THE RACE OF AMERICAN MORTGAGE CAPITAL
The contradictions of capital take varied forms in different times and places.  In the housing markets of the United States in the late twentieth century, one of the central contradictions involved racism:  how can the systematic exclusion of some customers be reconciled with capital’s drive for inclusion, its incessant search for new markets and new profit opportunities?  For generations of economists, the logic followed Gary Becker (1957), who argued that discrimination would quickly be erased from the economy if the free market were allowed to do its work.  Any firm that uses an economically irrational reason (i.e., racial or ethnic discrimination) to refuse an opportunity to do business is essentially leaving profits on the table for competitors.  Firms that choose to do so are paying to satisfy a “taste for bigotry,” and eventually these costs will drive them out of business in the incessant competition of the market.
Even for (or especially for) center-left progressives, this kind of logic offered a deeply compelling story.  The policy implications of this kind of theory were also obvious.  Perhaps deregulation could be made compatible with a progressive social and civil rights agenda (Goering and Wienk, 1997).  So long as policies could be devised to encourage firms to see racial inclusion as fundamentally profitable, perhaps private market processes could be mobilized to complete the unfinished job of the Civil Rights Movement of the 1960s.  The fair housing and fair lending statutes from that era had largely languished on the books, with hesitant enforcement allowing most financial institutions to perpetuate the old ways of doing business.  Whites got credit, so long as they were at least lower-middle-class.  Racial minorities were seen as risky, and so they were usually denied.  Bankers were especially reluctant to lend to African American individuals, or borrowers in African-American neighborhoods.  But if racial and ethnic discrimination were simply a matter of economic irrationality, the quickest route to social justice lie through deregulation.
This logic spread throughout the academy in the 1980s, and then in the federal executive branch in the 1990s.  Unfortunately, the argument overlooked the way capitalist practice constantly reconstructs social relations.  The “economically irrational” aspects of social life are perpetually reconstructed and re-negotiated.  Transformations in how particular sectors operate can also redefine what it means to do business with a customer -- or to refuse an opportunity to do so.  There is now a rich and sophisticated literature that documents precisely these kinds of changes in the realm of mortgage lending  (Immergluck, 2004, 2009; Engel and McCoy, 2011).  The treatment of customers and communities who would have been excluded from credit in a previous generation underwent dramatic transformations, with the evolution of relaxed underwriting practices in American mortgage banking, and the growth of a large and complex ‘secondary market’ for the trading of mortgage-backed financial instruments.  In the buoyant growth years of the late 1990s, and then in the housing-led recovery after the short recession of 2001, press coverage and policy debate returned to the same plot:  customers once routinely excluded from credit were now able to get loans, just at higher prices to compensate for the elevated risks of default or delinquency.  Year after year, community organizers and local attorneys documented the growth of deceptive and exploitative practices, in a syndrome known as “predatory” lending (Engel and McCoy, 2002).  But federal officials and banking industry lobbyists emphasized how “risk-based pricing” had allowed lenders to provide credit to those who would otherwise have been denied access to the American Dream of homeownership.  
By most measures, housing prices began to stall in 2006, ending an astonishing acceleration of real-estate capitalization (see the widely-reproduced national Case-Shiller index showing an uninterrupted, unprecedented rise from the mid-1990s to 2006).  At this point, the high-risk, high-cost segment known as “subprime” or “B-and-C” lending quickly collapsed.  In January, 2007, the New York Times’s Vikas Bajaj (Bajaj and Haughney, 2007) warned that 

“Wall Street’s big bet on risky mortgages may be souring a lot faster than had been previously thought.  The once booming market for home loans to weak credit -- known as subprime mortgages and made largely to minorities, the poor and first-time buyers stretching to afford a home -- is coming under greater pressure.  The evidence can be seen in rising default rates, increasingly strained finances at mortgage lenders and growing doubts among investors.” 
In the next weeks, the global banking giant HSBC announced unprecedented losses thanks to its aquisition of a U.S. subprime subsidiary, and the aggressive subprime lender New Century slipped into bankruptcy.  Most of the freestanding mortgage companies at the front lines of the subprime industry collapsed in the Summer of 2007, while many bankers echoed the arguments of Bush Administration officials who insisted that the problems were ‘contained’ to this comparatively new line of business.  Over the next year, the crisis spread more broadly throughout the banking sector, and then to the Wall Street investment houses involved in the mortgage-backed securities market, and then throughout nearly all the major credit and financial institutions of the Global North.
then it went more broadly

disappearance of race

lost in this trajectory is the memory:  

the crisis first appeared in the market that capital had first so violently plundered...then it went elsewhere as it became clear that capital had 

accumulation by dispossession first ‘innovated’ among minority individuals and neighborhoods.

then spread to white borrowers as well.

in a society where racial minorities bear the burden, there is a tension between the rate of extraction/exploitation, and the market volume associated with serving the dominant group.

so our purpose is to map the trajectory of racial inequalities through the crisis -- to see how racial inequalities changed in the years of the boom, and then in the collapse and aftermath.  our findings highlight a troubling ‘racial equilbrium’ of old and new inequalities.
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