In the census tracts included in the
original study, independent mortgage companies made almost as
many FHA/VA loans to predominantly black neighborhoods (4.7
loans per 100 owner-occupied unit) as to predominantly white
neighborhoods (5.2). Under the revised and updated neighborhood
classifications, racial differences in loan origination actually re-
verse, with black neighborhoods receiving disproportionate flows of
government-backed loans.12

These results suggest that racial disparities in lending would have
been less severe in the 1980s if independent mortgage companies
had reported under the same disclosure requirements as depository
institutions. In the 1990s, lending by independent mortgage compa-
nies posted white/black ratios only about half as high as those of de-
positories.13 It is possible to draw further historical comparisons for
government-backed lending by depositories. Fitterman’s analysis
revealed that racial disparities were dramatically reduced by FHA
lending, which posted a white/black ratio of only 2.0 versus 5.2 for
conventional loans. The effect of the conventional/FHA split on
neighborhood lending patterns has persisted among depositories in
the 1990s, with government-backed loans posting a white/black ra-
tio of 2.2.

The market specialization of independent mortgage companies
helps to narrow differences in lending between white and minority
neighborhoods, particularly in government-backed products. Yet
these findings cannot be regarded as evidence of improvement, just
as the higher ratios of depositories cannot be interpreted simply as
evidence of discrimination. For three decades, controversy has
raged over the question of whether the FHA encourages unsound
lending practices and accelerates neighborhood decline by inducing
high rates of default, foreclosure, and abandonment (e.g., Bradford
1979, 1998; Bradford and Rubinowitz 1975; Bunce et al. 1996; Ro-
senthal, Duca, and Gabriel 1991). This debate stems from the fact
that the FHA provisions most important for expanding access to
homeownership are precisely the same features that might encour-
age a risky, short-term view on the part of lending institutions, par-

12 We obtained similar results when analyzing other loan purposes for a single year
(1996). Considering the moderate-, middle-, and higher-income categories together,
independent mortgage companies accounted for 53 percent of conventional refi-
nancing activity in predominantly black neighborhoods, compared with 64 percent
of FHA refinancing. Independent mortgage companies accounted for all of the $1.7
million of FHA home-improvement lending to predominantly black neighborhoods.
See tables A.4, A.5, and A.6.

13 Compare the second and third pair of columns in figure 2. Depositories posted a
conventional white/black ratio of 4.7, versus only 2.4 for independent mortgage
companies; comparable figures for FHA loans are 2.2 and 1.1.
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ticularly in minority or racially changing neighborhoods. Low down
payments and high permissible debt ratios allow more borrowers to
qualify for homeownership, but these features also encourage lend-
ers to make loans to borrowers who may not be prepared for owner-
ship. Provisions such as high servicing fees and full insurance
against loss remove incentives for institutions to monitor the sound-
ness of their lending, while other features allow lenders to issue
mortgages in which the borrower starts out with negative equity on
a house that is unlikely to appreciate in value.

These issues have sustained a long-standing debate that is bound
up with broader concerns over discrimination throughout other
stages of the housing search and homeownership process. For our
purposes, this debate simply provides a reminder that the market
specialization of independent mortgage companies can be inter-
preted in radically different ways. While this segment of the market
is crucial for providing access to homeownership among LMI and
minority borrowers, it is also true that many lenders face powerful
incentives to engage in lending practices that reduce the practical
benefits of ownership for households and undermine community
stability.

Nevertheless, while the interpretation of FHA lending by nondepos-
itories may be ambiguous, we cannot ignore this market segment’s
crucial role in shaping the geography of Atlanta’s housing land-
scape. Between 1992 and 1996, government-backed mortgages ac-
counted for just over 28 percent of 218,952 single-family home
purchase loan originations. Independent mortgage companies ac-
counted for 57 percent of these government-backed loans, meaning
that in the expansion of the 1990s, approximately one-sixth of all
mortgage borrowers received an FHA loan from a nondepository
mortgage company. Yet this average conceals enormous variation
across different neighborhoods (see figure 3). In the minority neigh-
borhoods of south Atlanta and inner-ring suburbs in southern Ful-
ton and DeKalb counties, FHA lending by independent mortgage
companies accounts for 30 percent or more of total lending. In sev-
eral neighborhoods, this niche accounts for an absolute majority of
home purchase loans.

The picture is radically different in the predominantly white corri-
dor stretching north from downtown Atlanta, where housing and la-
bor market trends inscribe a textbook example of sectoral urban de-
velopment (Adams 1991; Hoyt 1939). In the past two decades, this
area has enjoyed Atlanta’s most rapid employment growth and sub-
urban office development, as well as a disproportionate share of in-
vestment in roads, sewers, and other public infrastructure. Affluent
households in this area compete in a booming housing market with
strong house price appreciation. Mortgage lending is dominated by
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conventional products (many of them jumbo loans, thanks to an
overheated real estate market) by depository lending institutions.
In the northern corridor, FHA lending by nondepositories accounts
for fewer than one-tenth of all home purchase loans. Again, we em-
phasize that this kind of geographic partitioning is at least partially
explained by variations in demand and applicant characteristics,
and may not reflect any supply-side culpability at all. Our point is
that instead of controlling for these demand- and supply-side fac-
tors, we should regard them as part of the story. The color of money
is not simply a problem of access to mortgage credit, but also an is-
sue of what kind of credit is offered, and on what terms, to different
borrowers in different neighborhoods.

These issues must be considered when we evaluate the results of
regulatory intervention in housing and mortgage markets over the
past decade, which have opened homeownership opportunities to
minorities on an unprecedented scale. In his influential Edge City,
Garreau (1991) included a chapter titled “Atlanta: The Color of
Money,” and argued that “a black suburban middle class is booming
. . . and it is emerging at the same time and in the same places as
Edge Cities” (Garreau 1991, 144, emphasis added). While the pres-
ent analysis does not examine the geographical distribution of
middle-class black home buyers on an individual level, the close
spatial correlation between the lending pattern shown in figure 3
and neighborhood racial composition stands in stark contrast to
Garreau’s observation. The segment of the lending industry that
achieves the “best” ratios does so by providing a majority of the
mortgage credit originated to minority neighborhoods in central-city
and inner-suburban areas on Atlanta’s south side, far from the re-
gion’s growth areas. Similarly, recent research by Immergluck
(1998) in Chicago finds that the share of black home buyers moving
into neighborhoods with 75 percent or more black buyers increased
from 27 percent in 1990 to 1991 to 45 percent in 1995 to 1996.
These findings suggest that recent increases in minority homeown-
ership opportunities may reinforce metropolitan segregation pat-
terns. And as metropolitan areas continue to expand outward at
ever lower densities, there is a growing tension between efforts to
increase lending in underserved neighborhoods and attempts to
open opportunities to the employment and housing appreciation of
(mostly white) suburban growth corridors.

Annual fluctuations in mortgage activity

Regional and local housing market dynamics often induce wide
swings in mortgage market activity. The highly leveraged position
of middle-class residents attempting to move up the housing ladder,
for example, means that mortgage borrowing in middle- and upper-
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income white areas will be extremely sensitive to interest rates and
other borrowing constraints (Adams 1987; Badcock 1994; Linneman
and Wachter 1989). Distinctive cyclical fluctuations in the local
economy and housing market may affect the demand for mortgages
in a geographically uneven manner. For example, the interest rate
drop in 1993 may have stimulated mortgage borrowing in white ar-
eas more than in black ones, resulting in a temporary increase in
racial geographic lending disparities. Temporal fluctuations are
more likely to be problematic in aggregate analyses that fail to dis-
tinguish between purchase and refinance loans. In short, it is possi-
ble that each year changes the hue of the color of money.

We evaluate annual fluctuations in mortgage activity by calculating
white/black standardized lending volume ratios for moderate-,
middle-, and higher-income tracts separately for each year (figure 4).
These ratios are based on conventional home purchase originations.
We calculate these ratios separately for depositories and indepen-
dent mortgage companies, and present the same ratios for 1982 to
1986 for comparative purposes. Three findings immediately stand
out. First, annual fluctuations were more substantial in the early
1980s than in the early 1990s. Fitterman’s data reveal a white/
black conventional depository ratio that varies from a low of 2.2 in
1982 to a high of 7.3 in 1983. Second, independent mortgage compa-
nies exhibit greater annual fluctuations than depositories. More-
over, the interest rate decline of 1993 had the expected effect of in-
creasing the white/black inequality ratio for independent mortgage
companies, primarily because lending volumes increased in white,
but not black, neighborhoods. As interest rates increased through
1995 and dipped again in 1996, apparent racial geographic inequal-
ities in lending volume by independent lenders first declined and
then increased slightly. Third, depository institutions did not ex-
hibit the same degree of annual fluctuation in inequality ratios, and
exhibited a different temporal pattern. The general trend for depos-
itories was not toward racial geographic balance in lending vol-
umes. Indeed, depending on the tract classification scheme used, in-
equalities widened somewhat during this period, despite interest
rate increases in 1994 and 1995 and the policy efforts to reach under-
served markets that gathered momentum in the mid-1990s.

Discussion

‘‘The Color of Money’’ made an important contribution to a broader
literature that drew widespread public attention and regulatory
scrutiny to the problems of racial discrimination and redlining in
metropolitan mortgage markets. The study attracted national press
attention, prompted similar studies in other cities, and triggered a
landmark U.S. Justice Department investigation and consent
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agreement with a suburban Atlanta lender (Decatur Savings and
Loan Association) (Vartanian et al. 1995, 1-10 and 1-27). A decade
later, our analysis of mortgage market disparities reveals a mixed
picture, with modest evidence of progress as well as troubling signs
of persistent racial geographic disparities. To summarize our find-
ings, we focus our discussion around two critical questions.

Do mortgage lenders in Atlanta still redline?

Our first question is narrow and specific. What, if anything, has re-
ally changed in the aftermath of the studies by Fitterman and the
Atlanta Journal-Constitution? Before we address this question, note
that even the form of our question (in its use of the word “still”) em-
bodies assumptions. As we mentioned earlier, the failure of the
original study and our replication to account for geographic varia-
tions in mortgage demand diminish our ability to make definite
conclusions about redlining or discrimination. We recognize that
neither study provides a final answer for this ongoing debate. Still,
despite its limitations, the original study was highly influential.
Moreover, the limitations that led critics to charge that this method
cannot be used to infer lender redlining or discrimination also pre-
vent us from interpreting HMDA tabulations as evidence of im-
provement. A truly definitive analysis of mortgage lending requires
more detailed information than is currently available on the credit-
worthiness of borrowers; it also requires information about the
terms on which credit is offered. To the degree that analysts reject
charges of discrimination or redlining by invoking omitted-variable
bias, they also must consider institutional and loan characteristics
(interest rate, points, fees, and closing costs) that may suggest pred-
atory lending practices.

With the above caveats in mind, our answer to the first question is
that the aggregate patterns documented in ‘‘The Color of Money’’
are still evident today. To the extent that research and policy com-
munities concluded that Atlanta lenders redlined during the mid-
1980s, we suggest that similar problems affect the region at least
through the mid-1990s. The aggregate patterns are remarkably sta-
ble, despite the very visible efforts to rectify discriminatory prac-
tices and expand access to mortgage credit, and despite consider-
able changes in the lending market.

Furthermore, our study, like the original, was designed to be very
conservative by excluding rapidly growing or declining neighbor-
hoods and focusing on those where the main difference was racial
composition. For the original study, as well as for our analysis, the
focus thus is on neighborhoods where we are least likely to observe
differences related to racial composition. That we find such differ-
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ences suggests that, were we to look more widely at the Atlanta
metropolitan area, we would find even greater disparities between
predominantly white and predominantly black neighborhoods.

Less pessimistic interpretations of our results are also possible.
Some indications of progress in Atlanta’s lending market are evi-
dent. First, even though neighborhood lending patterns were re-
markably stable, there were minor changes in the right direction:
Most of the white/black standardized lending ratios declined in
magnitude for depository institutions. Second, independent mort-
gage companies, not included in the original study because of data
limitations, exhibit less difference in lending between black and
white neighborhoods than depository institutions. If independent
mortgage companies have increased their presence in the mortgage
market, then their more equitable lending records may have in-
creased the overall supply of mortgage capital to black neighbor-
hoods over the past decade. Third, our data show that all institu-
tions, independent and depository, lend more FHA/VA capital to
black neighborhoods. Indeed, when we look at FHA/VA lending by
independent mortgage companies, black neighborhoods appear to
enjoy a very slight numerical advantage over white ones. The stable
neighborhood lending patterns we observe for depository institu-
tions may fail to capture more positive trends in Atlanta’s lending
market that might be evident if all institutions were covered in
both time periods. We also may be observing relatively unchanged
neighborhood lending patterns for different reasons—that is, even if
lenders did discriminate in the 1980s, the patterns we now observe
may have emerged for different reasons. For example, we might in-
deed see similar geographic patterns of lending generated by the
combination of reduced black demand for mortgages in traditionally
black neighborhoods along with lower rejection rates for blacks who
do apply.14 Thus, our finding of stable patterns should not necessar-
ily lead to a pessimistic interpretation.

Is there a new ‘‘color of money’’?

Our second question raises broader issues of lending, geography,
and progress. We would very much like to conclude from our study
that the lending market has changed significantly for the better,
and that the problems that beset minority buyers in the 1980s
have lessened over the last decade. We cannot reach such a conclu-
sion without viewing our findings in the context of broader changes
in housing and lending markets over the last decade. To begin
with, the fact that FHA/VA lending results in geographic patterns
less suggestive of redlining might not be cause for optimism.

14 We thank an anonymous reviewer for this point.
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Government-backed lending is often an option for those unable to
obtain mortgages under more favorable terms in the conventional
market. While this program undoubtedly allows many to purchase
housing who would not otherwise be able to, credible evidence ex-
ists that minorities applying for loans in minority neighborhoods
are steered to FHA products even when they may not need them
(Bradford 1979, 1998; Bradford and Rubinowitz 1975; Canner,
Gabriel, and Woolley 1991; ICF 1994; MacRae, Turner, and Yezer
1981). FHA lending provides 100 percent insurance for lenders,
which may prompt them to make fundamentally unsound loans.
Moreover, the FHA requires higher mortgage insurance premiums,
even as the outstanding loan balance is paid down (see Bunce et al.
1996, 8-8–8-10). Thus, while some minority borrowers may be given
a chance at homeownership, they also may be drawn unwittingly
into financial responsibilities that they are not able to meet. The re-
sult can be negative for the individual buyers, as well as for the
neighborhoods in which they live. These issues amplify Hughes’s
(1996, 320) warning that “research is needed to evaluate the down-
side of a public policy commitment to minority homeownership pro-
grams (e.g., fostering household investment in geographic areas
with little chance of house value appreciation).”

The increased importance of independent mortgage companies, of
course, also can be a double-edged sword. These firms have a dem-
onstrated record of more equitable lending to minority neighbor-
hoods than depositories, even in terms of conventional lending prod-
ucts. Yet depositories maintain stronger connections to the local
community. Thus, segmenting minority lending primarily into the
independent mortgage-banking sector, rather than continuing ef-
forts to increase sound minority lending by depositories, is not nec-
essarily a good long-term strategy. Our broader concerns, however,
revolve around the larger role of race in determining housing mar-
ket outcomes and, conversely, the role of housing market processes
in perpetuating racial inequality. Mortgage lending is only part of a
complex web of housing market transactions between agents, insti-
tutions, and prospective home buyers. As Yinger (1995, 1998) effec-
tively demonstrates, race matters in every part of the housing mar-
ket. Moreover, the impacts of race in all aspects of the housing
market are interactive and cumulative. Even if we were to conclude
that the lending market has improved in Atlanta (which we can-
not), unless conditions improved in all aspects of the housing mar-
ket, the overall picture may not be any better. For example, if real
estate agents still steer black purchasers toward minority and tran-
sitional neighborhoods and white purchasers toward stable white
neighborhoods, improvements in lending may not matter in the big-
ger picture.
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Of even greater concern is that the very nature of urban develop-
ment in Atlanta reflects and reinforces race. Using the conservative
criteria that were necessary to ensure comparability meant that we
did not consider a majority of the most attractive and rapidly grow-
ing neighborhoods in Atlanta and, thus, that we did not consider a
majority of mortgage market activity in the 1990s. Our analysis of
white/black lending ratios in middle-income neighborhoods encom-
passed only 45 out of 379 census tracts in the seven-county study
area, capturing only 5.4 percent of the total dollar volume of con-
ventional originations between 1992 and 1996.15 This point has
more than simple empirical implications. Most of Atlanta’s growth
and house price appreciation simply bypass minority neighbor-
hoods. In other words, the original ‘‘Color of Money’’ describes a
very small segment of the housing market. While traditional redlin-
ing research and policy focus on the fate of central-city minority
and racially transitional neighborhoods, the outward expansion of
suburban development frontiers renders these places increasingly
irrelevant to broader housing and land development markets. Ulti-
mately, the “new” ‘‘Color of Money’’ describes the increasing social
and spatial distances between suburban growth frontiers and mi-
nority homeownership opportunities, as well as the long-standing
contrasts between established neighborhoods.

15 These figures are based on the updated tract taxonomy. See table A.1, bottom
panel.
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