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CONGRESSMAN BOBBY L. RUSH PRESENTS:

BLACK MONEY MATTERS:
INCOME, INCOME, INCOME!

A Compendium of select news articles making
the case for the pressing need to include all
communities in the modern economy.
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Blacks and Latinos Will Be Broke in a Few
Decades — Zero Wealth by 2053

The racial wealth gap is getting worse.

By Josh Hoxie
Sep 19th, 2017 3:18 pm ET
Fortune

Many people see progress on racial equity in the U.S. as a steady march forward, in which people of
color become more equal with their white counterparts as the years go by.

Those are people who don’t pay attention to household wealth figures.
A new report I co-authored, “The Road to Zero Wealth,” looks at the past 30 years of wealth

accumulation across racial lines, as well as what the future will bring if current trends continue. Our
findings were bleak.

The divide between the wealth of a typical black family and a typical white family today is vast. A
median black family has just $1,700 in wealth—total assets minus total debt. Thirty years ago, that
same family had $6,800 in today’s dollars. Latino families at the median have similarly small assets,
just $2,000, and also saw a decline over the past three decades.

White median household wealth, meanwhile, is significantly higher: $116,800, up from $102,000 over
the same period.

So black and Latino families at the middle have seen their wealth slip while white families in the
middle saw their wealth rise. What does this look like projected into the future?
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By 2053, just 10 years after the country is projected to become majority non-white, black median
families will own zero wealth if current trends continue. Twenty years later, Latino median families
will follow suit. White median families will continue to own six figures.

Even those black and Latino families who’ve achieved the traditional markers of middle class life—a
good-paying job and a college degree—still lag far behind their white counterparts in terms of wealth.
Black and Latino families with a member holding a four-year degree own just a fifth of the wealth of
equivalent white families. In fact, they own less wealth than a white family whose head has just a high
school diploma.

These numbers represent a troubling trend in which assets and economic opportunities are channeled
away from families of color and toward white families.

The enduring legacy of slavery and the Jim Crow era contribute to this growing divide. For instance,
just 2% of the heavily subsidized mortgages made available by the Federal Housing Administration in
the 30 years following the Great Depression went to non-white households. Homes are the biggest
asset most middle-class families own, so this sort of federally sanctioned discrimination created a
huge, intergenerational disadvantage for the black and Latino families left out.

Modern public policy decisions rooted in expanding inequality also play a significant role. One such
policy is America’s complex system of tax expenditures—essentially discounts handed out to certain
groups and individuals that together total more than a half a trillion dollars in public spending each
year.

One example is the mortgage interest deduction, a tax break designed to promote homeownership.
Unfortunately, the deduction is only available to those who itemize their tax returns, which skews the
beneficiaries heavily toward the already wealthy—who are disproportionally white.

Changing our priorities around tax incentives, as well as investments in bold new programs like
Children’s Savings Accounts (CSA) and a federal jobs guarantee, could reverse the decades-long rise
in the racial wealth divide. Had Congress instituted a robust universal CSA program in 1979—seeding
small savings and investment accounts for all children that could mature as they grew older—the
white-Latino wealth gap would have disappeared by now and the white-black gap would have dropped
by 82%.

Policy changes like these would require bold leadership from across the federal government, including
Congress and the White House. In today’s political atmosphere, marked most often by scandal and
regressive policy decrees as well as congressional gridlock, this does not appear forthcoming.

The good news, however, is that the policies needed to begin to turn the tide on our growing divide are
readily at hand. We know what the problem is and how to fix it. Building the political will, and

political power, to put such policies in play is the next step.

Josh Hoxie is director of the Project on Opportunity and Taxation at the Institute for Policy Studies
and co-editor of Inequality.org.
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At This Rate, The Rich Could Truly Have It All
Just 33 Years from Now

However you slice it, the rich in America have been getting
richer. Lots richer.

—
From 2013 to 201 6, the top 10 percent of U.S. households increased their share of total wealth from
an amazing 75.3% to a stunning 77.2%.(LM Otero / AP)

By Scott Burns
7:00 AM on Aug 4, 2019
The Dallas Morning News

Mark your calendars. The rich will truly "have it all" just 33 years from now.

Yup, that's when the top 10% of all households could have 100% of all the net worth in America.

I learned that when I projected the rate of gain over the most recently reported three-year period from
the Federal Reserve Survey of Consumer Finances. The last survey was completed in 2016, and it
measured the change in shares of net worth from 2013 to 2016. It also showed the changes in every
three-year period since 1989.

However you slice it, the rich have been getting richer. Lots richer.

Here are the basics. From 2013 to 2016, the top 10 percent of households increased their share of total
wealth from an amazing 75.3% to a stunning 77.2%. That's a share gain of 1.87% in just three years.

If they continue to gain share at that rate, they'll have the remaining 22.8% of net worth held by the
other 90% in just 12 more surveys, give or take an upheaval or two.

But don't be depressed. Look on the positive side. When that moment comes, most people won't be
concerned with mortgages or car payments. College for kids? Fuhgeddaboudit. Retirement savings?
What's that?

Nope, 90% of Americans simply won't have to worry about junk like that anymore. Talk about easy
living!

But don't get overconfident. As a newspaper reader, a person known to actually read, you may not
qualify to be in that bottom 90%.
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Where you stand

Fortunately, it's easy enough to find out. Just go to one of my favorite number-freak websites,
dgydj.com, and use its online calculator to see where you stand on the net-worth pyramid. (Dqyd;j, by
the way, stands for "don't quit your day job.")

The broad figure for being in the top 10% is $1,182,390.36. You can also get an age-appropriate figure
by using another version that calculates net worth by age. You'll be in that worry-ridden top 10% zone,
for instance, if you are 35 to 39 and have a net worth in excess of $368,093.19.

Some readers will think these figures are pretty low. There are ZIP codes in this country where that

much is parked in the driveway. But in real America, the net worth air gets thin really fast. If you have
a net worth of $97,225.55, you're ready to join the top 50%.

What about the next 9?

A still closer look at the share of net worth figures reveals another problem. The table I've shared here
shows the changes in net worth shares from 1989 to 2016. While the share of the top 10% has grown
consistently over the period, the share held by the next 9% — the folks who don't quite make it into the
top 1% with $10,374,030 — peaked in 2013 and declined slightly in the last reporting period.

What does that mean for the next 9%?

Maybe nothing.

But here's my guess.

If your quest is infinite, unlimited wealth — a quest that seems to define the central life goal for many
members of the top 1% — then you have to be thinking about the source of your future wealth gains.

With the bottom 90% now holding only 22.8% of all wealth, the pickings are pretty slim.

The next 9%, however, look like low-hanging fruit. After all, it's a small group — only one-tenth the
size of the 90% — and its members hold 38.53% of the wealth.

So if you're in the next 9%, gird yourself. The squeeze is on, and you're next.
It will stay that way until we no longer worship wealth.

Scott Burns is the creator of Couch Potato investing and a longtime personal finance columnist for The
Dallas Morning News. Visit his site at couchpotatoinvesting.com. Twitter: @scottburnsSAL.
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Black Fund Managers Likely to Face More Bias
as Top Performers — Research

Danielle Walker
Aug 12,2019
Pensions & Investments

Getty Images

Institutional investors demonstrated racial bias when asked to evaluate fund management teams led by
white vs. black men, according to research published Monday by Stanford University and Illumen
Capital, a venture capital and private equity firm in Oakland, Calif.

The case study found, in fact, that top-performing, black fund managers "may be most harmed by
racial bias," the research paper said.

"Even when funds led by people of color possess identical, strong credentials as white male-led funds,
they are judged more harshly. In contrast, white male fund managers are advantaged by these biases,
which perpetuate their disproportionate representation in the industry and the association between
whiteness and investment success," the paper said.

The research on racial bias in institutional investing was published in the scientific journal Proceedings
of the National Academy of Sciences, and funded by Prudential Financial and the William and Flora
Hewlett Foundation. The paper, “Race influences professional investors’ financial judgments,” was co-
authored by Sarah Lyons-Padilla, Hazel Rose Markus, Ashby Monk, and Jennifer L. Eberhardt at
Stanford University, and Sid Radhakrishna, Radhika Shah and Norris A. “Daryn” Dodson IV at
[llumen Capital.

For the study, researchers asked 180 primarily white asset allocators to evaluate "one-pagers," or short
summaries of fund manager team credentials and their track record on previous investment strategies.
They created one-pagers displaying four fictitious venture capital teams — two were led by black male
managing partners and two by white male managing partners. Additionally, the black and white male-
led funds each featured teams with a strong and weak performance track record, according to the

paper.

"To test for the presence of bias, we analyzed asset allocators' responses to the following: overall
performance ratings of the team, evaluations of investment skills, attributions of competence,
attributions of social fit, expectations of how much the fund would raise, and the likelihood of taking a
meeting with the team, beginning due diligence and investing in the team," the paper said.
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While researchers saw evidence of bias against the funds led by black men — asset allocators did not
rate the strong, black male-led teams as favorably as the strong teams led by white men — they also
found asset allocators could not distinguish between the stronger and weaker fund management teams
led by black men.

Overall, the case study found that people of color in the asset management industry "are likely to
encounter more bias as they achieve stronger credentials," researchers found.

Researchers likened the findings to the results of a March 2018 study by Natasha Quadlin of Ohio
State University, which found that women job seekers with the strongest credentials were penalized
substantially more than men and more than women with weaker credentials, the paper said.

The study suggests that asset owners should be trained "to overcome their biases by revamping their
investment criteria and strategies and ensuring they are knowledgeable about the success of firms led
by people of color," the paper said.

The Real Reason Minority-Owned Businesses
Aren't Getting Funded

By: Maggie Germano Contributor

ForbesWomen
Dec 11, 2018, 07:23pm

Photo credit: Getty

A new report released by Morgan Stanley today found that the majority of investors and bank loan
officers do not think there is a funding imbalance for women and minority-owned businesses
(WMBESs) in the United States. Specifically, 80 percent of respondents believe that WMBESs get the
amount of capital that they deserve to run and grow their businesses. However, this belief does not
align with the reality of the investments being made. In fact, investments in WMBEs are 80 percent
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lower than the median investment in businesses overall. This means that investors have a large blind
spot when it comes to how they are investing in these businesses. But why is that?

Investors Are Less Exposed to Minority-Owned Businesses and Don’t Seek to Diversify
Candidates

Over 40 percent of investors said that they “very frequently” review businesses led by men. Thirty-six
percent of investors said the same about businesses led by non-minorities. Compare that to only 17 and
18 percent of investors, respectively, who said they “very frequently” review women and minority-
owned businesses. There is obviously a significant gap in how often investors are reviewing different
types of businesses.

Not only are investors not reviewing proposals by minority-owned businesses as often, but they aren’t
concerned with improving that fact. According to the survey, nearly 40 percent of male investors said
that investing in women-owned businesses is not a priority at all, compared to only seven percent of
female investors. Similarly, 31 percent of white investors say they do not prioritize investing in
minority-owned businesses.

Investors Judge Minority-Owned Businesses Differently

According to the survey, investors cited that displaying confidence is disproportionately important for
women and minority-owned businesses. A quarter of respondents said this was true for WMBEs, while
only 14 percent of them said the same for businesses in general. This poses a barrier to WMBEs, as it
is not a measurable, obvious criteria, and it is not applied evenly across the board.

Investors See Minority-Owned Businesses to Be Higher-Risk

The report found that investors think that WMBEs are twice as likely to perform below market
average, as compared to non-minority and male-owned businesses. This assumption prevents WMBEs
from receiving funding, and does not actually align with reality. In fact, when businesses run by people
of color receive capital, their returns consistently match the market. Women-owned businesses actually
lead the market by two percent.

Why are these findings so important?

I spoke to Carla Harris, Vice Chairman of Wealth Management and Senior Client Advisor at Morgan
Stanley, about why the findings in this report are so important. Harris said this report provides a “real
opportunity to illuminate investors’ perception of what is happening versus the reality.” Shedding light
on this disparity can help trigger a change in this area. Change is necessary, because not only are
women and minority-owned businesses not receiving capital at an equitable rate, but investors are also
missing out on huge economic opportunities.

According to the report, WMBEs could account for $6.8 trillion in gross receipts if they matched their
percentage of the labor force and if business revenues were equal to traditional firms. This would
represent nearly three times the current output of these companies, which means there is a missed
opportunity of $4.4 trillion. “The marketplace has not been aware of the depth of opportunity,” says
Harris, “because how could there be such a large economic opportunity that isn't being taken advantage
of?”
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Clearly, there is a big gap between perception and reality, and this gap is hurting business-owners and
our economy. So, how can investors and bank lenders do better? The study proposes seven ways that
lenders can help even the playing field of entrepreneurship.

1.

Set Targets, Not Quotas: Rather than framing it around what they “must” do, investors should
set goals for who they want to reach. Harris says that this should be intentional, and investors
should do their own research about emerging industries, so they can find the right businesses to
fund.

Hold Themselves Accountable for Measurable Outcomes: Track statistics on how many
diverse companies they see and how many diverse companies they invest in. They should share
these statistics with their partners to hold themselves accountable to do better.

Expand Their Reach: Investors can’t just wait for these businesses to come to them. They
need to seek them out to reduce barriers. This could look like holding “pitch days” targeting
multicultural or woman-owned businesses, attending related conferences, etc.

Reconsider Your Screening Criteria: Rather than requiring things like an advanced degree
from an ivy league university, investors should focus on the hard skills and ideas of the
entrepreneurs. Harris recommends that investors "Get your arms around the depth of that
market and opportunity. Is that entrepreneur uniquely suited to solve this problem?"

Be Transparent: Most business owners don’t know the process and criteria for securing
investments in their business. If investors think a business isn’t a good fit for their investment,
they should be upfront about why that is.

Provide Clear, Prescriptive Feedback: Not only will specific feedback help the business
owner to improve their pitch for next time, but it will also potentially help the investor reflect
on the real reasons why they aren’t making an investment.

Hire More Women and Minorities On Your Team: As mentioned above, white and male
investors don’t prioritize woman-owned or minority businesses. Having diverse voices and
viewpoints on your team will change the conversation around who is deserving of investment.

If you are an entrepreneur looking for funding, Harris has advice for you, too. You should make
yourself as visible as possible in the investment world. “The more they see you, the more they will be
comfortable with you”, Harris says. Be aggressive and attend meet-and-greets and other events with
investors. And if you do get in front of investors, take every opportunity to educate them while you're
selling your idea. Make sure that you’re bringing the statistics about your market, and the problem that
you’re trying to solve. Show them why you're the best person to invest in.
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Farm Organization President Says He Hasn't
Received Subsidies from Last Year as Trump
Announces $16 Billion Bailout

By Daniel Moritz-Rabson On 5/24/19 at 2:38 PM EDT Newsweek

The president of the National Black Farmers Association said he still hadn't received money from
President Donald Trump's first farm bailout in 2018 after the White House announced on Thursday it
would provide farmers with another $16 billion to offset their losses from the ongoing trade war with
China.

"Right now, I still haven't received my payments from the last round that the president—the $12 billion
that he promised farmers. And generally when the government gets involved, and there's paperwork
and necessary things that have to be filled out in order to participate in a certain subsidy, that means
bad news for black farmers and small-scale farmers," John Boyd Jr. said while speaking with CNN
anchor Don Lemon on Thursday night.

Boyd questioned why farmers, who voted overwhelmingly for Trump in the 2016 election, continued
to support the president despite suffering financial damage from the trade war.

"White farmers are hurting more than we are, and I don't understand for the life of me why they aren't
more vocal about the financial conditions that they're in," he said. "These farmers are going to end in
bankruptcy and committing suicide and losing their farms and they're still talking about supporting the
president."

He called on Democrats to "come up with a plan to help small-scale farmers like myself."

President Donald Trump poses for photographs with Representative Mike Conaway and farmers and ranchers from across
the country in the Oval Office on May 23. Chip Somodevilla/Getty Images

"We checked with Mr. Boyd's county Farm Service Agency office a couple of weeks ago and were
told he had not yet certified all of his 2018 production. He has until May 31 to do that," David Warner,
the director of external affairs for the USDA's Farm Production and Conservation mission area, told
Newsweek by email when asked about Boyd's comments.

"Apparently, there are--or were until recently--quite a few farmers who have yet to certify their 2018
production because bad weather had delayed" harvest.
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After Trump announced that he would be offering $16 billion to assist farmers, some prominent farm
groups criticized the move as a temporary solution. Critics reiterated statements that short-term
bailouts could not mitigate the damage from shifting trade relations.

"We appreciate President Trump and USDA Secretary Sonny Perdue's leadership in putting together a
support package for farmers who have been harmed by retaliatory tariffs for more than a year," Illinois
Farm Bureau President Richard Guebert Jr. said in a statement mirroring previous criticisms of
Trump's trade policies.

"While the aid package will help farmers pay their bills, this is not a long-term solution to the damages
caused by lost markets. Farmers prefer to earn their income from the marketplace, which is why we
must remain focused on resolving trade disputes and on forging new trade agreements with our global
partners."

The Iowa Soybean Association also expressed concern that the solutions offered by the administration
did not align with necessary measures.

Legislators from states with heavy agriculture industries also expressed frustration about the impacts of
the escalating trade tensions and farm bailouts.

"This is becoming more and more like a Soviet type of economy here: commissars deciding who's
going to be granted waivers, commissars in the administration figuring out how they're going to
sprinkle around benefits," Senator Ron Johnson, a Wisconsin Republican, said.

While farmers are among those who have been hit hard by existing tariffs, recent escalations have
provoked concern about further increase in tensions affecting a wide array of consumers.

Analysts have expressed particular concern about the Trump administration's targeting of Chinese
telecommunications company Huawei, which the Bureau of Industry and Security placed on its "entity
list" last week, prohibiting U.S. companies from selling or transferring technology to the business

without government consent.

This article has been updated to include comments from David Warner.
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